1NC

1

Obama’s upper hand will avoid the fiscal cliff & a recession now

Green 11-7

Joshua Green - Nov 7, 2012 Obama’s Strengthened Hand May Force Republican Opponents to Deal http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-11-08/obama-s-strengthened-hand-may-force-republican-opponents-to-deal.html

At first glance, the results of the 2012 election look like a return to the status quo: President Obama was re-elected, Democrats retained the Senate and Republicans held on to the House.  But don’t be fooled. The political dynamic of the next four years will be almost exactly the opposite of the last four.  Sure, partisan bickering will endure. There will still be Red America and Blue America, Fox News and MSNBC. But with one big difference: During Obama’s first term, and particularly in the last two years, the Republican Party had most of the leverage.  Republicans’ willingness to reject stimulus, default on the debt and sabotage the nation’s credit rating --- threats that shook financial markets --- often put the White House at the mercy of the opposition, Bloomberg Businessweek reports in its Nov. 12 edition.  In Obama’s second term, leverage will shift to the Democrats on almost every issue of importance. And that shift has already begun.  The defining struggle in Obama’s first term was the battle for revenue. From the president’s original 2009 stimulus package to last year’s showdown over renewing the payroll tax cut, Obama was unsuccessful in his attempts to generate higher tax revenue to enable further spending.  Obama confronted a Republican party determined to starve government and convinced that its path back to power lay in engineering his failure. As Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, a Kentucky Republican, said in 2010, “The single most important thing we want to achieve is for President Obama to be a one-term president.” Hold the Line  Republicans mostly held the line.  To keep the economy afloat, the White House cut the deals it felt it had to. Many, such as Obama’s agreement to extend all of the Bush tax cuts in 2010, were poorly received by Democrats. Now comes the payoff.  The expiration of those cuts and the automatic reductions set to take effect at year’s end --- the so-called fiscal cliff --- mean that Obama and the Democrats can gain a huge source of new revenue by doing nothing at all.  Republican priorities are the ones suddenly in peril. The combination of tax increases on the rich, higher capital-gains taxes and sharp cuts in defense spending have congressional Republicans deeply worried. To mitigate these, they will have to bargain. Tough Talk  Despite their post-election tough talk, Republican leaders have dealt themselves a lousy hand. Obama can propose a “middle- class tax cut” for the 98 percent of American households earning less than $250,000 a year, while letting the Bush tax cuts expire for those earning more, and dare the Republicans to block it. If they do, everyone’s taxes will rise on Jan. 1.  It’s true that going over the fiscal cliff, as some Democrats believe will happen, would set back the recovery and could eventually cause a recession. But Democratic leaders in Congress believe the public furor would be too intense for Republicans to withstand for long.  Going over the cliff would also weaken the Republicans’ greatest point of leverage: renewing their threat to default on the national debt.  Right now, the Treasury expects to hit the debt ceiling in February. But if the cliff can’t be avoided, tax rates will rise and government coffers will swell, delaying the date of default, thus diminishing the Republicans’ advantage. Date Pushed Back  Alice Rivlin, the founding director of the Office of Management and Budget and a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, says that “as quickly as the IRS began changing the withholding schedule, the date would be pushed back.”  This new, post-election reality should compel both sides toward the “Grand Bargain” on entitlement and tax reform that President Barack Obama and House Speaker John Boehner, an Ohio Republican, tried, and failed, to strike in the summer of 2011. Most people in Washington expect these negotiations to dominate the 2013 calendar year.  Here again, leverage has shifted from Republicans to Democrats.  “The message of this election is twofold,” says Senator Chuck Schumer, a New York Democrat. “Americans want us to come together around a balanced compromise. And the major issue surrounding the fiscal cliff that was litigated in the election was revenues. Voters clearly sided with us. The president made it a campaign issue, and he won.” Republican Battle  Privately, some Republicans, especially in the Senate, share this assessment. Many more don’t. The battle to control the Republican Party and determine its course could inflict further damage on the conservative cause.

Obama’s political capital is key
Hirschfeld & Doming 11-7

Julie Hirschfeld Davis and Mike Dorning - Nov 7, 2012 Obama Success on Fiscal Cliff May Hinge on Congress Ties http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-11-08/obama-success-on-fiscal-cliff-may-hinge-on-better-congress-ties.html
President Barack Obama, his re- election victory sealed, is reaching out to congressional leaders to revive bipartisan deficit-reduction negotiations whose failure was a defining disappointment of his first term. His chances of success, say Republicans and Democrats, depend on Obama’s willingness in his second term to build a rapport he has lacked with lawmakers from both parties and take a stronger role than he has to date in steering negotiations on sweeping changes to entitlements, taxes and spending.  “He’s simply going to have to take a more active and forceful role,” said Democratic strategist Jim Manley, a former aide to Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid of Nevada. “He never got involved in the nitty-gritty of the legislative process. In light of the hyper-partisanship that still surrounds Capitol Hill, he’s going to have to change, and he’s going to have to take more of a lead in breaking the logjam.”  There are already indications that Obama is ready to do so. The president, who said in his Nov. 6 victory speech that he was “looking forward to reaching out and working with leaders of both parties to meet the challenges we can only solve together,” spoke yesterday by telephone with the top congressional Democratic and Republican leaders of the House and Senate.
The plan causes a fight – spending and environmental issues

Snyder 10

Jim Snyder, The Hill, 2-1, “Nuclear energy firms seek more than loan guarantees for revival,” http://thehill.com/business-a-lobbying/78943-nuclear-energy-industry-seeks-more-than-loan-guarantees-for-revival
Raising the amount of federal loan guarantees available for new nuclear plants is just part of what the industry wants Congress to do to spur its revival. Department of Energy Secretary Steven Chu told reporters on Friday that the DoE budget, which will be released on Monday, would call for a $54 billion loan guarantee program, tripling the current amount. The move was praised by industry lobbyists but criticized by some environmental and fiscal watchdog groups for putting too much taxpayer money at risk. Congress has already approved an $18.5 billion loan guarantee program in hopes of reassuring Wall Street investors about an industry with a history of cost overruns. But the industry said additional financial support was needed. The loan guarantee program prompted 17 applications for projects that were estimated to cost $122 billion to build.¶ The announcement of the additional loan guarantees “is a very important signal of the seriousness about getting a clean energy industry back up and running,” said Jim Connaughton, a former director of the White House Council on Environmental Quality in the Bush administration. ¶ Connaughton is now an executive at Constellation, an electric utility that operates five nuclear reactors at three sites.*¶ Connaughton said negotiations with DoE are ongoing over what percentage a company should have to pay to DoE to reduce its risk. The industry wants to keep the “credit cost” at 1 percent or below the anticipated total cost to build a new plant. A company would be required to pay DoE $100 million to reduce the risks for a $10 billion project, but industry critics have sought a much higher percentage.¶ The guarantees would mean the government would step in to repay 80 percent of a loan should a company default.¶ In addition to loan guarantees, the industry is also lobbying to remain eligible for support from a clean energy fund Congress is also considering. ¶ The entity would support a variety of clean energy technologies through loans, grants and guarantees to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.¶ Industry lobbyists participating in the United States Climate Action Partnership (USCAP), a coalition of environmental groups and energy companies that support climate change legislation, are working within the group to have nuclear power counted as clean energy in a Clean Energy Standard. ¶ Such a standard would be an alternative to a Renewable Energy Portfolio renewable production mandate under consideration in Congress that is now limited largely to wind and solar power. It is opposed by environmental groups within USCAP. The industry also continues to press for regulatory changes to speed the time it takes the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to approve a nuclear application. Industry officials say the long process of winning regulatory approval discourages potential investors. Utilities like Constellation and Exelon, which operate nuclear plants, also continue to press for a cap-and-trade bill that would give the plants a competitive advantage over coal and natural gas plants that emit carbon dioxide. ¶ And Connaughton said the industry would press for an even higher level of loan guarantees.  There are around 100 nuclear reactors in operation, but the NRC has not approved a new application for a reactor in more than two decades.¶ Politically, the industry has already undergone a revival of sorts. Before DoE announced it would seek additional loan guarantees, President Barack Obama said a comprehensive climate and energy bill should include support for new nuclear plants. ¶ Nuclear power is likely to be a central component of the climate legislation compromise that emerges from the negotiations led by Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.), Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) and Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.). But much of the industry’s agenda will be opposed by environmental groups and by fiscal watchdogs that worry billions of taxpayer dollars are at risk with the loan guarantee program. “Increasing loan guarantees for nuclear power beyond what Congress already has authorized would shift unacceptable risks from the nuclear industry to U.S. taxpayers,” said Ellen Vancko, nuclear energy and climate change project manager at Union of Concerned Scientists.

At the bottom of the cliff is a global recession

AMERICA ECONOMIA 10-30

AMERICA ECONOMIA/Worldcrunch 2012-10-30 FACING THE FISCAL CLIFF, OBAMA IS BEST HOPE FOR GLOBAL ECONOMY http://www.worldcrunch.com/eyes-on-the-u.s./facing-the-fiscal-cliff-obama-is-best-hope-for-global-economy/us-elections-obama-romney-fiscal-cliff/c5s10001/#.UJMxwOS7NOg
SANTIAGO - The most urgent problem for the second term of President Barack Obama or the first term of President Mitt Romney will be a problem that neither of them created. We are talking about the cryptically dubbed ‘fiscal cliff,’ which, if it is not solved, will push the United States into another recession in 2013.   It is a budgetary problem. Last year, the White House proposed increasing the debt ceiling to finance spending, and Congress rejected the proposal. The Republican majority opposed increasing the debt ceiling and also opposed increasing taxes. The only option they would accept was to reduce government spending, while the President and Democrats in Congress tried to push through stimulus programs that increased spending. Faced with the impasse, Congress named a bipartisan super-committee to find a solution. But if the so-called super-committee does not come up with one, in January 2013 automatic tax increases and cuts in public spending will kick in.   The fiscal cliff would include both the expiration of the Bush tax cuts and the end of cuts to employers'  taxes, put in place by Obama. It would also mean the end of unemployment insurance and drastic cuts in public spending for defense, healthcare and other government sectors, for a total of $100 billion in cuts per year. According to the Congressional Budget Office, that would prompt a 1.3 percent contraction in the US economy next year.   With most of Europe in recession, Japan stagnated, China slowing down and the US still shaky, a new US recession could have wide-reaching and unpredictable consequences for the global economy. There is no question that the strong numbers in Latin American economies will cool. In this scenario, there would be a real possibility of a global depression, just as we nearly experienced four years ago.

Global nuclear war

Merlini, Senior Fellow – Brookings, 11 [Cesare Merlini, nonresident senior fellow at the Center on the United States and Europe and chairman of the Board of Trustees of the Italian Institute for International Affairs (IAI) in Rome. He served as IAI president from 1979 to 2001. Until 2009, he also occupied the position of executive vice chairman of the Council for the United States and Italy, which he co-founded in 1983. His areas of expertise include transatlantic relations, European integration and nuclear non-proliferation, with particular focus on nuclear science and technology. A Post-Secular World?  DOI: 10.1080/00396338.2011.571015 Article Requests: Order Reprints : Request Permissions Published in: journal Survival, Volume 53, Issue 2 April 2011 , pages 117 - 130 Publication Frequency: 6 issues per year  Download PDF Download PDF (~357 KB)     View Related Articles  To cite this Article: Merlini, Cesare 'A Post-Secular World?', Survival, 53:2, 117 – 130]

Two neatly opposed scenarios for the future of the world order illustrate the range of possibilities, albeit at the risk of oversimplification. The first scenario entails the premature crumbling of the post-Westphalian system. One or more of the acute tensions apparent today evolves into an open and traditional conflict between states, perhaps even involving the use of nuclear weapons. The crisis might be triggered by a collapse of the global economic and financial system, the vulnerability of which we have just experienced, and the prospect of a second Great Depression, with consequences for peace and democracy similar to those of the first. Whatever the trigger, the unlimited exercise of national sovereignty, exclusive self-interest and rejection of outside interference would likely be amplified, emptying, perhaps entirely, the half-full glass of multilateralism, including the UN and the European Union. Many of the more likely conflicts, such as between Israel and Iran or India and Pakistan, have potential religious dimensions. Short of war, tensions such as those related to immigration might become unbearable. Familiar issues of creed and identity could be exacerbated. One way or another, the secular rational approach would be sidestepped by a return to theocratic absolutes, competing or converging with secular absolutes such as unbridled nationalism.
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The United States federal government should procure microgrid flywheel energy storage systems. The United States federal government should permanently suspend licenses on nuclear power plants.

Microgrids are ideal for forward operating bases – key to independent energy systems

NEMA, National Electrical Manufacturers Association, Volume 2, 2011, ”Smart Grid: Building on the Grid” //jchen
Microgrids are pockets where electrical loads and sources are interconnected and managed on a local basis. A microgrid can be small—as in a netzero building, a data center, a collection of buildings in an office park, even a college campus. On the other hand, a microgrid can be huge—as in an entire military base. A forward operating base or a military field hospital are excellent examples of microgrids. In the tactical environment, they use generators and solar power together to power the facility. Microgrids represent a unique frontier in terms of electric grid development: anyone can set one up. They are operated by nonregulated entities (although a utility company could establish a microgrid service area), and generally exist for the purpose of supporting a service that the utility company doesn’t offer. The integration of a distributed generation source could be a set of rooftop solar panels, better power quality in remote area, or as a hedge against the possibility of utility company outage. Considering the data center and field hospital examples above, microgrid quality and stability take on increased magnitude. A concept that is somewhat related to microgrids is “islanding.” It represents a technique that has been in use by grid and commercial building operators for decades when there is an unplanned grid outage. An island must have the ability to operate in an isolated mode, that is, to operate in an autonomous way, similar to the power systems of physical islands. Since islanded microgrids are isolated from any power grids, the decrease in generation or load-shedding can be used to maintain the frequency when a power imbalance between supply and demand occurs
3
China is pursuing energy efficiency, including shutting down coal plants – but energy costs are key

Power 12 (Dr. Thomas M. Power, University of Montana, Professor Emeritus)
(“The Greenhouse Gas Impact of Exporting Coal from the West Coast” http://www.sightline.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2012/02/Coal-Power-White-Paper.pdf)

4. China Has Tremendous Potential to Reduce Dependence on Coal, but Coal Exports from the U.S. Will Reduce Incentives to Capture that Potential 4.1 Chinese Efforts to Improve the Energy Efficiency of the Economy38 The Chinese government and the large state-owned enterprises that both produce, distribute, and use larger amounts of energy are well aware of the burden that high and rising energy costs can impose on the overall economy and the viability and success of individual enterprises. The energy policies embodied in the last several five-year plans have focused heavily on improving overall energy efficiency in order to effectively control energy costs. Like energy planners within government as well as within autonomous enterprises around the world, Chinese energy planners do not simply arbitrarily “make up” their energy efficiency targets. Rather they look at energy costs and the costs of implementing and operating different energy-using technologies and pursue the most cost-effective measures currently available. The value of the energy cost savings (along with potential environmental, health, and safety benefits) are weighted against the cost of the efficiency improvements. In that sense energy costs (including external social costs) drive the investment in efficiency. Past Chinese efforts to improve the energy efficiency of the economy have focused on:39 • Boosting the energy efficiency of coal-fired electric generation by building larger generating plants with more fuel efficient conversion of fuel into electricity, retrofitting older power plants, and shutting down small thermal plants with low thermal efficiency. These efforts reduced the coal used per kwh generated by almost a quarter between 1978 and 2008. • Increasing the energy efficiency of the electric transmission and distribution system resulting in almost a 30 percent reduction in line losses over the same time period. • Consolidating coal mining into larger enterprises that can make use of safer and more energy- and coal-efficient technologies. • Shutting down outdated production lines in major energy-using industrial sectors including, besides electricity and coal, steel, cement, non-ferrous metals, paper, and coke. Steel production in China, for instance, uses two to three times as much coke per ton of steel produced than the rest of the world and releases disproportionately larger volumes of greenhouse gases as a result.40 That is one of the reasons efforts are being made to close the many older, smaller, and less efficient steel production facilities.

US shift away from coal multiplies exports to China tenfold

de Place 11 (Eric de Place: Senior researcher, has investigated a wide range of research topics for Sightline, from property rights in Oregon, to regional climate policies. Before coming to Sightline, he worked for the Northwest Area Foundation developing strategies to alleviate poverty in rural communities. Sightline Institute is a not-for-profit research and communications center—a think tank—based in Seattle. Sightline’s mission is to make the Northwest a global model of sustainability—strong communities, a green economy, and a healthy environment.) 

(September 2011 Sightline Institute. “Northwest Coal Exports” http://www.sightline.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2012/02/coal-FAQ.pdf)

In recent years, the US has exported only a few million tons of coal to Asia, and just a fraction of that to China.16 Even though the volume of Asia-bound coal increased during 2010 and early 2011, the two facilities proposed for Washington could easily multiply total American coal exports to China tenfold.17 Coal mining companies want to tap new markets as domestic utilities shift away from coal. Coal power in the US is facing economic competition from cleaner fuels, and older plants can’t meet modern pollution standards without expensive upgrades. In January 2011, Chevron announced it would sell its coal mines by the end of the year because staying in the industry was no longer a good business strategy.18 Over the last two years, utilities have announced plans to close more than three dozen outdated coal plants, including Oregon’s only coal-fired electricity plant at Boardman.19 Washington’s lone coal plant will close by 2025.20 At the same time that North American prospects are dimming, however, coal has been commanding higher prices in Asia.21 Coal mining companies are looking to overseas markets that lack strong pollution and health standards. Yet even exports to Asia will not save the industry. A July 2011 research report from Deutsche Bank argues that Chinese coal imports for power plants will stabilize at roughly 100 million tons per year, rather than increasing as many analysts had been expecting.22

US coal exports drive Chinese coal demand – domestic production can’t keep pace

Plumer 12 (Brad Plumer is a reporter focusing on energy and environmental issues. He was previously an associate editor at The New Republic.)

 “How the U.S. could influence China’s coal habits — with exports” http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/can-the-united-states-influence-chinas-coal-habits/2012/05/01/gIQAgqUpuT_blog.html

Still, as a recent and fascinating report (pdf) from the Carnegie Endowment explains, Chinese coal imports are likely to grow enormously in the coming years. For one, Chinese coal use has been growing at a rate of nearly 6 percent each year. And China’s domestic production can’t keep pace, thanks to railroad and shipping bottlenecks from mining centers in Shanxi, Shaanxi and Inner Mongolia provinces. What’s more, the Carnegie report notes, the Chinese government is becoming increasingly sensitive to the ecological damage wrought by domestic coal mining — as well as to the growing number of protests over unsafe mining conditions. According to official statistics, 6,027 Chinese miners died in 2004, though the real number is probably higher. There are real costs to ramping up production in China. As a result, China will likely try to import a growing share of its coal in the coming years. Much of that will likely come from Indonesia and Australia, since China’s import infrastructure is geared toward those two regions. But many analysts expect the United States to play an increasingly crucial role in coming years. (To date, the U.S. has been supplying China with just small amounts of coking coal, which is used for iron and steel production and which is less readily available in China.) And if American coal starts pouring into China, that will help keep prices down. If that happens, Chinese power plants and factories will burn even more coal and use the stuff less efficiently than they otherwise would. Grist’s David Roberts points to a recent paper (pdf) by Thomas M. Power, a former economics professor at the University of Montana, finding that Chinese coal habits are highly sensitive to prices: Opening the Asian import market to dramatic increases in U.S. coal will drive down coal prices in that market. Several empirical studies of energy in China have demonstrated that coal consumption is highly sensitive to cost. One recent study found that a 10 percent reduction in coal cost would result in a 12 percent increase in coal consumption. Another found that over half of the gain in China’s “energy intensity” improvement during the 1990s was a response to prices. In other words, coal exports will mean cheaper coal in Asia, and cheaper coal means more coal will be burned than would otherwise be the case
Cheap coal leads to runaway warming – it locks in Chinese coal dependence for the next half century
Power 12 (Dr. Thomas M. Power, University of Montana, Professor Emeritus)
(“The Greenhouse Gas Impact of Exporting Coal from the West Coast” http://www.sightline.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2012/02/Coal-Power-White-Paper.pdf)

Although the economic life of coal-fired generators is often given as 30 or 35 years, a permitted, operating, electric generator is kept on line a lot longer than that, as long as 50 or more years through ongoing renovations and upgrades. Because of that long operating life, the impact of the lower Asian coal prices and costs triggered by PRB coal competing with other coal sources cannot be measured by the number of tons of coal exported each year. Those lower coal costs will lead to commitments to more coal being burned for a half-century going forward. That time-frame is very important. During exactly this time frame, the next half-century, the nations of the world will have to get their greenhouse gas emission stabilized and then reduced or the concentrations of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere may pass a point that will make it very difficult to avoid massive, ongoing, negative climate impacts. Taking actions now that encourage fifty-years of more coal consumption around the world is not a minor matter. Put more positively, allowing coal prices to rise (and more closely approximate their full cost, including “external” costs) will encourage extensive investments in improving the efficiency with which coal is used and the shift to cleaner sources of energy. This will lead to long-term reductions in greenhouse gas emissions that will also last well into the next half-century.57
[Skip if they read a warming impact] Chinese emissions lead to extinction

Nagle 11
John Copeland Nagle, Professor, Notre Dame Law School, 11, “How Much Should China Pollute?” 12 Vt. J. Envtl. L. 591,  http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/vermenl12&div=24&g_sent=1&collection=journals [NOTE: This card includes footnote #8 – it is between the square brackets]

Third, the rest of the world suffers because of the inability of China and the United States to agree on a method for reducing their greenhouse gas emissions. Even if the rest of the world were to reach such an agreement, the failure to include China and the United States would doom the project from the start. Together, China and the United States account for forty-one percent of the world's greenhouse gas emissions.19 Left unchecked, China's emissions alone could result in many of the harms associated with climate change.20 That is why many observers believe that "[t]he decisions taken in Beijing, more than anywhere else, [will] determine whether humanity thrive[s] or perishe[s]."21

Pollution causes CCP collapse and nuclear war

Yee and Storey 2002 (Herbert Yee, Professor of Politics and International Relations at the Hong Kong Baptist University, and Ian Storey, Lecturer in Defence Studies at Deakin University, 2002 (The China Threat: Perceptions, Myths and Reality, RoutledgeCurzon, pg 5

The fourth factor contributing to the perception of a China threat is the fear of political and economic collapse in the PRC, resulting in territorial fragmentation, civil war and waves of refugees pouring into neighbouring countries. Naturally, any or all of these scenarios would have a profoundly negative impact on regional stability. Today the Chinese leadership faces a raft of internal problems, including the increasing political demands of its citizens, a growing population, a shortage of natural resources and a deterioration in the natural environment caused by rapid industrialisation and pollution. These problems are putting a strain on the central government's ability to govern effectively. Political disintegration or a Chinese civil war might result in millions of Chinese refugees seeking asylum in neighbouring countries. Such an unprecedented exodus of refugees from a collapsed PRC would no doubt put a severe strain on the limited resources of China's neighbours. A fragmented China could also result in another nightmare scenario - nuclear weapons falling into the hands of irresponsible local provincial leaders or warlords.'2 From this perspective, a disintegrating China would also pose a threat to its neighbours and the world.
4
Rhetoric of green tech competition trades off with cooperation that is crucial to solve warming – provides cover, discourages interests

Eisen (Professor of Law, University of Richmond School of Law) 11
(JOEL B, THE NEW ENERGY GEOPOLITICS?: CHINA, RENEWABLE ENERGY, AND THE “GREENTECH RACE”, CHICAGO-KENT LAW REVIEW Vol 86:1, SSRN)

Rather than creating the scorched earth of a “greentech war,”  216 both  nations can benefit from collaboration that takes advantages of the respec-  tive strengths of each.217 The urgency to do this is compelling. No nation  has ever grown so rapidly as China is growing now, and no nation has had  to address such daunting environmental challenges at the same time as it  has pursued such rapid growth.218 This poses major hurdles to tackling  climate change that must be surmounted by nations working together. And  there are not just two nations involved, but the whole world.219 The planet  is in peril if we do not all act together with concerted, targeted efforts. Ra-  ther than creating a two-nation race, we should encourage China’s domestic  policies and the climate change collaborations of the “BRIC” developing  economies (Brazil, Russia, and India, in addition to China).220    Nationalistic rhetoric on climate change (as best embodied in the  USTR investigation) will have high costs. Creating near-term tension  would be especially unfortunate for the U.S.-China relationship on climate  matters, which is complex, but not marked by the same animosity as Amer-  ica’s relationship with the U.S.S.R. in the 1950s. The two nations have  occasionally criticized each other’s progress toward reducing greenhouse  gas emissions, and China is not reticent about highlighting its stronger pro-  grams (greentech promotion) and downplaying weaker ones (lack of bind-  ing nationwide emissions limits).221 The two nations have ongoing tensions  on a whole host of sensitive topics,222 but have worked productively with  each other to address climate change.223 Some note that collaboration on  climate issues could have a positive impact on the entire U.S.-China dialo-  gue,224 although the USTR investigation threatens that optimistic out-  look.225  In the two-year period of international negotiations between the prom-  ulgation of the Bali Action Plan and the December 2009 Copenhagen  summit, there were numerous cooperative activities between the two na-  tions. The highest level of talks took place under the auspices of the U.S.- China Strategic and Economic Dialogue.226 Discussions also took place  during 2009 with other world leaders at the Pittsburgh G-20 summit227 and  the Major Economies Forum on Energy and Climate.228 There was even  talk during 2009 of the two nations forming a sort of “G-2” to cooperate on  financial and climate matters, though that never materialized.229 The two  nations have pledged several times to take mutual action to address climate  change,230 and while the promises are often hortatory, the ongoing discus-  sion does have important value in strengthening the bilateral relation-  ship.231  Continued antagonistic rhetoric about a clean energy race will make it  difficult to conduct cooperative efforts in energy and environmental mat-  ters. Unlike the near-complete scientific secrecy that marked the Cold War  era, advocating a strategy of competition with the Chinese undercuts  these activities.  232 China and the United States are working to develop technology  together. Under the China-U.S. Science and Technology Agreement, the  Department of Energy has twelve ongoing initiatives with China,233 includ-  ing electric vehicle234   and carbon capture and storage development initia- tives.235 The Clean Energy Ministerial Forum in July 2010, hosted by U.S.  Secretary of Energy Steven Chu and attended by his Chinese counterpart  and ministers from twenty-two other nations, outlined a multi-part agenda  in specific areas of cooperation.236 Similar to Norway, which saw coopera-  tion in fishing matters cut off by an aggrieved China after the award of a  Nobel Prize to a Chinese dissident,237   Some even argue (in obvious counterpoint to the USTR investiga-  tion) that China’s subsidies and other programs to promote renewables can  be good for the United States’ economy.   the United States could find itself  shunned by China in these highly symbolic areas instead of cooperating  with it.  238 The Council on Foreign Rela-  tions’ Michael Levi, examining the study cited earlier in this Article that  the United States retains leadership at the high value end of the solar devel-  opment and manufacturing chain,239 argues that “it’s quite possible for the  United States and China both to win, with China lowering the cost of rela-  tively low-tech parts of the value chain, in turn growing the market for the  higher-tech parts that are still handled by the United States.”240 Levi com-  pares this to other situations in which China manufactures products devel-  oped in the United States. Some might find that overstated, and others cite  feedback loops like the one described earlier in this Article (in which Chi-  nese firms eventually find their way up the value chain).241 On the other  hand, warring with China can only hurt the prospects for American firms to  do business in China.242    At the international level, greentech warring makes it even more diffi-  cult to reach a global climate agreement. Many have chastised China for  taking insufficient steps toward an agreement limiting greenhouse gas  emissions. According to some accounts, China’s foot-dragging and re-  fusal to adopt binding reduction targets was at least in part responsible for  the failure of the Copenhagen Accord to incorporate global binding lim-  its,244 although the United States shares some blame for putting forth a  weak negotiating position. As China’s economy continues its rapid growth,  there will be even greater demand for it to agree to limit emissions.245 Cas-  tigating it for its greentech policies could foster a climate of distrust and  delay further progress on a post-Kyoto agreement. For example, it would  not take much for Senators who oppose international climate agreements to  blame the Chinese as a reason for refusing to agree to any such agreement  (a prerequisite for it to go into effect in the United States),246 as they al-  ready have done once before with a resolution opposing ratification of the  Kyoto Protocol.247   The rhetoric of a green energy race could give cover for  this regrettable posturing.  

And this ideology makes environmental and economic collapse and resource wars inevitable

Bristow (School of City & Regional Planning, Cardiff University) 10
(Gillian, Resilient regions: re-‘place’ing regional competitiveness, Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society 2010, 3, 153–167)

In recent years, regional development strategies have been subjugated to the hegemonic discourse of competitiveness, such that the ultimate objective for all regional development policy-makers and practitioners has become the creation of economic advantage through superior productivity performance, or the attraction of new ﬁrms and labour (Bristow, 2005). A major consequence is the developing ‘ubiquitiﬁcation’ of regional development strategies (Bristow, 2005; Maskell and Malmberg, 1999). This reﬂects the status of competitiveness as a key discursive construct (Jessop, 2008) that has acquired hugely signiﬁcant rhetorical power for certain interests intent on reinforcing capitalist relations (Bristow, 2005; Fougner, 2006). Indeed, the competitiveness hegemony is such that many policies previously considered only indirectly relevant to unfettered economic growth tend to be hijacked in support of competitiveness agendas (for example Raco, 2008; also Dannestam, 2008).  This paper will argue, however, that a particularly narrow discourse of ‘competitiveness’ has been constructed that has a number of negative connotations for the ‘resilience’ of regions. Resilience is deﬁned as the region’s ability to experience positive economic success that is socially inclusive, works within environmental limits and which can ride global economic punches (Ashby et al., 2009). As such, resilience clearly resonates with literatures on sustainability, localisation and diversiﬁcation, and the developing understanding of regions as intrinsically diverse entities with evolutionary and context-speciﬁc development trajectories (Hayter, 2004). In contrast, the dominant discourse of competitiveness is ‘placeless’ and increasingly associated with globalised, growth-ﬁrst and environmentally malign agendas (Hudson, 2005).  However, this paper will argue that the relationships between competitiveness and resilience are more complex than might at ﬁrst appear. Using insights from the Cultural Political Economy (CPE) approach, which focuses on understanding the construction, development and spread of hegemonic policy discourses, the paper will argue that the dominant discourse of competitiveness used in regional development policy is narrowly constructed and is thus insensitive to contingencies of place and the more nuanced role of competition within economies. This leads to problems of resilience that can be partly overcome with the development of a more contextualised approach to competitiveness. The paper is now structured as follows. It begins by examining the developing understanding of resilience in the theorising and policy discourse around regional development. It then describes the CPE approach and utilises its framework to explain both how a narrow conception of competitiveness has come to dominate regional development policy and how resilience inter-plays in subtle and complex ways with competitiveness and its emerging critique. The paper then proceeds to illustrate what resilience means for regional development ﬁrstly, with reference to the Transition Towns concept, and then by developing a typology of regional strategies to show the different characteristics of policy approaches based on competitiveness and resilience. Regional resilience Resilience is rapidly emerging as an idea whose time has come in policy discourses around localities and regions, where it is developing widespread appeal owing to the peculiarly powerful combination of transformative pressures from below, and various catalytic, crisis-induced imperatives for change from above. It features strongly in policy discourses around environmental management and sustainable development (see Hudson, 2008a), but has also more recently emerged in relation to emergency and disaster planning with, for example ‘Regional Resilience Teams’ established in the English regions to support and co-ordinate civil protection activities around various emergency situations such as the threat of a swine ﬂu pandemic.  The discourse of resilience is also taking hold in discussions around desirable local and regional development activities and strategies. The recent global ‘credit crunch’ and the accompanying in-crease in livelihood insecurity has highlighted the advantages of those local and regional economies that have greater ‘resilience’ by virtue of being less dependent upon globally footloose activities, hav-ing greater economic diversity, and/or having a de-termination to prioritise and effect more signiﬁcant structural change (Ashby et al, 2009; Larkin and Cooper, 2009). Indeed, resilience features particular strongly in the ‘grey’ literature spawned by thinktanks, consul-tancies and environmental interest groups around the consequences of the global recession, catastrophic climate change and the arrival of the era of peak oil for localities and regions with all its implications for the longevity of carbon-fuelled economies, cheap, long-distance transport and global trade. This popularly labelled ‘triple crunch’ (New Economics Foundation, 2008) has power-fully illuminated the potentially disastrous material consequences of the voracious growth imperative at the heart of neoliberalism and competitiveness, both in the form of resource constraints (especially food security) and in the inability of the current system to manage global ﬁnancial and ecological sustainability. In so doing, it appears to be galvinising previously disparate, fractured debates about the merits of the current system, and challenging public and political opinion to develop a new, global concern with frugality, egalitarianism and localism (see, for example Jackson, 2009; New Economics Foundation, 2008). 

Our alternative is to reject the Aff’s endorsement of economic competition

Rejecting competition is an act of economic imagination that can create real alternatives within the existing economy

White and Williams (senior lecturer of economic geography at Sheffield Hallam University; professor of public policy in the Management School at the University of Sheffield) 12
(Richard J. and Cohn C., Escaping Capitalist Hegemony: Rereading Western Economies in The Accumulation of Freedom, pg. 131-32)

The American anarchist Howard Ehrlich argued, "We must act as if the future is today." What we have hoped to demonstrate here is that non‑capitalist spaces are present and evident in contemporary societies. We do not need to imagine and create from scratch new economic alternatives that will successfully confront the capitalist hegemony thesis, or more properly the capitalist hegemony myth. Rather than capitalism being the all powerful, all conquering, economic juggernaut, the greater truth is that the "other" non‑capitalist spaces have grown in proportion relative in size to the capitalism realm.

This should give many of us great comfort and hope in moving forward purposefully for, as Chomsky observed: "[a]lternatives have to be constructed within the existing economy, and within the minds of working people and communities."' In this regard, the roots of the heterodox economic futures that we desire do exist in the present. Far from shutting down future economic possibilities, a more accurate reading of "the economic" (which decenters capitalism), coupled with the global crisis that capitalism finds itself in, should give us additional courage and resolve to unleash our economic imaginations, embrace the challenge of creating "fully engaged" economies. These must also take greater account of the disastrous social and environmental costs of capitalism and its inherent ethic of competition. As Kropotkin wrote:

Don't compete!‑competition is always injurious to the species, and you have plenty of resources to avoid it! Therefore combine‑practice mutual aid! That is the surest means for giving to each and all to the greatest safety, the best guarantee of existence and progress, bodily, intellectual, and moral .... That is what Nature teaches us; and that is what all those animals which have attained the highest position in the respective classes have done. That is also what man [ski‑the most primitive man‑has been doing; and that is why man has reached the position upon which we stand now."

A more detailed and considered discussion of the futures of work, however, is beyond the scope of this chapter. What we have hoped to demonstrate is that in reimagining the economic, and recognizing and valuing the non‑capitalist economic practices that are already here, we might spark renewed enthusiasm, optimism, insight, and critical discussion within and among anarchist communities. The ambition here is similar to that of Gibson‑Graham, in arguing that:

The objective is not to produce a finished and coherent template that maps the economy "as it really is" and presents... a ready made "alternative economy." Rather, our hope is to disarm and dislocate the naturalized dominance of the capitalist economy and make a space for new economic beeomings‑ones that we will need to work to produce. If we can recognize a diverse economy, we can begin to imagine and create diverse organizations and practices as powerful constituents of an enlivened noncapitalist policies of place.
Solvency

Concede their loudermilk prolif leadership i/l
1—Lack of US prolif leadership undermines sanctions on Iran – others won't go along

Solomon 11   JAY SOLOMON, Wall Street Journal November 17, 2011    "China, Russia Resist Sanctions Against Iran"

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204517204577042490257658040.html
VIENNA—A new U.S. and European-led push to censure Iran before the United Nations nuclear agency for alleged efforts to develop atomic weapons is facing resistance from Russia, China and a bloc of developing countries, which threaten to dilute any international punishment.

American and European officials on Wednesday said they believed they would reach an agreement with Beijing and Moscow on a resolution condemning Tehran's nuclear work, which will be presented to the International Atomic Energy Agency's 35-nation board of governors in Vienna on Thursday.

But they said this statement won't refer Iran to the U.N. Security Council or lead to a fifth, more severe round of U.N.-backed sanctions against Tehran.

The fallout, diplomats fear, could allow Iran to emerge largely unscathed after the release of an IAEA report last week that detailed extensive evidence that Iran has been developing the technologies used in producing nuclear bombs.

"The diplomacy has been very difficult on this," said a Western official involved in the deliberations. "We've had to balance the desire for tough action with the need to keep China and Russia on board."

2—US leadership would mean complete, international sanctions against Iran

Tau 12      BYRON TAU, reporter    9/14/12    Politico    "Clinton touts Iran sanctions policy" http://www.politico.com/politico44/2012/0 9/clinton-touts-iran-sanctions-policy-135623.html

After a week of tussling with the Israeli government on the issue of Iran, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton reaffirmed the Obama administration's commitment to a dual-track policy to stop the country from acquiring a nuclear weapon.

"The United States is determined to prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon and has pursued a dual-track policy to do so," Clinton said in a statement championing the sanctions put in place by the administration.

"Iran must cooperate fully and immediately with the IAEA on all outstanding issues.  We welcome the resolve of the international community to make clear the onus is on Iran to abide by its international obligations, honor its commitments to the IAEA, and prove that its intentions are peaceful," she said.

The dual-track policy refers to pursing both high-level negotiations and punitive sanctions to keep the regime in Tehran from enriching weapons-grade nuclear material.

Tensions between Washington and Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu spilled out into the open this week, with back-and-forth accusations of a serious snub.

In a speech that was widely interpreted as being aimed at Washington, Netanyahu said that no one had a “moral right” to prevent Israel from acting in self-defense against Iran. Jerusalem also pushed the Obama administration to draw a firm 'red line' against Iranian action.

Israeli officials also said that their efforts to set up a meeting between Netanyahu and President Obama in New York later this month were rebuffed. White House officials denied a snub, saying the two leaders were not in the city on the same day.

The Obama administration has said that their 'red line' is to stop Iran from getting a nuclear weapon — a stance that leaves open the possibility of a civilian nuclear program for Tehran.

3—US leadership would result effective sanctions and risk Iran lash out

Heller 12     Mark A. Heller, principal research associate at the Institute for National Security Studies, Tel Aviv University.

Published: January 25, 2012           New York Times              A Europe-Iran War

http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/26/opinion/a-europe-iran-war.html?_r=0
TEL AVIV — This week, the European Union went to war against Iran. There was no formal declaration, of course, nor even any undeclared use of military force. But the E.U. decision to place an embargo on Iranian oil imports, ban new contracts, and freeze Iranian Central Bank assets is effectively an act of war and may very well result in the military hostilities that sanctions are meant to forestall.

Oil exports account for over 50 percent of Iranian government revenue and about 80 percent of its hard currency earnings. And the E.U., as a bloc, is Iran’s second-largest customer, taking about a quarter of Iranian exports. Consequently, unless other customers neutralize E.U. actions by stepping up their own purchases from Iran — and indications from China, Japan and South Korea suggest that this is unlikely to be the case — the E.U. decision, coupled with existing American measures, will come close to imposing the “crippling sanctions” that Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton threatened but could not deliver without European cooperation.

If that turns out to be the case, then the Iranian regime, already coping with high inflation and a rapidly depreciating currency, will feel constrained to react. One possibility is that it will capitulate and essentially dismantle its nuclear weapons program. That is obviously the outcome that Europeans and others hope sanctions (or even the credible threat of sanctions) will bring about.

But it is at least as likely that Iran, feeling trapped, will lash out in a desperate attempt to frighten the Europeans into backing down or at least introduce so much hysteria into the oil market that price spikes will allow it to earn the same revenue from a reduced volume of exports.

One form this might take would be an attempt to close the Strait of Hormuz, which Iran has already threatened to do. But that is probably beyond Iran’s capacity for very long and would in any case also shut down Iran’s own ability to export to whatever markets it manages to retain.

Far less complicated would be sabotage or rocket attacks on refineries, pipelines and other facilities in places like Abqaiq and Ras Tanura in Saudi Arabia. These might be carried out as “false flag” operations by local Shiite insurgents concentrated in Saudi Arabia’s Eastern Province, but nobody would be fooled and the risks of escalation to large-scale conflict with Iran would be significant.

In this scenario, the military confrontation that many Europeans have sought to avoid will become unavoidable, even if Iranian decision makers do not delude themselves into thinking that they would ultimately prevail.

Before such courses of action are discounted as unrealistic scare-mongering or dismissed on grounds that they would be self-defeating, it might be worth recalling that Imperial Japan did not attack the United States because it was physically attacked by the United States but rather because it was being economically squeezed (as Iran may well be squeezed now) to the point where it felt that war was preferable to slow-motion strangulation. And it made no difference that many Japanese military leaders, including Admiral Isoroku Yamamoto, chief planner of the attack on Pearl Harbor, believed that Japan’s ultimate defeat was foreordained.
4—The result is extinction

Chossudovsky  5  Michel Chossudovsky, Centre for Research on Globalisation  http://globalresearch.ca  1 May 2005   Planned US-Israeli Attack on Iran

http://globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO505A.html
The Bush Administration has embarked upon a military adventure which threatens the future of humanity.
Iran is the next military target. The planned military operation, which is by no means limited to punitive strikes against Iran's nuclear facilities, is part of a project of World domination, a military roadmap, launched at the end of the Cold War.

Military action against Iran would directly involve Israel's participation, which in turn is likely to trigger a broader war throughout the Middle East, not to mention an implosion in the Palestinian occupied territories. Turkey is closely associated with the proposed aerial attacks.

Israel is a nuclear power with a sophisticated nuclear arsenal. (See text box below). The use of nuclear weapons by Israel or the US cannot be excluded, particularly in view of the fact that tactical nuclear weapons have now been reclassified  as a variant of the conventional bunker buster bombs and are authorized by the US Senate for use in conventional war theaters. ("they are harmless to civilians because the explosion is underground")

In this regard, Israel and the US rather than Iran constitute a nuclear threat.

The planned attack on Iran must be understood in relation to the existing active war theaters in the Middle East, namely Afghanistan, Iraq and Palestine.

The conflict could easily spread from the Middle East to the Caspian sea basin. It could also involve the participation of Azerbaijan and Georgia, where US troops are stationed.

An attack on Iran would have a direct impact on the resistance movement inside Iraq. It would also put pressure on America's overstretched military capabilities and resources in both the Iraqi and Afghan war theaters. (The 150,000 US troops in Iraq are already fully engaged and could not be redeployed in the case of a war with Iran.)

In other words, the shaky geopolitics of the Central Asia- Middle East region, the three existing war theaters in which America is currently, involved, the direct participation of Israel and Turkey, the structure of US sponsored military alliances, etc. raises the specter of a broader conflict.
Moreover, US military action on Iran not only threatens Russian and Chinese interests, which have geopolitical interests in the Caspian sea basin and which have bilateral agreements with Iran. It also backlashes on European oil interests in Iran and is likely to produce major divisions between Western allies, between the US and its European partners as well as within the European Union.

Through its participation in NATO, Europe, despite its reluctance, would be brought into the Iran operation. The participation of NATO largely hinges on a military cooperation agreement reached between NATO and Israel. This agreement would bind NATO to defend Israel against Syria and Iran. NATO would therefore support a preemptive attack on Iran's nuclear facilities, and could take on a more active role if Iran were to retaliate following US-Israeli air strikes.

7—Proliferation solves conventional great power war.

Waltz ’12, Kenneth Waltz, Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley, Kenneth Waltz, Professor of Political Science (Emeritus) at UC Berkeley, “A conversation with Kenneth Waltz,” http://www.annualreviews.org/doi/full/10.1146/annurev-polisci-020511-174136
JF: So what does that imply about polarity and the role of power that has traditionally been a central concern in the realist school?¶ KW: Well, nuclear weapons have abolished war among their possessors or those who enjoy their protection. I mean, never once—this is the kind of statement you can almost never make in a social science—never once has there been a war between countries both of whom possess nuclear weapons.¶ JF: I'm in general on board with you here; but for the heck of it, what do you think about Kargil? The Kargil War was a spat [between India and Pakistan in 1999]—¶ KW: Well, yeah. As I've always said, and I think quite a few people agree, you can fight minor wars in peripheral areas even if you have nuclear weapons. I mean, the test does not lie at the periphery. It lies at the center, as both Pakistani and Indian commentators have said subsequently.

9—Proliferation frees the US from extended deterrence, preventing global escalation

Layne ’96, Christopher Layne, fellow of the Center For Science and International Affairs at Harvard, “Minimal Realism in East Asia,” The National Interest, Spring, 1996, p. 72-73

This is doubly true when the potential aggressor is a nuclear power because, as Charles de Gaulle reasoned well, rational states will not risk suicide to save their allies. For both pro​tector and protected, extended nuclear deter​rence raises constant and ultimately insoluble dilemmas of credibility and reassurance. The conditions that contributed to suc​cessful extended nuclear deterrence in Cold War Europe do not exist in post-Cold War East Asia. Unlike the situation that prevailed in Europe between 1948 and 1990—which was fundamentally stable and static—East Asia is a volatile region in which all the major players— Japan, China, Korea, Russia, Vietnam—are candidates to become involved in large-scale war. There is no clear and inviolable status quo. The lines of demarcation between spheres of influence are already blurred and may well become more so as Chinese and Japanese influence expand simultaneously, increasing the number and unpredictability of regional rivalries. The status of Taiwan, ten​sion along the 38th Parallel in Korea, conflict​ing claims to ownership of the Spratly Islands, and the Sino-Japanese territorial dispute over the Senkaku Islands are only a few of the flash-points that could ignite a great power war in East Asia. Washington will clearly exercise far less control over the policies of East Asian powers than it exercised over Americas European allies during the Cold War. Hence, the risk of being chain-ganged into a nuclear conflict are much higher for the United States in post-Cold War East Asia if it maintains or extends nuclear guarantees to any of the region’s major states. Even more important, post-Cold War East Asia simply does not have the same degree of strategic importance to the United States as did Europe during the Cold War. Would the United States risk a nuclear con​frontation to defend Taiwan, the Spratlys, or Senkaku? Knowing that they would not con​stitute the same kind of threat to U.S. interests that the Soviet Union did, future revisionist East Asian powers would probably be more willing to discount America’s credibility and test its resolve. The presence of American forces in the region may indeed have the perverse effect of failing to preserve peace while simultaneously ensuring the United States would be drawn automatically into a future East Asian war. They could constitute the wrong sort of tripwire, tripping us rather than deterring them. Notwithstanding current con​ventional wisdom, the United States should encourage East Asian states—including Japan—to resolve their own security dilem​mas, even if it means acquiring great power, including nuclear, military capabilities. Reconfiguring American security policies anywhere in the world in ways that, in effect, encourage nuclear proliferation is widely seen as irresponsible and risky. This is not neces​sarily the case. Nuclear proliferation and extended deterrence are generally believed to be flip sides of the same coin, in the sense that providing the latter is seen to discourage the former. Nearly all maximalists are simultane​ously proliferation pessimists (believing that any proliferation will have negative security implications) and extended nuclear deterrence optimists (believing that extended nuclear deterrence “works”). But this formulation comes apart from both ends in East Asia: Potential nuclear powers in the region are unlikely to act irresponsibly and, as suggested above, the U.S. nuclear umbrella is of uncer​tain credibility in post-Cold War circum​stances in which the Soviet Union no longer exists and strains in the U.S.-Japanese relationship are manifest. Even selective proliferation by stable, non-rogue states admittedly raises important political, strategic, organizational, and doctri​nal issues. But so does relying on America’s nuclear extended deterrence strategy in changed circumstances. The need at hand is to weigh the dangers imbedded in an extended deterrence strategy against those posed by the possibility of nuclear proliferation, and here the Japanese case provides the most important and sobering illustration.

10—Must allow extended deterrence to fail now – commitments cause East Asian nuclear war.

Schreer ’12, [Benjamin Schreer, senior Lecturer in SDSC's Graduate Studies in Strategy & Defence Program and managing editor of the journal Security Challenges. He received a PhD in Political Science from Kiel University, working on Australia's strategic policy. He also received a Master of Political Science from Kiel University, and studied international relations and security studies at Coventry University, 10/1/2012, “Abandonment, entrapment, and the future of US conventional extended deterrence in East Asia (Parts I and II)]
Traditionally, US conventional deterrence for its East Asian allies has relied on ‘direct defence’, i.e. deterrence by denial through the unmatched ability to defeat any conventional attack against its forward deployed forces and/or allied territory. Up to now that’s been a credible strategy. But today China has embarked on a long-term trajectory to contest US naval supremacy in the ‘first island chain’, which includes Taiwan and parts of the seas surrounding Japan. While the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) still has lots of catching up to do, the gap is slowly closing. Already, American fixed targets (bases) in Japan and South Korea are in striking range of China’s growing missile arsenals. The PLA is also developing systems to pose a threat to high-value moving targets (US carrier strike groups). The aim is to make it too costly for the United States to intervene in a future regional crisis between China and its neighbours.¶ This development has important ramifications for the American deterrent posture. By raising the stakes, China makes it hard for the United States to militarily coerce it in a future regional crisis unless major strategic interests are at stake. Consequently, the Pentagon seems to putting a stronger emphasis on deterrence by punishment, which relies on distant strike-capabilities and putting a greater portion of its forces out of the PLA’s missile range. In addition, recent US force posture reports stress the need for Japan and South Korea to invest more in their own denial capabilities. And a growing number of US commentators argue that America’s ability to defend its ‘de facto’ ally Taiwan might become too costly (PDF) as its interests are merely associated with ‘reputational risk’; notwithstanding good reasons why Taiwan also matters geostrategically to the US and its allies.¶ However, this invokes a classical alliance dilemma of ‘abandonment’ and ‘entrapment’. A vague commitment to defend its East Asian allies in a conflict of lesser interest to Washington not only contributes to fears of abandonment on the part of allies, it might also encourage Chinese risk-taking. A strong commitment, however, might increase allies’ risk-taking during crisis and raises the spectre of ‘entrapment’ in an unwanted conflict with China. The crisis over the Senkaku islands is a case in point. Washington has urged both parties to exercise restraint, knowing that Tokyo would expect it to come to its defence should the conflict spiral out of control. Failure to do so would deal a mortal blow to American credibility and could lead to even greater cycles of armament in the region. Yet, the Japanese government seems ambivalent about US commitment; it is unsure of what exactly the US would be willing to bring to the fight.¶ Any move to provide China with greater strategic breathing space as its power grows thus raises critical questions about US extended deterrence relationships with its allies: how can deterrence by punishment be credible in territorial conflicts which are vital for allies but not for the US, particularly if it involves the risk of nuclear escalation with China? What will be the ‘tripwire’ for US military engagement in such regional conflicts between China and its allies? Or will there come a time when the US will signal to its allies and partners that they are essentially on their own when it comes to certain disputes with China?¶ Deterrence depends significantly on capability and credible communication to both allies and adversaries. In East Asia, the US needs a balanced mix of both ‘denial’ and ‘punishment’ capabilities. Greater investments in long-range strike have to be combined with increased efforts to strengthen direct defence of forward deployed troops and allied territory. More needs to be done to assist Taiwan’s capacity to withstand a PLA opening attack. Greater cooperation with Japan to harden bases and to further strengthening ballistic missile defence is a welcome sign.¶ Second, and probably much more important, is communication. Obama’s ‘pivot’ announcement was a good start but it is not a strategy that sets out how the United States aims to ‘shape’ Chinese and allied behaviour, including through extended deterrence. It’s odd that the last US East Asia Strategy Report dates back to 1998. Uncertainty also surrounds the ‘AirSea Battle’ operational concept, which has allies wondering if it is more about reducing US footprint in the region than reassuring them. Just as in Western Europe during the Cold War, the United States should clearly communicate its willingness to put forward deployed forces in East Asia in harm’s way. No serious Chinese planner could assume that an attack on US forward deployed forces, fixed or moving, would be left unanswered. Finally, the US needs to clarify whether the defence of Taiwan or territorial dispute between its allies and China are really only of reputational interest. Ambiguity is not only counterproductive to crisis stability since it could invite Chinese miscalculations about America’s intentions and will to fight, it also puts into question the fundamental principle of solidarity on which any alliance rests.¶ This matters to Australia for at least three reasons. First, Australia’s prosperity is critically dependent on peace and stability in East Asia. Second, over time the same deterrence dilemma will also affect US alliances and security partnership in Southeast Asia, a region much closer to home. And thirdly, American shifts in deterrent posture have direct implications for Australia, which will be discussed in part II.¶ Last week, I identified some of the possible dilemmas for US conventional deterrence in East Asia, so it’s now worth looking in more detail what this might mean for Australia. At least four points can be made:¶ First, as the United States shifts its conventional deterrence strategy towards greater strategic depth in the Asia–Pacific and a greater reliance on long-range strike, Australia and Japan become much more important allies from an American perspective, for both political and geostrategic reasons. The recent CSIS report on the future American force posture in East Asia makes this amply clear. Using Australian airfields in the north for long-range strike provides US planners with additional options to complicate Chinese planning in the event of a major crisis. Indeed, in a future Asia–Pacific strategic order, Australia might become the latest in a line of America’s ‘unsinkable aircraft carriers.’ But this also means that in a future contested Asia–Pacific, Australia’s heightened relevance in US operational planning will make such installations a potential target of Chinese strikes in the event of a war. Burden-sharing within ANZUS will thus (again) take on a new quality, similar to the Cold War when Australian defence planners were worried about Soviet strikes against joint US–Australian facilities at Pine Gap and elsewhere. In that case, investing in defensive systems to prepare for such a scenario would move up the priority order of Defence’s core capabilities.¶ Second, the US military is already looking at options to strengthen its conventional deterrence by exploiting China’s geostrategic weaknesses. While China might be able to deny US carrier group freedom of manoeuvre in some parts of the Western Pacific, it won’t be able to exert sea control itself. And it certainly won’t be able to dominate its own sea lines of communication in Southeast Asia and the Indian Ocean for decades to come. Therefore, one key element of the new US AirSea Battle operational concept is threatening China with a ‘distant blockade’ of maritime chokepoints in Southeast Asia and parts of the Indian Ocean. Given Australia’s geostrategic location and the ADF’s planned modernisations of air and maritime capabilities, the US expects us to play a key role in this and (if this is not already happening) we need to have thorough discussion with Washington about the political, strategic and operational implications.¶ Third, over time China’s growing power projection capabilities will pose a similar dilemma for the US extended deterrence in Southeast Asia as in East Asia. Will Washington be willing to intervene in a territorial dispute between China and the Philippines or China and Vietnam? If so, what will it expect from its Australian ally? If not, will the regional strategic balance tip in favour of China or will its neighbours choose to balance by increasing their own military modernisation programs and by looking to secure the support of additional external players, including Australia? Obviously, Australia has a key strategic interest in preventing Southeast Asia from being dominated by a potentially hostile power. If the South China Sea becomes even more volatile than it already is (PDF), Australia might need to increase its strategic engagement to secure its interests. In this context, its long-standing commitment to the Five Powers Defence Arrangements (FDPA) could be used as a framework for increased air and maritime activities, including through forward-deployed strike aircraft.

11—First strikes are unsustainable.  Proliferation deters any consideration of an attack

Waltz ’03, Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, 2003, p. 121

Students of organizations rightly worry about complex and tightly-coupled systems because they are susceptible to damaging accidents. They wrongly believe that conflicting nuclear states should be thought of as a tightly-coupled system. Fortunately, nuclear weapons loosen the coupling of states by lessening the effects of proximity and by cutting through the complexities of conventional confrontations. Organizational theorists fail to distinguish between the technical complexities of nuclear-weapons systems and the simplicity of the situations they create. Sagan points out that the survival of Indian and Pakistani forces cannot be guaranteed. But neither can their complete destruction, and that is what matters. Oddly, many pessimists believe that countries with small and technologically limited nuclear forces may be able to accomplish the difficult feat of making a successful first strike but not the easy one of making their own nuclear force appear to be invulnerable. They overlook a basic nuclear truth: If some part of a force is invulnerable, all of the force is invulnerable. Destroying even a major portion of a nuclear force does no good because of the damage a small number of surviving warheads can do. Conventional weapons put a premium on striking first to gain the initial advantage and set the course of the war. Nuclear weapons eliminate this premium. The initial advantage is insignificant if the cost of gaining it is half a dozen cities.
5—Proliferation is slow and stable. Their authors exaggerate. Iran proves.

Mueller ’12, [John Mueller, PhD, is a Senior Research Scientist with the Mershon Center for International Security Studies where he is also the Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, professor of political science at Ohio State University and the author of Atomic Obsession, “Old fears cloud Western views on Iran's nuclear posturing,” 2-18 http://www.smh.com.au/opinion/politics/old-fears-cloud-western-views-on-irans-nuclear-posturing-20120217-1te94.html]

Alarmism about nuclear proliferation is fairly common coin in the foreign policy establishment. And of late it has been boosted by the seeming efforts of Iran or its friends to answer covert assassinations, apparently by Israel, with attacks and attempted attacks of their own in India, Georgia and Thailand.¶ A non-hysterical approach to the Iran nuclear issue is entirely possible. It should take several considerations into account. If the rattled and insecure Iranian leadership is lying when it says it has no intention of developing nuclear weapons, or if it undergoes a conversion from that position (triggered perhaps by an Israeli air strike), it will find, like all other nuclear-armed states, that the bombs are essentially useless and a considerable waste of time, effort, money and scientific talent.¶ Nuclear weapons have had a tremendous influence on our agonies and obsessions since 1945, inspiring desperate rhetoric, extravagant theorising, wasteful expenditure and frenetic diplomatic posturing. However, they have been of little historic consequence. And they were not necessary to prevent a third world war or a major conflict in Europe: each leak from the archives suggests that the Soviet Union never seriously considered direct military aggression against the US or Europe. That is, there was nothing to deter.¶ Moreover, there never seem to have been militarily compelling – or even minimally sensible – reasons to use the weapons, particularly because of an inability to identify targets that were both suitable and could not be effectively attacked using conventional munitions.¶ Iran would most likely "use" any nuclear capacity in the same way all other nuclear states have: for prestige (or ego‑stoking) and to deter real or perceived threats. Historical experience strongly suggests that new nuclear countries, even ones that once seemed hugely threatening, like communist China in the 1960s, are content to use their weapons for such purposes.¶ Indeed, as strategist (and Nobel laureate) Thomas Schelling suggests, deterrence is about the only value the weapons might have for Iran. Such devices, he points out, "would be too precious to give away or to sell" and "too precious to waste killing people" when they could make other countries "hesitant to consider military action".¶ The popular notion that nuclear weapons furnish a country with the capacity to "dominate" its area has little or no historical support – in the main, nuclear threats since 1945 have either been ignored or met with countervailing opposition, not timorous acquiescence. It thus seems overwhelmingly likely that, if a nuclear Iran brandishes its weapons to intimidate others or get its way, it will find that those threatened, rather than capitulating or rushing off to build a compensating arsenal of their own, will ally with others, including conceivably Israel, to stand up to the intimidation – rather in the way an alliance of convenience coalesced to oppose Iraq's invasion of Kuwait in 1990.¶ Iran's leadership, though hostile and unpleasant in many ways, is not a gaggle of suicidal lunatics. Thus, as Schelling suggests, it is exceedingly unlikely it would give nuclear weapons to a group like Hezbollah to detonate, not least because the rational ones in charge would fear that the source would be detected, inviting devastating retaliation.¶ Nor is an Iranian bomb likely to trigger a cascade of proliferation in the Middle East, as many people insist. Decades of alarmist predictions about proliferation chains, cascades, dominoes, waves, avalanches, epidemics and points of no return have proven faulty. The proliferation of nuclear weapons has been far slower than routinely expected because, insofar as most leaders of most countries, even rogue ones, have considered acquiring the weapons, they have come to appreciate several defects: the weapons are dangerous, distasteful, costly and likely to rile the neighbours. And the nuclear diffusion that has transpired has had remarkably limited, perhaps even imperceptible, consequences. As Professor Jacques Hymans has shown, the weapons have also been exceedingly difficult to obtain for administratively dysfunctional countries like Iran.

6—New arsenals not destabilizing—small arsenals, no aggression, and deterrence solves
Forsyth ’12 [James Wood Forsyth Jr., PhD, currently serves as professor of national security studies, USAF School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, Maxwell AFB, Alabama. He earned his PhD at the Josef Korbel School of International Studies, University of Denver. He has written on great-power war, intervention, and nuclear issues, “The Common Sense of Small Nuclear Arsenals,” Summer, Strategic Studies Quarterly, http://www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2012/summer/forsyth.pdf]

Whatever its logical shortcomings, it is important to stress that deterrence worked—it kept the Cold War “cold” and allowed international life to go on without a catastrophic nuclear war. After 70 years, most analysts agree on the basic dynamics of deterrence, and the contemporary debate regarding deterrence, when not addressing the problem of nonstate actors, tends to pivot on force structure considerations. 19 Here, the behavior of states with small nuclear arsenals is instructive. As previously mentioned, most states with nuclear arsenals have not acquired large numbers of nuclear weapons. Instead, they appear content with a relatively small arsenal capable of warding off an attack as well as dissuading others from interfering in their internal and external affairs. But of the two roles nuclear weapons seem to play—deterrence and dissuasion—is one more important than another? For India and Pakistan, nuclear weapons play a decidedly deter​ rent role. But if one were to free Britain of its NATO obligations, who exactly would Britain be deterring today? What about France? Neither of these countries is as hard-pressed in the security arena as India or Pakistan, yet both hold on to nuclear weapons. While nuclear weapons still “hold power at bay,” one must wonder whose power is being held at bay and how. It is important not to overinterpret this. Nuclear weapons serve a purpose. How else can one explain why nine states have them, while others appear to want them? But what purpose do they serve, in general? To answer that question, one must look at what nuclear weapons do for states. Among other things, nuclear weapons socialize leaders to the dangers of adventurism and, in effect, halt them from behaving or responding recklessly to provocation. 20 Statesmen may not want to be part of an international system that constrains them, but that is the system that results among nuclear powers. Each is socialized to the capabilities of the other, and the relationship that emerges is one tempered by caution despite the composition, goals, or desires of its leaders. In short, nuclear weapons deter and dissuade. 
8—Best data proves – proliferation is the cause of great power peace

Tepperman ‘9 ( 9/7/2009 (John - journalist based in New York Cuty, Why obama should learn to love the bomb, Newsweek, p.lexis)

A growing and compelling body of research suggests that nuclear weapons may not, in fact, make the world more dangerous, as Obama and most people assume. The bomb may actually make us safer. In this era of rogue states and transnational terrorists, that idea sounds so obviously wrongheaded that few politicians or policymakers are willing to entertain it. But that's a mistake. Knowing the truth about nukes would have a profound impact on government policy. Obama's idealistic campaign, so out of character for a pragmatic administration, may be unlikely to get far (past presidents have tried and failed). But it's not even clear he should make the effort. There are more important measures the U.S. government can and should take to make the real world safer, and these mustn't be ignored in the name of a dreamy ideal (a nuke-free planet) that's both unrealistic and possibly undesirable.  The argument that nuclear weapons can be agents of peace as well as destruction rests on two deceptively simple observations. First, nuclear weapons have not been used since 1945. Second, there's never been a nuclear, or even a nonnuclear, war between two states that possess them. Just stop for a second and think about that: it's hard to overstate how remarkable it is, especially given the singular viciousness of the 20th century. As Kenneth Waltz, the leading "nuclear optimist" and a professor emeritus of political science at UC Berkeley puts it, "We now have 64 years of experience since Hiroshima. It's striking and against all historical precedent that for that substantial period, there has not been any war among nuclear states."  To understand why--and why the next 64 years are likely to play out the same way--you need to start by recognizing that all states are rational on some basic level. Their leaders may be stupid, petty, venal, even evil, but they tend to do things only when they're pretty sure they can get away with them. Take war: a country will start a fight only when it's almost certain it can get what it wants at an acceptable price. Not even Hitler or Saddam waged wars they didn't think they could win. The problem historically has been that leaders often make the wrong gamble and underestimate the other side--and millions of innocents pay the price.  Nuclear weapons change all that by making the costs of war obvious, inevitable, and unacceptable. Suddenly, when both sides have the ability to turn the other to ashes with the push of a button--and everybody knows it--the basic math shifts. Even the craziest tin-pot dictator is forced to accept that war with a nuclear state is unwinnable and thus not worth the effort. As Waltz puts it, "Why fight if you can't win and might lose everything?"  Why indeed? The iron logic of deterrence and mutually assured destruction is so compelling, it's led to what's known as the nuclear peace: the virtually unprecedented stretch since the end of World War II in which all the world's major powers have avoided coming to blows. They did fight proxy wars, ranging from Korea to Vietnam to Angola to Latin America. But these never matched the furious destruction of full-on, great-power war (World War II alone was responsible for some 50 million to 70 million deaths). And since the end of the Cold War, such bloodshed has declined precipitously. Meanwhile, the nuclear powers have scrupulously avoided direct combat, and there's very good reason to think they always will. There have been some near misses, but a close look at these cases is fundamentally reassuring--because in each instance, very different leaders all came to the same safe conclusion. Take the mother of all nuclear standoffs: the Cuban missile crisis. For 13 days in October 1962, the United States and the Soviet Union each threatened the other with destruction. But both countries soon stepped back from the brink when they recognized that a war would have meant curtains for everyone. As important as the fact that they did is the reason why: Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev's aide Fyodor Burlatsky said later on, "It is impossible to win a nuclear war, and both sides realized that, maybe for the first time."  The record since then shows the same pattern repeating: nuclear-armed enemies slide toward war, then pull back, always for the same reasons. The best recent example is India and Pakistan, which fought three bloody wars after independence before acquiring their own nukes in 1998. Getting their hands on weapons of mass destruction didn't do anything to lessen their animosity. But it did dramatically mellow their behavior. Since acquiring atomic weapons, the two sides have never fought another war, despite severe provocations (like Pakistani-based terrorist attacks on India in 2001 and 2008). They have skirmished once. But during that flare-up, in Kashmir in 1999, both countries were careful to keep the fighting limited and to avoid threatening the other's vital interests. Sumit Ganguly, an Indiana University professor and coauthor of the forthcoming India, Pakistan, and the Bomb, has found that on both sides, officials' thinking was strikingly similar to that of the Russians and Americans in 1962. The prospect of war brought Delhi and Islamabad face to face with a nuclear holocaust, and leaders in each country did what they had to do to avoid it.

Competitiveness

The US has the innovation lead – China is behind in R&D, patents, and new product development

Beckley, Michael is a research fellow in the International Security Program at Harvard Kennedy School’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs and a fellow at the Miller Center at the University of Virginia “China’s Century? Why America’s Edge Will Endure.” International Security, Vol. 36, No. 3 (Winter 2011/12), pp: 41-78. 

It is far from clear, therefore, that China is catching up to the United States in  terms of basic scientific research. More important, such a trend would not necessarily affect the balance of power. After all, what ultimately matters is not  scientific superiority but technological superiority—the ability to produce and  use commercially viable and militarily relevant innovations.  In the nineteenth century, German scientists excelled at turning scientific breakthroughs  into practical products, developing major innovations in the chemical, electrical, and industrial dye industries that formed what many scholars now refer to  as the “second industrial revolution.”  Today, scientific superiority is not  necessary for technological superiority because published articles circulate  globally—they sit in searchable databases and can be obtained by anyone with  access to a major library—and it is insufficient because most scientific breakthroughs are useless in isolation from lower-level innovations and infrastructure.  Thus, the ability to produce scientific breakthroughs may be less  important than the ability to capitalize on them.  On first glance, China’s emergence as the world’s leading exporter of hightechnology products suggests it has capitalized on its scientific investments  and become an “advanced-technology superstate,”  perhaps even “the world’s leading technology-based economy.”  On closer inspection, however, it becomes clear that China’s high-technology exports are “not very Chinese, and  not very high-tech”—more than 90 percent are produced by foreign firms  and consist of imported components that are merely assembled in China, a  practice known as “export processing.”  These percentages have increased  over time, a trend that suggests Chinese firms are falling further behind foreign competitors. Moreover, approximately 50 percent of China’s total exports  are produced by foreign enterprises (see figure 5). By comparison, foreign enterprises produced less than 25 percent of Taiwan and South Korea’s manufactured exports in the 1970s.  Chinese technological stagnation is also evident in sales and patent statistics. From 1991 to 2008, Chinese firms’ sales of new products as a share of total  sales revenues remained fast at 15 percent.  In the United States, by contrast,  new products account for 35 to 40 percent of sales revenue.  The Chinese  government grants the majority of its invention patents to foreign firms  even though Chinese firms are five times more numerous.  This result is all  the more startling because many foreign firms do not seek Chinese patents.  Instead they seek “triadic patents,” which are simultaneously recognized by  the patent offices of the three largest markets for high-technology products (the United States, Europe, and Japan), and are thus the most secure and most  difficult to obtain. Figure 6 shows that the U.S. lead in triadic patents has  increased over the last twenty years.  Chinese firms, moreover, do not seem to be taking genuine steps to improve  their technological abilities. For the past twenty years, Chinese firms’ total  spending on R&D as a percentage of sales revenue has remained at levels  seven times below the average for American firms.    Between 1995 and 2008,  the share of Chinese enterprises engaged in scientific or technological activities  declined from 59 percent to 37 percent, and the share of Chinese firms with an  R&D department declined from 60 percent to 24 percent.  When Chinese  firms import technology, they spend a fraction of the total cost on absorbing  the technology. This fraction increased recently from 4 percent to 25 percent, but it remains far lower than the 200 to 300 percent spent by Korean and  Japanese firms when they were trying to catch up to the West in the 1970s.  Technological leaders sometimes rest on their laurels and abandon innovative efforts in favor of “finding new markets for old products.”  The United  States, however, looks set to excel in emerging high-technology industries.  It has more nanotechnology centers than the next three nations combined  (Germany, the United Kingdom, and China) and accounts for 43 percent of the  world’s nanotechnology patent applications (see figure 7).  In biotechnology,  the United States accounts for 41.5 percent of patent applications (China accounts for 1.6 percent) and 76 percent of global revenues.  The United States  accounts for 20 to 25 percent of all patent applications for renewable energy,  air pollution, water pollution, and waste management technologies; China  accounts for 1 to 4 percent of the patent applications in these areas (see  figure 8).  Since 1991, the United States has increased its lead in patent applications over China in all of these industries. Finally, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development has  identified ten “knowledge- and technology-intensive industries” that are capable of “altering lifestyles and the way business is conducted across a wide  range of sectors.”  147  The U.S. lead, in terms of value added, in knowledge- and  technology-intensive manufacturing industries dipped during the 2001 recession but quickly recovered and has increased overall since 1996. Over the  same time period, the United States steadily increased its lead in knowledge and technology-intensive services (see figures 9 and 10).  In sum, a comparison of U.S. and Chinese innovation systems over the past  twenty years provides strong evidence against declinism and in favor of the  alternative perspective that China continues to lag behind the United States.  China has increased its investments in basic science, but these efforts have yet  to significantly enhance its innovative capabilities. Data on Chinese hightechnology exports show that Chinese firms have increased their participation  in high-technology industries. Data on commercial R&D, patents, and profits,  however, suggest Chinese firms engage primarily in low-end activities, such  as manufacturing and component supply. By contrast, U.S. firms seem to focus  on activities in which profits and proprietary knowledge are highest, such as product design, development, and branding. This division of labor has remained stable over the last two decades; if anything, it has become more  pronounced. 
Plan helps foreign companies just as much

Shellenberger and Nordhaus 10
Michael Shellenberger and Ted Nordhaus, co-founders of the Breakthrough Institute, 4/21/10, Slate, http://www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/green_room/2010/04/the_revolution_will_not_be_patented.single.html
It's not just nuclear. Last fall we analyzed all of the major global clean energy sectors and found that China, Korea and Japan are out-competing the United States in the development of solar, wind, electric cars, and high-speed trains. China's share of global clean-tech investment has risen each year, finally surpassing the United States for the first time in 2008. These Asian nations and China in particular aim to dominate global export markets, so that future tech transfer will come from China to us. To some extent, it already does: 79 percent of the U.S. economic-stimulus funding for wind turbines went to foreign firms.
Competitiveness is a myth – overwhelming evidence proves
Bruno 9 [Isabelle, Lille Centre for Politics and Administration (CERAPS), University of Lille, The “Indefinite Discipline” of Competitiveness Benchmarking as a Neoliberal Technology of Government  Minerva A Review of Science, Learning and Policy © Springer Science+Business Media B.V. 2009, 17 September 2009]

The pertinence of discussing the national competitiveness of a country is much debated among economists. In his now famous Foreign Affairs article, Paul Krugman criticized the “competitive metaphor”—i.e. the image “that, in the words of President Clinton, each nation is like a big corporation competing in the global marketplace” (1994, p. 29)—as economically meaningless, politically misguided and socially damaging. His demonstration countered the progressively established orthodoxy, which made the design of a “competitive state” consensual, desirable, and hence free of debate. More than economic nonsense, Krugman argued that it had in fact become a “dangerous obsession”:      The idea that a country’s economic fortunes are largely determined by its success on world markets is a hypothesis, not a necessary truth; and as a practical, empirical matter, that hypothesis is flatly wrong. […] The growing obsession in most advanced nations with international competitiveness should be seen, not as a well-founded concern, but as a view held in the face of overwhelming contrary evidence. And yet it is clearly a view that people very much want to hold – a desire to believe that is reflected in a remarkable tendency of those who preach the doctrine of competitiveness to support their case with careless, flawed arithmetic. (Krugman 1994, p. 30)

It doesn’t matter where innovation happens – the US can absorb it better than anyone else

Beckley, Michael is a research fellow in the International Security Program at Harvard Kennedy School’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs and a fellow at the Miller Center at the University of Virginia “China’s Century? Why America’s Edge Will Endure.” International Security, Vol. 36, No. 3 (Winter 2011/12), pp: 41-78. 

In theory, globalization should help developing countries obtain and absorb advanced technology. In practice, however, this may not occur because some of the knowledge and infrastructure necessary to absorb certain technologies cannot be specified in a blueprint or contained within a machine. Instead they exist in peoples’ minds and can be obtained only through “hands-on” experience. The World Bank recently calculated that 80 percent of the wealth of the United States is made up of intangible assets, most notably, its system of property rights, its efficient judicial system, and the skills, knowledge, and trust embedded within its society. If this is the case, then a huge chunk of what separates the United States from China is not for sale and cannot be copied. Economies and militaries used to consist primarily of physical goods (e.g.,  conveyor belts and tanks), but today they are composed of systems that link  physical goods to networks, research clusters, and command centers.  72  Developing countries may be able to purchase or steal certain aspects of these  systems from abroad, but many lack the supporting infrastructure, or “absorptive capacity,” necessary to integrate them into functioning wholes.  73  For example, in the 1960s, Cummins Engine Company, a U.S. technological leader,  formed joint ventures with a Japanese company and an Indian company to produce the same truck engine. The Japanese plant quickly reached U.S. quality and cost levels while the Indian plant turned out second-rate engines at  three to four times the cost. The reason, according to Jack Baranson, was the  “high degree of technical skill . . . required to convert techniques and produce  new technical drawings and manufacturing specifications.”  74  This case illustrates how an intangible factor such as skill can lead to significant productivity  differences even when two countries have access to identical hardware. Compared to developing countries such as China, the United States is primed for technological absorption. Its property rights, social networks, capital markets, flexible labor laws, and legions of multinational companies not only help it innovate, but also absorb innovations created elsewhere. Declinists liken the U.S. economic system to a leaky bucket oozing innovations out into the international system. But in the alternative perspective, the United States is more like a sponge, steadily increasing its mass by soaking up ideas, technology, and people from the rest of the world. If this is the case, then the spread of technology around the globe may paradoxically favor a concentration of technological and military capabilities in the United States.

Not key to heg – the number of nuclear plants we export has no effect on our willingness to sustain military commitments or our credibility with other countries

No Asian war.

Acharya 12 [Amitav Acharya is Professor of International Relations at American University, Washington, DC. This article is from East Asia Forum (www.eastasiaforum.org) at the Crawford School, ANU. China’s rise and security in the Asian century May 6th, 2012 Author: Amitav Acharya, AU http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2012/05/06/china-s-rise-and-security-in-the-asian-century/]

The problem with these scenarios is that they ignore significant changes that have taken place in Asia in recent decades. Asian security in the aftermath of World War II was shaped by three forces: economic nationalism, security bilateralism (anchored on the US’s ‘hub-and-spoke’ alliances), and political authoritarianism. Over the decades, Asia has seen a major growth in economic internationalism, multilateral institutions and democratisation.  Since the mid-1950s, intra-Asian trade has nearly doubled to over 50 per cent of the region’s total trade. The effect of economic interdependence and multilateral institutions in promoting peace has been well documented by international relations scholars. In Asia today, production networks straddle national boundaries, making them especially costly to break; multipurpose regional institutions have proliferated; and cooperative institutions now outnumber formal military alliances, thus reversing the Cold War pattern.  Democracies in Asia today outnumber autocracies and, despite fears that democratic transitions might produce aggressively nationalistic regimes, no newly democratic regime in Asia has behaved this way.  The Asian regional order today resembles neither the 19th century Concert of Europe, nor the EU of today. The EU model is implausible in a highly sovereignty-conscious Asia. An Asian concert of powers is unrealistic and dangerous. The two most important pitfalls of this idea are long-known. First, for a concert to function successfully it requires a degree of ideological convergence among the major powers. Such a convergence does not exist pending China’s democratisation. On the other hand, a concert based on current ideological conditions would be a welcome gift to China’s authoritarian rulers, as it would preserve a conservative status quo that would arrest China’s democratisation.  A concert of this type would also necessarily marginalise weaker states. The Concert of Europe, as historian Richard Elrod points out, ensured a degree of self-restraint among the great powers toward each other, but also brought about ‘great power tutelage over the rest of Europe’ before collapsing over ideological divergence. An Asian concert would imply de facto Sino–US joint rule, but will the rest of Asia really want to live under Chinese or US tutelage?  In contrast, Asia’s regional groups like the ASEAN Regional Forum or the East Asian Summit facilitate the peaceful engagement of great powers with each other and with the region, without reducing weaker states to the status of vassals and pawns. The rise of China requires adjustments and strengthening of the current order — not reinventing an outdated model. Asia’s future need not resemble Europe’s past or present. Nor will it resemble past US foreign policy. The revival of a tributary order would be similarly countered by the economic, strategic and cultural influence of the US, Japan, India and Russia.  Moreover, a concert model may not serve Australia’s security interests because it will almost certainly be excluded from it. Asia and Australia are better served by a model based on the kind of ‘entrepreneurial’ and ‘intellectual’ leadership to which Japan, Australia and ASEAN (now South Korea, Indonesia and India) have made a contribution, and which has brought about the simultaneous engagement of China and the US.  For all its recent diplomatic assertiveness, China supports and sustains Asian economic interdependence and institutions, as do the US, Japan and India. At the same time, US alliances and security ties with India offer a hedge against any future uncertainty in Chinese behaviour.  In Asia today there are multiple mechanisms of stability: economic interdependence raises the stakes of mutual survival and well-being; US-centred alliances preserve the balance of power; and cooperative institutions develop a habit of dialogue and thereby moderate extreme, unilateral behaviour. None of these is sufficient by itself to guarantee order, but together they create the conditions for stability.

No SCS war – cooperative mechanisms and 20 years away.

Cronin 11 [Dr. Patrick M. Cronin is Senior Advisor and Senior Director of the Asia-Pacific Security Program at the Center for a New American Security in Washington, D.C.  How China, US See Each Other at Sea May 29, 2011   http://the-diplomat.com/2011/05/29/how-china-us-see-each-other-at-sea/3/]

Whatever type of cooperative action is considered, there’s no doubt that various multilateral efforts have progressed of late among maritime forces.  For example, the Regional Cooperation Agreement on Combating Piracy and Armed Robbery against Ships in Asia (ReCAAP) is the first regional government-to-government agreement to promote and enhance cooperation on these issues in Asia.  Some 17 countries have joined since it was entered into force in 2006.  Countries in the region also share ship tracking information and engage in joint patrols, and these activities are apt to continue to grow in the coming years. These steps are built on common interests in the freedom of navigation, at least with respect to commercial sea lines of communication.  Beyond limited cooperative steps, there is also some hope in recent challenges to conventional worst-case thinking. For instance, there is widespread anxiety over energy competition, including in the South and East China Seas. But others would argue that, in reality, the geological tables defy this concern, because the hydrocarbons are generally likely only sufficient to provide energy for about 15-20 years; by the time China builds a truly blue-water naval fleet to defend its sea lines of communication, the resources are likely to be well on their way to depletion. With this in mind, Christine Parthemore of the Center for a New American Security argues that nations would make better use of their concerns by focusing on more enduring common worries, such as depleted fisheries and the environmental impact from climate change. And on these issues, cooperation is both desired and needed by most countries.

Heg is sustainable – hard power.
Bremmer 10 [Ian, president of Eurasia Group and author of “The End of the Free Market” (Portfolio), published in May, China vs America: fight of the century22nd March 2010  —  Issue 169, http://www.prospectmagazine.co.uk/2010/03/china-vs-america-fight-of-the-century/]

It is also important for the US government and American companies to invest in those areas where their comparative advantage is most likely to endure. For Washington, that means maintaining US “hard power” advantages. Soft power helped America survive the cold war, and continues to play a crucial role in extending US influence. But over the next several years, hard power will ensure that the US remains indispensable for global political and economic stability. The US now spends more on its military capacity than all potential competitors combined. It outspends China by about eight to one. Even if defence spending were significantly reduced, the US will hold a dominant military position for the foreseeable future, because it will be decades before any rival will prove both willing and able to accept the burdens that come with global leadership. China will continue to expand its influence, particularly within Asia. But it makes little sense for a still developing nation to challenge US hard power outside its immediate neighbourhood—particularly when China’s state-owned oil companies will rely for several decades on oil and gas supplies from unstable parts of the world such as the middle east, the Caspian sea basin and west Africa. In addition, the presence of US troops in Japan and South Korea limits the risk of an Asian arms race. That saves China, Japan, South Korea and India a great deal of money.

Heg doesn’t solve conflict.
Fettweis 11 [Christopher, Prof. of Political Science – Tulane, Dangerous Times?: The International Politics of Great Power Peace Page 73-6]

The primary attack on restraint, or justification for internationalism, posits that if the United Stets were to withdraw from the world, a variety of ills would sweep over key regions and eventually pose  threats to U.S. security and/or prosperity, nese problems might take three forms (besides the obvious, if remarkably unlikely, direct threats to the homeland): generalized chaos, hostile imbalances in Eurasia, and/or failed states. Historian Arthur Schlesinger was typical when he worried that restraint would mean "a chaotic, violent, and ever more dangerous planet."69 All of these concerns either implicitly or explicitly assume that the presence of the United States is the primary reason for international stability, and if that presence were withdrawn chaos would ensue. In other words, they depend upon hegemonic-stability logic. Simply stated, the hegemonic stability theory proposes that international peace is only possible when there is one country strong enough to make and enforce a set of rules. At the height of Pax Romana between 27 BC and 180 AD, for ex¬ample, Rome was able to bring unprecedented peace and security to the Mediterranean. The Pax Britannica of the nineteenth century brought a level of stabil¬ity to the high seas. Perhaps the current era is peaceful because the United States has established a de facto Pax Americana where no power is strong enough to challenge its dominance, and because it has established a set of rules that are gen¬erally in the interests of all countries to follow. Without a benevolent hegemon, some strategists fear, instability may break out around the globe.70 Unchecked conflicts could cause humanitarian disaster and, in today's interconnected world, economic turmoil that would ripple throughout global financial markets. If the United States were to abandon its commitments abroad, argued Art, the world would "become a more dangerous place" and, sooner or later, that would "re¬dound to America's detriment."71 If the massive spending that the United States engages in actually provides stability in the international political and economic systems, then perhaps internationalism is worthwhile. There are good theoretical and empirical reasons, however, to believe that US hegemony is not the primary cause of the current era of stability. First of all, the hegemonic-stability argument overstates the role that the United States plays in the system. No country is strong enough to police the world on its own. The only way there can be stability in the community of great powers is if self-policing occurs, if states have decided that their interests are served by peace. If no pacific normative shift had occurred among the great powers that was filtering down through the system, then no amount of international constabulary work by the United States could maintain stability. Likewise, if it true that such a shift has occurred, then most of what the hegemon spends to bring stability would be wasted. The 5 percent of the world's population that 2* m the United States simply could not force peace upon an unwilling 95. At the nsk of beating the metaphor to death, the United States may be patrolling a neighborhood that has already rid itself of crime. Stability and unipolarity may besimply coincidental., order for U.S. hegemony to be the reason for global stability, the rest ome World would have to expect reward for good behavior and fear punishment to/   bad. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not always proven to be especiallly eager to engage in humanitarian interventions abroad. Even rather incontrovertible evidence of genocide has not been sufficient to inspire action. Hegemonic stability can only take credit for influencing those decisions that would have ended in War without the presence, whether physical or psychologi-cal, of the United States. Ethiopia and Eritrea are hardly the only states that could go to War without the slightest threat of U.S. intervention. Since most of the world today is free to fight without U.S. involvement, something else must be at work. Stability exists in many places where no hegemony is present. Second, the limited empirical evidence we have suggests that there is little connection between the relative level of U.S. activism and international stability. During the 1990s the United States cut back on its defense spending fairly substantially. By 1998 the United States was spending $100 billion less on de¬fense in real terms than it had in 1990.72 To internationalists, defense hawks, and other believers in hegemonic stability, this irresponsible "peace dividend" endangered both national and global security. "No serious analyst of American military capabilities," argued Kristol and Kagan, "doubts that the defense budget has been cut much too far to meet America's responsibilities to itself and to world peace."73 If the pacific trends were due not to U.S. hegemony but a strengthening norm against interstate War, however, one would not have expected an increase in global instability and violence. The verdict from the past two decades is fairly plain: The world grew more peaceful while the United States cut its forces. No state seemed to believe that its security was endangered by a less-capable Pentagon, or at least none took any action that would suggest such a belief. No militaries were enhanced to address power vacuums; no security dilemmas drove mistrust and arms races; no re-gional balancing occurred once the stabilizing presence of the U.S. military was diminished. The rest of the world acted as if the threat of international War was not a pressing concern, despite the reduction in U.S. capabilities. The incidence and magnitude of global conflict declined while the United States cut its military spending under President Clinton, and it kept declining as the Bush Administra-tion ramped spending back up. No complex statistical analysis should be neces-sary to reach the conclusion that the two are unrelated. It is also worth noting for our purposes that the United States was no less safe. Military spending figures by themselves are insufficient to disprove a con- nection between overall U.S. actions and international stability. One could pre- sumably argue that spending is not the only, or even the best, indication of he- LTm? T
15 inSt6ad US" foreign Political and security commitments Zcre7Tn I ^ ndther was -gnificantly altered during this period, mcreased conflict should not have been expected. Alternately, advocates of heg¬emonic stability could believe that relative rather than absolute spending is de¬cisive in bringing peace. Although the United States cut back on its spending during the 1990s, its relative advantage never wavered. However, even if it were true that either U.S. commitments or relative spend-ing accounts for international pacific trends, the 1990s make it obvious that stability can be sustained at drastically lower levels. In other words, even if one believes that there is a level of engagement below which the United States cannot drop without imperiling global stability, a rational grand strategist would still cut back on engagement (and spending) until that level is determined. As of now, we have no idea how cheap hegemonic stability could be, or if a low point exists at all. Since the United States ought to spend the minimum amount of its blood and treasure while seeking the maximum return on its investment, engagement should be scaled back until that level is determined. Grand strategic decisions are never final; continual adjustments can and must be made as time goes on. And if the constructivist interpretation of events is correct and the global peace is inher-ently stable, no increase in conflict would ever occur, irrespective of U.S. spend-ing, which would save untold trillions for an increasingly debt-ridden nation. It is also perhaps worth noting that if opposite trends had unfolded, if other states had reacted to news of cuts in U.S. defense spending with more aggressive or insecure behavior, then internationalists would surely argue that their expec-tations had been fulfilled. If increases in conflict would have been interpreted as evidence for the wisdom of internationalist strategies, then logical consistency demands that the lack thereof should at least pose a problem. As it stands, the ordy data we have regarding the likely systemic reaction to a more restrained United States suggests that current peaceful trends are unrelated to U.S. military pending. Evidently the rest of the world can operate quite effectively without ^e presence of a global policeman. Those who think otherwise base their view on faith alone. tf the only thing standing between the world and chaos is the U.S. military Presence, then an adjustment in grand strategy would be exceptionally counter-productive. But it is worth recalling that none of the other explanations for the decline of War—nuclear weapons, complex economic interdependence, international and domestic political institutions, evolution in ideas and norms necessitate an activist America to maintain their validity. Were America to be-co*e more restrained, nuclear weapons would still affect the calculations of the would-be aggressor; the process of globalization would continue, deepening the complexity of economic interdependence; the United Nations could still deploy Peacekeepers where necessary; and democracy would not shrivel where it cur-*7 exis*s. Most importantly, the idea that war is a worthwhile way to resolve conflict would have no reason to return. As was argued in chapter 2, normative          evolution is typically unidirectional. Strategic restraint in such a world would be virtually risk-free. Finally, some analysts have worried that a de facto surrender of U.S. hege¬mony would lead to a rise of Chinese influence. Indeed, China is the only other major power that has increased its military spending since the end of the Cold War, even if it is still a rather low 2 percent of its GDP. Such levels of effort do not suggest a desire to compete with, much less supplant, the United States. The much-ballyhooed decade-long military buildup has brought Chinese spending up to approximately one-tenth the level of that of the United States. It is hardly clear that restraint on the part of the United States would invite Chinese global dominance. Bradley Thayer worries that Chinese would become "the language of diplomacy, trade and commerce, transportation and navigation, the internet, world sport, and global culture," and that Beijing would come to "dominate sci¬ence and technology, in all its forms" to the extent that soon the world would witness a Chinese astronaut who not only travels to the Moon, but "plants the communist flag on Mars, and perhaps other planets in the future."74 Fortunately one need not ponder for too long the horrible specter of a red flag on Venus, since on the planet Earth, where War is no longer the dominant form of conflict resolution, the threats posed by even a rising China would not be terribly dire. The dangers contained in the terrestrial security environment are less frightening than ever before, no matter which country is strongest.

Allies solve for the risk of conflicts and none are coming now
Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to Ronald Reagan, 1-31-11, [“Solving the Debt Crisis: A Military Budget for a Republic,” CATO Institute, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/solving-debt-crisis-military-budget-republic] E. Liu
More than two decades after the Cold War dramatically ended, the U.S. maintains a Cold War military. America has a couple score allies, dozens of security commitments, hundreds of overseas bases, and hundreds of thousands of troops overseas. Yet international hegemonic communism has disappeared, the Soviet Union has collapsed, Maoist China has been transformed, and pro-communist Third World dictatorships have been discarded in history's dustbin. The European Union has a larger economy and population than America does. Japan spent decades with the world's second largest economy. South Korea has 40 times the GDP and twice the population of North Korea. As Colin Powell exclaimed in 1991, "I'm running out of demons. I'm running out of enemies. I'm down to Castro and Kim Il-sung." Yet America accounts for roughly half of the globe's military outlays. In real terms the U.S. government spends more on the military today than at any time during the Cold War, Korean War, or Vietnam War. It is difficult for even a paranoid to concoct a traditional threat to the American homeland. Terrorism is no replacement for the threat of nuclear holocaust. Commentator Philip Klein worries about "gutting" the military and argued that military cuts at the end of the Cold War "came back to haunt us when Sept. 11 happened." Yet the reductions, which still left America by far the world's most dominant power, neither allowed the attacks nor prevented Washington from responding with two wars. And responding with two wars turned out to be a catastrophic mistake. Evil terrorism is a threat, but existential threat it is not. Moreover, the best response is not invasions and occupations — as the U.S. has learned at high cost in both Afghanistan and Iraq. Rather, the most effective tools are improved intelligence, Special Forces, international cooperation, and restrained intervention. Attempts at nation-building are perhaps even more misguided than subsidizing wealthy industrialized states. America's record isn't pretty. The U.S. wasn't able to anoint its preferred Somali warlord as leader of that fractured nation. Washington's allies in the still unofficial and unstable nation of Kosovo committed grievous crimes against Serb, Roma, and other minorities. Haiti remains a failed state after constant U.S. intervention. The invasion of Iraq unleashed mass violence, destroyed the indigenous Christian community, and empowered Iran; despite elections, a liberal society remains unlikely. After nine years most Afghans dislike and distrust the corrupt government created by the U.S. and sustained only by allied arms. The last resort of those who want America to do everything everywhere is to claim that the world will collapse into various circles of fiery hell without a ubiquitous and vast U.S. military presence. Yet there is no reason to believe that scores of wars are waiting to break out. And America's prosperous and populous allies are capable of promoting peace and stability in their own regions.

Waste

Turn – Storage Tradeoff

A. Reprocessing doesn’t reduce the volume of nuclear waste

Michael Levi,Senior Fellow for Energy and Environment and Director of the Program on Energy Security and Climate Change at the Council on Foreign Relations, April 18, 2006 http://www.cfr.org/publication/10473/wasted_energy.html
That argument ignores two critical things. First, it is cheaper to simply mine and use new uranium than to extract the remaining “95 percent of the potential energy” Moore refers to. More importantly, recycling used fuel does little to cut down the volume of nuclear waste. When the remaining “potential energy”—locked up in uranium and plutonium—is extracted from used nuclear fuel, the bulk of the radioactivity in that nuclear fuel remains. As a result, that material must still be protected in large, radiation-shielding casks—and disposed of, meaning that the waste problem does not disappear.
B. Reprocessing trades off with finding with waste reform

Union of Concerned Scientists 7/9/08 http://www.ucsusa.org/global_security/nuclear_terrorism/extracting-plutonium-from-nuclear-reactor-spent-fuel.html

Finally, reprocessing would divert focus and resources from a U.S. geologic disposal program and hurt—not help—the U.S. nuclear waste management effort. The licensing requirements for the reprocessing, fuel fabrication, and waste processing plants would dwarf those needed to license a repository, and provide additional targets for public opposition. What is most needed today is a renewed focus on secure interim storage of spent fuel and on gaining the scientific and technical consensus needed to site a geological repository.

Moratorium on nuclear now – won’t be lifted until waste is dealt with
Smith and Tracy ’12 (Rebecca Smith and Ryan Tracy, “U.S. Regulator Halts Nuclear-Plant Licensing”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10000872396390443517104577575561397701568.html, August 7, 2012)

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission said it would stop issuing licenses for nuclear plants until it addresses problems with its nuclear-waste policy that were raised by a recent federal appeals court decision. The move, while not expected to affect any nuclear plants right away, shows how the standstill in finding a permanent American nuclear waste dump could undermine the expansion of nuclear power, which is already facing a challenge from cheaper natural gas. License Freeze U.S. reactors with pending license renewal applications In June, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit said the NRC's approach to managing nuclear waste was inconsistent with federal environmental standards. Until the ruling, the NRC had relied on what is known as the Waste Confidence Decision when issuing new licenses for proposed plants and extending the licenses of existing plants. Under that doctrine, the NRC said it could issue licenses because it had confidence that the U.S. eventually would create a permanent repository. But the Obama administration's elimination of funding for a proposed repository at Yucca Mountain in Nevada made that assertion less believable. The appeals court struck down the NRC's finding that there was "reasonable assurance" a permanent waste site would be created "when needed." It also rejected the NRC's finding that spent fuel could likely be stored safely for as long as 60 years beyond a plant's licensed life, either in pools or giant casks. Even if the NRC thinks pool leaks have been harmless so far, the court said, the NRC must still assess the probability and consequence of bigger leaks and other accidents. The NRC's move on Tuesday could delay licensing decisions for a year or more, depending on how long it takes the agency to fix the problems identified by the court. No such decisions were expected this year. Even a multiyear delay would not cause existing reactors to shut down. They can continue to operate so long as they sought extensions at least five years before their licenses expired. Environmentalists responded positively to the NRC decision, the first major step by incoming Chairwoman Allison Macfarlane, who is a nuclear waste expert. Richard Webster of the Public Justice environmental group said the courts wouldn't allow the NRC to operate under the "illusion" that the existing system of waste storage is sufficient. Diane Curran, an environmental attorney who represented several citizens' groups on the issue, said the NRC has "a lot of homework" and "it is hard for me to see how [the agency's response] could be finished in a year." Ellen Ginsberg, general counsel for the Nuclear Energy Institute, a trade organization for nuclear operators, said the NRC's decision was unavoidable given the court's decision. She said the federal government "has not met its statutory obligation" to relieve utilities of nuclear waste. An NRC spokesman said that within weeks, the agency's staff would send the five-member commission a series of options for dealing with the court decision. Nuclear operators have said they are willing to beef up on-site storage of nuclear waste to ensure that the waste can be safe for longer periods. If the NRC chooses that route, they say they hope that the agency would apply standards to the industry as a whole. Also, if regulators impose additional requirements, Ms. Ginsberg said, "the federal government will be further obligated to reimburse utilities and their ratepayers for those additional costs." Environmentalists are worried about leaking spent fuel pools and the risk of fires if something happens that allows water to boil off or drain away. That fear became more acute in the aftermath of the March 2011 accident at the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power plant in Japan, which suffered explosions in the vicinity of spent fuel pools. One option for the U.S. is requiring operators to move spent fuel more quickly to dry storage casks.

2. Reprocessing leads to ocean waste dump

Karen Charman, environmental journalist, 2006 “Brave Nuclear World?”, Proquest

UCS's Ed Lyman says it is "a myth" that reprocessing spent nuclear fuel reduces the volume of nuclear waste: "All reprocessing does is take spent fuel that's compact, and it spreadssmears-it out into dozens of different places." Current reprocessing technology uses nitric acid to dissolve the fuel assemblies and separate out plutonium and uranium. But it also leaves behind numerous extremely radioactive fission products as well as high-level liquid waste that is typically solidified in glass. In the process, a lot of radioactive gas is discharged into the environment, and there is additional liquid waste that's too expensive to isolate, he says: "So, that's just dumped into the ocean-that's the practice in France and the U.K."
3. Reprocessing doesn’t reduce the volume of nuclear waste

Michael Levi,Senior Fellow for Energy and Environment and Director of the Program on Energy Security and Climate Change at the Council on Foreign Relations, April 18, 2006 http://www.cfr.org/publication/10473/wasted_energy.html
That argument ignores two critical things. First, it is cheaper to simply mine and use new uranium than to extract the remaining “95 percent of the potential energy” Moore refers to. More importantly, recycling used fuel does little to cut down the volume of nuclear waste. When the remaining “potential energy”—locked up in uranium and plutonium—is extracted from used nuclear fuel, the bulk of the radioactivity in that nuclear fuel remains. As a result, that material must still be protected in large, radiation-shielding casks—and disposed of, meaning that the waste problem does not disappear.
No biodiversity collapse.

Doremus, Berkeley Law, 2K [Holly, Law Professor – Cal Berkeley, 57 Wash & Lee L. Rev. 11, L/N]

Reluctant to concede such losses, tellers of the ecological horror story highlight how close a catastrophe might be, and how little we know about what actions might trigger one. But the apocalyptic vision is less credible today than it seemed in the 1970s. Nor is human extinction probable any time soon. Homo sapiens is adaptable to nearly any environment. Even if the world of the future includes far fewer species, it likely will hold people. n215 [*47] One response to this credibility problem tones the story down a bit, arguing not that humans will go extinct but that ecological disruption will bring economies, and consequently civilizations, to their knees. n216 But this too may be overstating the case. Most ecosystem functions are performed by multiple species. This functional redundancy means that a high proportion of species can be lost without precipitating a collapse. n217

Alt cause outweigh.

Pynn 7 [Larry, staff writer at The Vancouver Sun, “Global warming not biggest threat: expert,” The Vancouver Sun, http://www2.canada.com/vancouversun/news/story.html?id=6e2988da-31ab-4697-810d-7a008306d571&p=1]

"We all worry about climate change, as we should, but it doesn't mean we shouldn't worry about protecting habitat," says James Grant, a biology professor at Concordia University in Montreal and co-author of a new report on threats to endangered species in Canada. "The really immediate causes right now for many species are things like farming, urbanization and habitat loss caused by the direct things we do." Research by Grant and his pupils shows the biggest threat is habitat loss at 84 per cent, overexploitation 32 per cent, native species interactions 31 per cent, natural causes 27 per cent, pollution 26 per cent, and introduced species 22 per cent. On average, species are threatened by at least two of the six categories. Human activities representing the biggest source of habitat loss and pollution are not industrial resource extraction, but agriculture at 46 per cent and urbanization at 44 per cent. "Farming is huge," Grant said in an interview. "The Prairies are one of the most affected habitats in the world. We've turned them into wheat fields." The southern Okanagan-Similkameen is another example, home to about one-third of species at risk in B.C. as well as a thriving agricultural industry, including vineyards, and increased urban development.

Terrorism’s done – increasingly unpopular and new U.S. strategy.

Dalton et al. 12 [Dr. Bruce W. Jentleson is a Professor of Public Policy and Political Science at Duke University.  Dr. Andrew M. Exum is a Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security. Melissa G. Dalton is a Visiting Fellow at the Center for a New American Security. J. Dana Stuster is a Researcher at the Center for a New American Security. Strategic Adaptation Toward a New U.S. Strategy in the Middle East June 2012 Center for New American Security http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_StrategicAdaptation_JentlesonExum_0.pdf]

Al Qaeda has ceased to be a strategic player in the  Middle East, calling into question the prioritization of the U.S. counterterrorism interests relative  to its other interests in the region. 77  Whereas  al Qaeda might once have been described as a  coherent, centralized organization, it is today  more decentralized and franchised – with most  franchises performing quite poorly. 78  In the year  since the killing of Osama bin Laden, al Qaeda  has struggled to carry out operations worldwide, 79 although threats to the United States emanating  from al Qaeda’s franchise in Yemen, including the  recently disrupted plot to detonate a bomb aboard  a commercial airplane, 80  have been serious.  Several factors have contributed to al Qaeda’s decline.  First, although opportunities for al Qaeda to  resurge in Yemen and Syria remain, the organization has suffered considerable setbacks across the  Middle East. An insurgency against U.S. forces  and the new Iraqi government from 2003 to  2010 failed. By 2007, al Qaeda’s allies in Iraq had  turned against it, and U.S. and Iraqi troops combined to devastate the organization’s leadership  in Iraq. An insurgency against the government  in Saudi Arabia from 2003 to 2005 also failed.  As Thomas Hegghammer recounts, al Qaeda  insurgents attempting to overthrow the regime  in Saudi Arabia stuck out like the foreigners  they had become while in exile in Pakistan and  elsewhere. 81  The way in which al Qaeda fought  these campaigns carried an enormous cost: The  Arabic-speaking public might have cheered  attacks on U.S. military installations, but attacks  on Jordanian wedding parties and Iraqi markets  proved highly unpopular. 82 Second, the U.S. government has carried out  a very intense and mostly successful campaign against al Qaeda’s leadership in not just  the Arabic-speaking world but especially in  Afghanistan and Pakistan. As of July 2011, U.S.  drone strikes had killed more than 1,000 militants in Pakistan’s tribal regions. 83  Bin Laden  worried enough about the safety of his organization and its fellow travelers in the tribal areas of  Pakistan to contemplate evacuating the supposed  “safe haven.” 84  The subsequent death of bin Laden  himself, while satisfying to the American people,  overshadows the way in which U.S. intelligence  agencies and special operations forces (SOF)  degraded the rest of the organization. 85 Third and finally, the Arab Spring, in which  Islamist parties have come to power through  largely peaceable means, has been a disaster for al  Qaeda. The revolutions in Tunisia and especially  Egypt have discredited the al Qaeda narrative –  that armed insurrection and coercive violence were  the keys to political and social change. 86

They’d use conventional weapons.

Craig 11 [Campbell, professor of international relations at the University of Southampton Special Issue: Bringing Critical Realism and Historical Materialism into Critical Terrorism Studies  Atomic obsession: nuclear alarmism from Hiroshima to al-Qaeda Critical Studies on Terrorism  Volume 4, Issue 1, 2011, April, pages 115-124]

Let us address each of his claims, in reverse order. Mueller suggests that the risk of an act of major nuclear terrorism is exceptionally small, along the lines of an asteroid hitting the earth. Drawing upon his powerful book against terrorism alarmism, Overblown (2006), he shows that serious anti-Western terrorist groups are today widely scattered and disorganized – precisely the wrong kind of arrangement for the sustained and centralized project of building an atomic bomb. Looking for immediate results, terrorist groups are likely to go with what works today, rather than committing to a long-term and likely futile project. He points out, as have other authors, that so-called ‘rogue’ nations, even if they obtain a bomb, are never going to hand it over to terrorists: to do so would utterly negate everything they had worked so hard for. A nation such as Iran that somehow decided to give its bomb to al-Qaeda (leaving aide their completely different objectives) would not only be handing over a weapon that it had spent years and billions to build, and giving up the prestige and deterrence the bomb supposedly confers, it would also be putting itself at acute risk of being on the receiving end of a retaliatory strike once the terrorists did their work. By what rationale would any leader make such a move? The potential costs would be astronomical, the benefits non-existent.

No meltdown impact – distinct from nuclear weapons.

Janesville 11 [Amy Koch, Katherine Conover and Jane Thompson Kayla Babler, Mark Brady, Alina Campanna, Hailey Hinze, Vinny Shadrick, Yoiser Mauleon, T. J. Patt Janesville Academy for International Studies Critical Issues Forum Nuclear Energy and Nuclear Weapons in the Middle East Benchmark I – Background March 7, 2011 http://www.criticalissuesforum.org/PROJECTS2011/US_Janesville/benchmark_1.pdf]

People fear another Chernobyl incident, since after a reactor melts down it stays in an  area for many years and that radioactivity also remains. People also fear that the plant could  explode like a bomb. Communities often don’t want to live by power plants because of these  fears despite the inexpensive electricity, employment opportunities, and tax incentives. However,  a Chernobyl type accident could not have happened outside of the Soviet Union. This is because  they used a different type of reactor, that type of reactor was never built or operated here in  America. The U.S. also has too many safety regulations and precautions guarding us from a  nuclear meltdown. Also, it is impossible for a reactor to explode like a nuclear weapon. These  weapons contain very special materials in very particular configurations and neither of which are  present in a nuclear reactor (Webfield Development, 2011).
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5—Proliferation is slow and stable. Their authors exaggerate. Iran proves.

Mueller ’12, [John Mueller, PhD, is a Senior Research Scientist with the Mershon Center for International Security Studies where he is also the Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, professor of political science at Ohio State University and the author of Atomic Obsession, “Old fears cloud Western views on Iran's nuclear posturing,” 2-18 http://www.smh.com.au/opinion/politics/old-fears-cloud-western-views-on-irans-nuclear-posturing-20120217-1te94.html]

Alarmism about nuclear proliferation is fairly common coin in the foreign policy establishment. And of late it has been boosted by the seeming efforts of Iran or its friends to answer covert assassinations, apparently by Israel, with attacks and attempted attacks of their own in India, Georgia and Thailand.¶ A non-hysterical approach to the Iran nuclear issue is entirely possible. It should take several considerations into account. If the rattled and insecure Iranian leadership is lying when it says it has no intention of developing nuclear weapons, or if it undergoes a conversion from that position (triggered perhaps by an Israeli air strike), it will find, like all other nuclear-armed states, that the bombs are essentially useless and a considerable waste of time, effort, money and scientific talent.¶ Nuclear weapons have had a tremendous influence on our agonies and obsessions since 1945, inspiring desperate rhetoric, extravagant theorising, wasteful expenditure and frenetic diplomatic posturing. However, they have been of little historic consequence. And they were not necessary to prevent a third world war or a major conflict in Europe: each leak from the archives suggests that the Soviet Union never seriously considered direct military aggression against the US or Europe. That is, there was nothing to deter.¶ Moreover, there never seem to have been militarily compelling – or even minimally sensible – reasons to use the weapons, particularly because of an inability to identify targets that were both suitable and could not be effectively attacked using conventional munitions.¶ Iran would most likely "use" any nuclear capacity in the same way all other nuclear states have: for prestige (or ego‑stoking) and to deter real or perceived threats. Historical experience strongly suggests that new nuclear countries, even ones that once seemed hugely threatening, like communist China in the 1960s, are content to use their weapons for such purposes.¶ Indeed, as strategist (and Nobel laureate) Thomas Schelling suggests, deterrence is about the only value the weapons might have for Iran. Such devices, he points out, "would be too precious to give away or to sell" and "too precious to waste killing people" when they could make other countries "hesitant to consider military action".¶ The popular notion that nuclear weapons furnish a country with the capacity to "dominate" its area has little or no historical support – in the main, nuclear threats since 1945 have either been ignored or met with countervailing opposition, not timorous acquiescence. It thus seems overwhelmingly likely that, if a nuclear Iran brandishes its weapons to intimidate others or get its way, it will find that those threatened, rather than capitulating or rushing off to build a compensating arsenal of their own, will ally with others, including conceivably Israel, to stand up to the intimidation – rather in the way an alliance of convenience coalesced to oppose Iraq's invasion of Kuwait in 1990.¶ Iran's leadership, though hostile and unpleasant in many ways, is not a gaggle of suicidal lunatics. Thus, as Schelling suggests, it is exceedingly unlikely it would give nuclear weapons to a group like Hezbollah to detonate, not least because the rational ones in charge would fear that the source would be detected, inviting devastating retaliation.¶ Nor is an Iranian bomb likely to trigger a cascade of proliferation in the Middle East, as many people insist. Decades of alarmist predictions about proliferation chains, cascades, dominoes, waves, avalanches, epidemics and points of no return have proven faulty. The proliferation of nuclear weapons has been far slower than routinely expected because, insofar as most leaders of most countries, even rogue ones, have considered acquiring the weapons, they have come to appreciate several defects: the weapons are dangerous, distasteful, costly and likely to rile the neighbours. And the nuclear diffusion that has transpired has had remarkably limited, perhaps even imperceptible, consequences. As Professor Jacques Hymans has shown, the weapons have also been exceedingly difficult to obtain for administratively dysfunctional countries like Iran.

There’s a consensus that competitiveness is false

Hassett, Hubbard, and Jensen 11

Kevin A. Hassett, Senior Fellow and Director of Economic Policy Studies, American Enterprise Institute, R. Glenn Hubbard, Dean of the Columbia University Graduate School of Business, and Matthew H. Jensen, 9/29/11, “Rethinking Competitiveness,” http://www.aei.org/files/2011/09/29/HHJ%20Competitiveness%20-2.pdf

For the most part, a general consensus has emerged that accepts the analysis of Nobel Laureate Paul Krugman, whose 1994 article in Foreign Affairs bearing the unambiguous title of “Competitiveness: A Dangerous Obsession,” disposed of the faulty analysis of the 1990s competitiveness mavens as effectively as Smith disposed of the mercantilists. Krugman challenged the idea of competitiveness, arguing that nations usually do not compete with one another in a zero-sum game, even if firms often do. Instead of competing directly with each other, countries benefit from each other’s successes through mutually beneficial trade. In a world with extensive international trade and interconnectedness, competitiveness and productivity are synonymous. When attempting to measure competitiveness according to a nation’s output, you find that the prosperity of one country will often stimulate additional prosperity for others. The notion that the success of one comes at the expense of another is most often incorrect.
Competitiveness hacks cook the books to make their arguments work.
Krugman 94 [Paul, now-professor of economics and international affairs at Princeton, then-professor of economics at MIT, Ph.D. from MIT, winner of the American Economic Association’s John Bates Clark Medal (The Economist has described the Clark Medal as 'slightly harder to get than a Nobel prize’), PROVING MY POINT, Foreign Affairs, July/August 1994]

SLOPPY MATH: PART II  Of all the elements in my article, the section on careless arithmetic, the strange pattern of errors in reporting or using data in articles and books on competitiveness, has enraged the most people. Both Thurow and Prestowitz have taken care to fill their responses with a blizzard of numbers and calculations. However, some of the numbers are puzzling.  For example, Thurow says that imports are 14 percent of U.S. GDP, while exports are only 10 percent, and that reducing imports to equal exports would add $250 billion to the sales of U.S. manufacturers. But according to Economic Indicators, the monthly statistical publication of the Joint Economic Committee, U.S. imports in 1993 were only 11.4 percent of GDP, while exports were 10.4 percent. Even the current account deficit, a broader measure that includes some additional debit items, was only $109 billion. If the United States were to cut imports by $250 billion, far from merely balancing its trade as Thurow asserts, the United States would run a current account surplus of $140 billion, that is, more than the 2 percent maximum of GDP U.S. negotiators have demanded Japan set as a target!  Or consider Prestowitz, who derides my claim that high-technology industries, commonly described as "high value" sectors, actually have much lower value added per worker than traditional "high volume," heavy industrial sectors. I have aggregated too much by looking at broad sectors like electronics, he says; I should look at the highest-tech lines of business, like semiconductors, where value added per worker is $234,000. Prestowitz should report the results of his research to the Department of Commerce, whose staff has obviously incorrectly calculated (in the Annual Survey of Manufactures) that in 1989 value added per worker in Standard Industrial Classification 3674 (semiconductors and related devices) was $96,487, closer to the $76,709 per worker in sic 2096 (potato chips and related snacks) than to the $187,569 in sic 3711 (motor vehicles and car bodies).1  Everyone makes mistakes, although it is surprising when men who are supposed to be experts on international competition do not have even a rough idea of the size of the U.S. trade deficit or know how to look up a standard industrial statistic. The interesting point, however, is that the mistakes made by Thurow, Prestowitz and other competitiveness advocates are not random errors; they are always biased in the same direction. That is, the advocates always err in a direction that makes international competition seem more important than it really is.
Russia, China, India and Turkey haven’t followed US sanctions

BBC 10-16-12         BBC News Middleeast 16 October 2012 Last updated   "Q&A: Iran sanctions"   http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middle-east-15983302
Russia has rejected any further sanctions against Iran. On 18 January 2012, Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov said the scope for sanctions over Iran's nuclear programme had been exhausted and any additional measures were probably intended to provoke discontent in the Iranian population.

China and India have indicated that they do not intend to curb Iranian oil imports. On 16 January, the Chinese Foreign Ministry said Beijing objected to placing a country's domestic law above international law and forcing other countries to accept it.

Turkey, too, has signalled that it will not adopt any oil embargo. On 12 January, its energy minister said any decisions on sanctions taken outside the UN were not binding for Ankara.

UN approval for any further sanctions against Iran is highly unlikely as both Russia and China have a veto at the UN Security Council.

Impact O/V

high tensions with Iran create tinderbox conditions in the Middle East – fastest and most probable escalation

Lynch 11 Marc Lynch is a Non-Resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, an Associate Professor

of Political Science and Director of the Middle East Studies Program at George  Washington University, and an editor for the Middle East Channel for ForeignPolicy.com.   June 2011    Upheaval: U.S. Policy Toward Iran in a Changing Middle East

http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Upheaval_Lynch_2.pdf

As it struggles to recalibrate its Iran policy, the administration should pay attention to the risk of an unexpected escalation toward war, which would badly harm U.S. efforts to consolidate a new regional order. In tinderbox conditions, local incidents, such as the killing of an Iranian in Bahrain or a rocket hitting Israel from Lebanon, could lead to sudden and rapid conflagration that could draw in multiple parties. Iran might seek to capitalize on a perceived window of opportunity through aggressive action, or simply push too far. Particular attention should be given to Israel’s northern border with Hezbollah, the divided island nation of Bahrain and a collapsing Yemen as three flashpoints where simmering tensions could explode into broader regional war. The regional upheavals have clearly increased Israeli security concerns, which could lead to its lashing out – whether at Gaza, Hezbollah or Iran itself – to address these perceived threats. Saudi concerns about Iran are also more intense than usual, and developments on the ground in Bahrain could trigger direct Iranian-Saudi conflict. Iran may test the extent to which these developments have constrained its rivals, and take provocative steps that trigger unexpected responses. Hezbollah’s confidence and growing military arsenal combined with Israel’s concerns about the shifting balance of power could combine to produce sudden and game-changing war.

Iran will close down Strait of Hormuz – crushes the global economy

Klare, January 31st, 2k12 (Michael T. Klare, Professor of Peace and World Security Studies at Hampshire College, “Hormuz-Mania”, 1-31-2012, Online)

Ever since December 27th, war clouds have been gathering over the Strait of Hormuz, the narrow body of water connecting the Persian Gulf with the Indian Ocean and the seas beyond.  On that day, Iranian Vice President Mohammad Reza Rahimi warned that Tehran would block the strait and create havoc in international oil markets if the West placed new economic sanctions on his country.

“If they impose sanctions on Iran’s oil exports,” Rahimi declared, “then even one drop of oil cannot flow from the Strait of Hormuz.”  Claiming that such a move would constitute an assault on America’s vital interests, President Obama reportedly informed Iran’s supreme leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei that Washington would use force to keep the strait open.  To back up their threats, both sides have been bolstering their forces in the area and each has conducted a series of provocative military exercises.

All of a sudden, the Strait of Hormuz has become the most combustible spot on the planet, the most likely place to witness a major conflict between well-armed adversaries.  Why, of all locales, has it become so explosive?

Oil, of course, is a major part of the answer, but -- and this may surprise you -- only a part.

Petroleum remains the world’s most crucial source of energy, and about one-fifth of the planet’s oil supply travels by tanker through the strait.  “Hormuz is the world’s most important oil chokepoint due to its daily oil flow of almost 17 million barrels in 2011,” the U.S. Department of Energy noted as last year ended.  Because no other area is capable of replacing these 17 million barrels, any extended closure would produce a global shortage of oil, a price spike, and undoubtedly attendant economic panic and disorder.

No one knows just how high oil prices would go under such circumstances, but many energy analysts believe that the price of a barrel might immediately leap by $50 or more.  “You would get an international reaction that would not only be high, but irrationally high,” says Lawrence J. Goldstein, a director of the Energy Policy Research Foundation.  Even though military experts assume the U.S. will use its overwhelming might to clear the strait of Iranian mines and obstructions in a few days or weeks, the chaos to follow in the region might not end quickly, keeping oil prices elevated for a long time.  Indeed, some analysts fear that oil prices, already hovering around $100 per barrel, would quickly double to more than $200, erasing any prospect of economic recovery in the United States and Western Europe, and possibly plunging the planet into a renewed Great Recession. 

The Iranians are well aware of all this, and it is with such a nightmare scenario that they seek to deter Western leaders from further economic sanctions and other more covert acts when they threaten to close the strait.  To calm such fears, U.S. officials have been equally adamant in stressing their determination to keep the strait open.  In such circumstances of heightened tension, one misstep by either side might prove calamitous and turn mutual rhetorical belligerence into actual conflict.

Iran would lash out through terrorism

Durbach  12  Elaine Durbach,  NJJN Staff Writer      February 15, 2012     Iran expert says sanctions are having an impact, Clawson: Cautious Israel keeping military option on front burner          http://njjewishnews.com/article/8363/iran-expert-says-sanctions-are-having-an-impact#.UH4cOoaN-So
[Patrick Clawson, the chief director of research at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy and director of its Iran Security Initiative warned]

But how the Iranian government will respond to the international pressure remains uncertain, Clawson warned. The sanctions ratchet up the possibilities for good and bad. Iran might be pressured to scale back its effort to produce nuclear weapons — or it might lash out in retaliation with military or terrorist attacks. That in turn could draw the United States into warfare.

Middle East conflict goes nuclear – things have changed since the Cold War

Primakov 9--President of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of the Russian Federation; Member of the Russian Academy of Sciences; member of the Editorial Board of Russia in Global Affairs., article is based on the scientific report for which the author was awarded the Lomonosov Gold Medal of the Russian Academy of Sciences in 2008 (Yevgeny, The Fundamental Problem, "The Middle East Problem in the Context of International Relations", Russia in Global Affiars, Vol. 7, Number 3, July-September 2009, http://kms1.isn.ethz.ch/serviceengine/Files/ISN/105702/ichaptersection_singledocument/71a40dca-23cb-411d-9c5d-a7ce495e2522/en/12.pdf.]

The Middle East conflict is unparalleled in terms of its potential for spreading globally. During the Cold War, amid which the Arab-Israeli conflict evolved, the two opposing superpowers directly supported the conflicting parties: the Soviet Union supported Arab countries, while the United States supported Israel. On the one hand, the bipolar world order which existed at that time objectively played in favor of the escalation of the Middle East conflict into a global confrontation. On the other hand, the Soviet Union and the United States were not interested in such developments and they managed to keep the situation under control.
The behavior of both superpowers in the course of all the wars in the Middle East proves that. In 1956, during the Anglo-French-Israeli military invasion of Egypt (which followed Cairo’s decision to nationalize the Suez Canal Company) the United States – contrary to the widespread belief in various countries, including Russia – not only refrained from supporting its allies but insistently pressed – along with the Soviet Union – for the cessation of the armed action. Washington feared that the tripartite aggression would undermine the positions of the West in the Arab world and would result in a direct clash with the Soviet Union.

Fears that hostilities in the Middle East might acquire a global dimension could materialize also during the Six-Day War of 1967. On its eve, Moscow and Washington urged each other to cool down their “clients.” When the war began, both superpowers assured each other that they did not intend to get involved in the crisis militarily and that that they would make efforts at the United Nations to negotiate terms for a ceasefire. On July 5, the Chairman of the Soviet Government, Alexei Kosygin, who was authorized by the Politburo to conduct negotiations on behalf of the Soviet leadership, for the first time ever used a hot line for this purpose. After the USS Liberty was attacked by Israeli forces, which later claimed the attack was a case of mistaken identity,  U.S. President Lyndon Johnson immediately notified Kosygin that the movement of the U.S. Navy in the Mediterranean Sea was only intended to help the crew of the attacked ship and to investigate the incident. The situation repeated itself during the hostilities of October 1973. Russian publications of those years argued that it was the Soviet Union that prevented U.S. military involvement in those events. In contrast, many U.S. authors claimed that a U.S. reaction thwarted Soviet plans to send troops to the Middle East. Neither statement is true. The atmosphere was really quite tense. Sentiments both in Washington and Moscow were in favor of interference, yet both capitals were far from taking real action. When U.S. troops were put on high alert, Henry Kissinger assured Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin that this was done largely for domestic considerations and should not be seen by Moscow as a hostile act. In a private conversation with Dobrynin, President Richard Nixon said the same, adding that he might have overre- acted but that this had been done amidst a hostile campaign against him over Watergate.

Meanwhile, Kosygin and Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko at a Politburo meeting in Moscow strongly rejected a proposal by Defense Minister Marshal Andrei Grechko to “demonstrate” Soviet military presence in Egypt in response to Israel’s refusal to comply with a UN Security Council resolution. Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev took the side of Kosygin and Gromyko, saying that he was against any Soviet involvement in the conflict.The above suggests an unequivocal conclusion that control by the superpowers in the bipolar world did not allow the Middle East conflict to escalate into a global confrontation.

After the end of the Cold War, some scholars and political observers concluded that a real threat of the Arab-Israeli conflict going beyond regional frameworks ceased to exist. However, in the 21st century this conclusion no longer conforms to the reality. The U.S. military operation in Iraq has changed the balance of forces in the Middle East. The disappearance of the Iraqi counterbalance has brought Iran to the fore as a regional power claiming a direct role in various Middle East processes. I do not belong to those who believe that the Iranian leadership has already made a political decision to create nuclear weapons of its own. Yet Tehran seems to have set itself the goal of achieving a technological level that would let it make such a decision (the “Japanese model”) under unfavorable circumstances. Israel already possesses nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles. In such circumstances, the absence of a Middle East settlement opens a dangerous prospect of a \ nuclear collision in the region, which would have catastrophic consequences for the whole world.
The transition to a multipolar world has objectively strengthened the role of states and organizations that are directly involved in regional conflicts, which increases the latter’s danger and reduces the possibility of controlling them. This refers, above all, to the Middle East conflict. The coming of Barack Obama to the presidency has allayed fears that the United States could deliver a preventive strike against Iran (under George W. Bush, it was one of the most discussed topics in the United States). However, fears have increased that such a strike can be launched by Israel, which would have unpredictable consequences for the region and beyond. It seems that President Obama’s position does not completely rule out such a possibility.

A2 Sanctions solve Iran nukes

Sanctions won't stop Iran's nuclear program

Hakimian  10-3-12   Hassan Hakimian,    guardian.co.uk, Wednesday 3 October 2012   The Guardian "Iran's economy is hurting – yet sanctions are not a nuclear deterrent"  http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2012/oct/03/iran-economy-sanctions-nuclear

The underlying logic of these extrapolations is that "if sanctions are hurting, they must be working". But this overlooks a number of important issues.

First, although Iranian sanctions are harsh, other economies have withstood harsher economic pressures in the past and there is no shortage of regimes under sanctions which have survived without changing their course – North Korea, Zimbabwe and Cuba, to name but a few.
Second, if sanctions were to be judged by their adverse impact on the population at large their "success" would be a foregone conclusion. The tightening noose has already led to shortages in essentials such as some food items and medicine precipitating panic buying.  Similar sanctions against Iraq under Saddam Hussein pushed millions below the poverty line, increased infant mortality and stepped up the brain drain without altering the government's foreign policy.

Third, precisely how economic sanctions are expected to "work" is not always clear. Two main explanations seem to be on offer. First, an implicit assumption that sanctions help the economic and political cycles to converge (ie, economic hardship will bring about internal implosion); and second, that they help alter the balance of the costs and benefits associated with undesirable policies (in this case Iran's "'nuclear ambitions") by raising the former and diminishing the latter.

The problem is that the first of these "mechanisms" flies in the face of evidence: both the "Arab spring" and Iran's 1979 revolution followed periods of relative prosperity, not deprivation and hardship.

Similarly, the cost-benefit rationale overlooks the fact that ideologue regimes like Iran tend to have a high pain threshold and may be willing to take a big hit against their population without yielding in their international stance. Despite growing economic pain, there seems as yet no overriding reason why the Iranian regime might back down on its nuclear stance.
Economic sanctions – whether in Iran or elsewhere – are ultimately flawed because of the way they operate: as collective punishment they penalise the very victims of the target regimes who might use the spectre of external threat to quash internal dissent.

As with so many sanctions in recent history, the sanctions against Iran are clearly proving capable of destabilising the economy and inflicting pain on ordinary people, while the prospect of achieving their stated objective of nuclear non-proliferation in the region remains elusive.
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Can’t integrate economic competitiveness into social movements from below – makes co-optation inev. Toronto Community building alliances prove

Allahwala (doctoral student at York University) 6
 (Ahmed, Weak policies for strong neighbourhoods? Relay #13, September/October)

As it is firmly grounded in discourses around economic competitiveness that favour the class interests of the global elites within the Toronto City Summit Alliance, it is doubtful whether this civil-society coalition can provide the space for the articulation of radical claims for social transformation. The systematic subordination of social and political issues under the economic imperatives of globalized capital-ism makes this – one could argue – out-right impossible. The integration of community-based organizations into the new governance structures of the post-Fordist city opens up real opportunities for the input of progressive policy proposals. Given the overall framework of economic competitiveness in which the analysis is situated, however, co-optation is likely if not imminent. 

The perm’s third way – even when attempting to accomplish noble goals of social justice – always get subordinated to market driven logic

Mitchell (Prof of Geography @ University of Washington) 6
 (Katharyne, "Neoliberal governmentality in the European Union: education, training, and technologies of citizenship" Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 24(3) 389 – 407)

Overall however, a broad-based social democratic project is losing ground to a neoliberal one involving a complex mix of “third way” type claims to fairness, social justice, social cohesion and “open” government, accompanied by a sharp institutional transition to a more market-driven logic. The third way rhetoric seems to promote a gentler, fairer government through partnerships and various methods of decentralized decision-making, but in effect these changes act to increase both individual and regional competition, devolve responsibility to specific ‘agents’ and to further undermine welfarist principles of redistribution and responsibility (Walters and Haahr, 2005). 

The alt can create space for other ways of constructing the state and global economy which lead to an elimination of vicious cycles of international competiton – solves all their inevitability arg

Fougner (Assistant Professor of International Relations at the Bilkent University) 6
(Tore, The state, international competitiveness and neoliberal globalisation: is there a future beyond ‘ the competition state’?, Review of International Studies (2006), 32) 

The basic idea informing this article has been that the transgression of something that is currently conceived as a given ‘ fact of life’ can be facilitated by showing both that what is, has not always been and, in consequence, need not always be in the future; and that what is, is internal not to an unchanging nature, but rather to politics or relations of power. In accordance with this, the article has showed that the problem of international competitiveness has a quite speciﬁc history of emergence and transformation internal to state and global forms of governance, and that the discourse of international competitiveness is currently at the centre not only of how state authorities conduct their business, but also how their conduct is shaped and manipulated by other actors in the world political economy.  The broader signiﬁcance of this (re)problematisation of the problem of international competitiveness lies in its potential contribution to the opening up of a space  of possibility for the state to become something other than a competitive entity. In  this connection, the issue at stake today is not so much the absence of state  conceptions that somehow run counter to the neoliberal one of the state as a  competitive entity, as the hegemonic position of the neoliberal problem and discourse  of competitiveness as such. If the latter is left unchallenged, as is the case in much of  the competition state literature, then alternative state conceptions will unavoidably  be assessed in terms of international competitiveness and, in consequence, stand little chance of prevailing in any but distorted and marginal ways.83 Against this  background, the historisation and politicisation of the problem of international  competitiveness provided in this article can contribute both to make the concept of  international competitiveness fall from its current grace, and increase people’s receptivity to both existing and prospective alternatives to the neoliberal conception  of the state.  With regard to the prospect of the state becoming something other than a competitve entity, an opening might also follow from how the state has been shown to be constituted as a three-headed troll that is competitive, disciplined and sovereign within the context of contemporary efforts at neoliberal global governance. As sovereign entities, states retain the option to put an end to capital mobility, and thereby both reverse the power relationship that currently characterises their relations with transnational capital, and deny non-state actors the opportunity to act upon and manipulate their conduct at a distance. The key point to note, however, is that the hegemony of neoliberalism as a rationality of government has led states to practice sovereignty in a way that effectively subjects them to such external discipline and governance – this, by engaging in efforts to constitute a global marketplace.  Moreover, neoliberal global governance is considered such a precious undertaking today that state authorities have voluntarily, if not proactively, adapted to it by both exercising a high degree of self-discipline, and acting on themselves and their populations as competitors in a global market for investment.  While an understanding of the state as an externally disciplined entity has the  potential to stimulate popular opposition and resistance to contemporary forms of  neoliberal global governance – in part, because many people simply do not appreciate being forced to do things that they otherwise would not want to do – this  understanding seems at present to be much less prevalent in the popular imagination  than the one of the state as a competitive entity. Given both the seemingly ahistorical  and apolitical nature of the problem of international competitiveness, and how the  quest for improved competitiveness can rather easily be represented as part of a  positive national project, this situation can be claimed to inhibit the emergence of  more broadly-based popular resistance.84 Against this background, the (re)problematisation of the problem of international competitiveness provided in this article can  contribute to delegitimise attempts to rally people behind national competitiveness  projects, and provide additional stimulus to popular opposition and resistance to  contemporary efforts to constitute a global marketplace.85

State Competition Bad
State based competition is self-defeating and is not the same as free market competition and fails

Palan (Professor of International Political Economy at the University of Birmingham) 98
(Ronen, Luring Buffaloes and the Game of Industrial Subsidies: A Critique of National Competitive Policies in the Era of the Competition State, Global Society: Journal of Interdisciplinary International Relations, Sep98, Vol. 12, Issue 3)

The new model of state intervention has been described in international political economic literature as the rise of the "competition state".[7] Susan Strange postulates that rather than competing for power and prestige, states are now increasingly "competing for world market shares as the surest means to greater wealth and greater economic security".[8] The immediate implication of Strange's argument is that increasing competition among states over market share has led to a concomitant decline in significance of bilateral relationships between states. There is an additional implication, which is not drawn out explicitly by Strange, namely, that the competition between states undermines the very competitive policies that governments are adopting in the name of international competitiveness. The argument I am seeking to advance in this paper is that there is a marked difference between the dynamics of market forces and competition within the framework of a "borderless world",[9] and the dynamics of market forces and competition within the framework of a state system, as indeed, there is an important difference between competition in the marketplace and competition among states. While competition between companies in the global market legitimately can be thought to have forced technological innovations, cost reduction and possibly industrial renewal,[10] competition between states is producing an entirely different outcome. As states modify their policies with the aim of encouraging capital growth and foreign direct investment by offering what the Uruguay Round of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) negotiations euphemistically labelled "pre-competitive" subsidies, they are forced into an unrestrained zero-sum game of "luring buffaloes".[11] Growing competition, not least driven by what Gill calls the "ideology of competitiveness",[12] is forcing states to participate in a "beauty contest", as they seek to attract capital and investment into their territory, forcing them to outbid each other by offering ever more attractive sweeteners to capital. This dimension of state competitiveness is widely understood, if surprisingly seldom commented upon.[13] This paper argues that the problem goes far deeper: competitive policies place governments in a hopelessly contradictory position since they are advised, in the name of international competitiveness, to restrict their role in the economy and to reduce budget deficits and taxation, whilst at the same time they are invited, in the name of international competitiveness, to fund costly infrastructural projects and to take leadership in devising national competitive strategies. The upshot, as Drache and Gertler note, is that: "Neo-liberal governments ... now ... want to be simultaneously more non-interventionist and instrumentalist."[14] But pursuing such incompatible goals is not neutral. International competitiveness between states reinforces already existing contradictions, placing increasing stress on state finance, exacerbating existing tendencies for growing income divergence and leading inadvertently to further financial deregulation. 
A2 Competition=>Better Tech

It’s self-defeating, other rhetorical appeals solve

Eisen (Professor of Law, University of Richmond School of Law) 11
(JOEL B, THE NEW ENERGY GEOPOLITICS?: CHINA, RENEWABLE ENERGY, AND THE “GREENTECH RACE”, CHICAGO-KENT LAW REVIEW Vol 86:1, SSRN)

China has become a major player in greentech in a short amount of  time. If it could keep up its breakneck pace of growth it might look like it  has pulled far ahead of us in the new “green energy race,” but at present the  picture is more muddled. The “space race” metaphor and the USTR inves-  tigation are counterproductive in that they pit the two nations against each  other, when they should emphasize interdependence and cooperation. In the  end, competing with China in greentech is about as useful as “energy inde-  pendence.” It may be much more productive to convince Americans that  their nation’s future depends on investment in renewables through a specif-  ic national goal.  
Cooperation, not competition, is innate

Graeber (fmr. associate professor of anthropology at Yale University; Reader in Social Anthropology at Goldsmiths) 11
(David, Corporate Tribalism Part 2: Steven Pinker and Sublimated Violence, Oct. 11,  http://attempter.wordpress.com/2011/10/11/corporate-tribalism-part-2-steven-pinker-and-sublimated-violence/)

But if this weren’t self-evident, no problem. Real scholars like Ferguson and David Graeber have assembled the evidence of anthropology which proves that all the tales of the natural greed and violence of humanity are a fraud. On the contrary, the evidence supports the view of people as naturally prone to cooperation. Perhaps not “noble savages”, but inherently likely to prefer cooperation, nonviolent solutions, and limits on material acquisitiveness. In particular, the evidence is that the state and monetary debt have their origins only in violence and have always comprised embodied, sublimated violence. Tribal violence as a rule involved scarcity competition, but this scarcity has seldom been natural. On the contrary, almost all scarcity competition has been over artificial scarcity. Tribes didn’t find themselves at odds over game or grazable land where there wasn’t enough to go around in an absolute sense. Rather, elites sought to monopolize the resource at the expense of both foreign tribes and their own people. These rival elite claims, not to necessity but to hoarded superfluity, have been the usual engine of violence and war. Today in capitalism we have the most complete and fully rationalized ideology and practice of artificial scarcity. This is the scarcity Pinker has dedicated his life to exalting. Meanwhile the “evidence” of Pinker and company, just like that alleged for primal barter, is cherry-picked and largely fabricated. Pinker’s project is to remove all violence from its socioeconomic context. He then divides history into the period of the modern State and all other times. Violence prior to the state is then dogmatically declared to be “natural”, “anarchic” violence. But there’s no evidence for this natural violence, and plenty for the violence organized by proto-state elites.
A2 Cap Good

Only rejecting competitive neoliberalism allows a globally sustainable capitalism – the aff makes global genocide inevitable

Pramon (Prof @ School of Social Science, The Australian National University) 3
(Siswo, The Genocidal Global Politics and Neoliberalism, Journal of Economic and Social Research 4 (2), 115-138)

The course of neoliberal globalisation seems to have headed toward ‘creative  destruction’ of the very important social fabric of global societies. The social  disorganisation at the global level will incur unbearable social costs for  human civilisation.  It is thus the responsibility of every one who has the  power –political, economic, scientific, and moral— to lead the international  community to alter this deadly genocidal course.  If the world is to take  Polanyi’s critiques seriously, there is an urgent need to review the neoliberal  perception of values of society and the free market. The present capitalist  regime must be changed in order to become a sustainable one. The capitalist  regime must serve at best the basic tenet of liberalism, that the economy must work to the good of the majority, not the vice versa. Otherwise homo  economicus could develop into homo homini lupus4, and hence rampaging  genocidal societies at both local and global levels. 

Coop capitalism is possible and coming now – we must refuse neoliberal competition

Hertz (Fellow of the Judge Business School, University of Cambridge) 9
(Noreena, February 25, Goodbye Gucci. It's the age of co-op capitalism, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/columnists/guest_contributors/article5798645.ece)

I believe that the conditions are in place for a new form of capitalism to arise from the debris - co-op capitalism, with co-operation, collaboration and collective interest at its core.  There are five reasons for this.  First, the public are angry and the media is on their side. Initially this anger was directed towards bankers, but it will soon be directed at big business more generally: at companies that pay their executives millions while sacking workers; at companies that make significant profits but don't share the bounty with customers who are finding it tough. We already see a rise in protest, with both virtual and real demonstrations. Expect more, unless political and business leaders make explicit that they are on the public's side.  Second, there is a mandate for government to intervene that has simply been absent for the past three decades. This is a seismic shift. Again, banks are the first to see the impact, with interventions ranging from nationalisation to salary capping. Although I neither predict nor condone such micromanagement by government of the private sector as a whole, I would warn any company that could be perceived to be acting against the public good that it is now in the line of fire.  Obvious targets are fast food and big pharma. With health costs soaring, and governments needing to rein in expenditure, I predict more pressure on fast-food companies to take responsibility for obesity, and on pharmaceutical companies to deliver affordable medicines. Under Gucci capitalism, mandating corporations to do things for society's good was rare. Under co-op capitalism, mandates rather than voluntary measures will become the norm.  The third reason why the time is ripe for a new form of capitalism is that the downside of globalisation has been exposed. Just how quickly the financial crisis infected country after country shows all too clearly that in an interconnected world we stand or fall together.  Under Gucci capitalism the rights of business were incredibly well protected. Under the World Trade Organisation companies felt secure that they could sell goods all over the globe. No comparable mechanisms were set up to address the global problems that businesses caused - climate change, labour and human rights abuse, or the consequences of relocating business in terms of lost jobs and ghost towns.  Discussions are already under way about creating a global financial regulatory system. But this is just the beginning. Expect the establishment of new global institutions or the integration of new rules, with teeth, into existing bodies to address the problems generated by business. Such accords are not unprecedented. Both Bretton Woods and the Montreal protocol on CFCs are examples of nations successfully coming together in common cause.  The fourth reason why a new era of capitalism looms is that a new configuration of geopolitical forces is emerging. China, Brazil, India and the G20 - countries with limited allegiance, if any, to Gucci capitalism - are gaining power at the dawn of a new US Administration that appears committed to a multilateral ideal. Add in a continental Europe that, having been hit hard by global recession, has a strong incentive to distance itself from an ideology that it never spawned and all the ingredients are in place for a significant ideological shift.  Finally it is not just at intergovernmental level that we see the signs of more co-operation.  Anthropological studies show that societies with less share more, while recent work in behavioural economics has shattered the view of humans as super-individualistic uncaring beings. So while under Gucci capitalism there was a tendency to bowl alone, this seems to be changing. The rise of the “free cycle” movement, where people give stuff away free rather than selling it on eBay, is just one manifestation of a new age of collaboration.  But history is not an army on a forward march. We are at a critical juncture when leaders in business, in government, in society have a choice. They can embrace the co-op agenda, with its multilateralism and global institutions to protect our environment and our citizens: an agenda that has a renewed idea of government as an institution with a primary allegiance to the whole of humanity, however rich or able; that has a renewed idea of business as a force for innovation and improving the world, but which needs to be reined in when the pursuit of profit conflicts with society's interests and helped when the short term finances for innovation are not there.  Or they can chose a very different path. One of naked self-interest and dog eat dog. Those leaders calling for economic protectionism should be clear about the consequences of this. If China sees its imports banned, it is less likely to agree to CO2 emissions reductions. If Britain attempts to give jobs only to British workers, it may find itself with nowhere to export.  This path treads a thin line, as history should remind us, between economic nationalism and xenophobia. I hope that our leaders have the vision, and the public have the ambition to turn the wreckage into an opportunity. An opportunity to join forces and push for a more supervised, more equitable, economic system: one that tends to fair rules, social justice and sustainability and reconnects the economy with what is right and just.  
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Conventional deterrence O/Ws their I/L

Gerson 9 – Michael S. Gerson, Research analyst @ Center for Naval Analyses, a federally funded research center, where he focuses on deterrence, nuclear strategy, counterproliferation, and arms control, Autumn 2009, “Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age,” Parameters

Conventional deterrence also plays an important role in preventing nonnuclear aggression by nuclear-armed regimes. Regional nuclear proliferation may not only increase the chances for the use of nuclear weapons, but, equally important, the possibility of conventional aggression. The potential for conventional conflict under the shadow of mutual nuclear deterrence was a perennial concern throughout the Cold War, and that scenario is still relevant. A nuclear-armed adversary may be emboldened to use conventional force against US friends and allies, or to sponsor terrorism, in the belief that its nuclear capabilities give it an effective deterrent against US retaliation or intervention.15 For example, a regime might calculate that it could undertake conventional aggression against a neighbor and, after achieving a relatively quick victory, issue implicit or explicit nuclear threats in the expectation that the United States (and perhaps coalition partners) would choose not to get involved. In this context, conventional deterrence can be an important mechanism to limit options for regional aggression below the nuclear threshold. By deploying robust conventional forces in and around the theater of potential conflict, the United States can credibly signal that it can respond to conventional aggression at the outset, and therefore the opponent cannot hope to simultaneously achieve a quick conventional victory and use nuclear threats to deter US involvement. Moreover, if the United States can convince an opponent that US forces will be engaged at the beginning of hostilities—and will therefore incur the human and financial costs of war from the start—it can help persuade opponents that the United States would be highly resolved to fight even in the face of nuclear threats because American blood and treasure would have already been expended.16 Similar to the Cold War, the deployment of conventional power in the region, combined with significant nuclear capabilities and escalation dominance, can help prevent regimes from believing that nuclear possession provides opportunities for conventional aggression and coercion. 
2—Economic decline heightens risk of escalation – miscalc, proximity of rivals, and resource conflict.

Harris and Burrows 9 – PhD in European History @ Cambridge and Counselor of the US National Intelligence Council AND Member of the National Intelligence Council’s Long Range Analysis Unit (Mathew J. and Jennifer, “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis,” April, Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Burrows.pdf, EMM)

Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so, history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on the sustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups_inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacks and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for these countries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes. With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world. 

Sequestration devastates military capabilities – guarantees conflict escalation and terrorism 

Skelton 9-20 
partner with Husch Blackwell and former Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, “Sequestration means cuts we can’t afford,” Roll Call, Lexis
Sequestration will also erode America's military superiority over the next decade by cutting even the most essential defense programs. Any military commander will tell you that our ability to dominate the battlefield is not only dependent on critical thinking but is fueled by superior aircraft, ships, weapons and intelligence. Sequestration would cripple each of these categories, virtually interfere with professional military education at our war colleges, ending the modernization of fighter jets, combat ships, helicopters, ground vehicles, drone aircraft and satellite technologies. Without a thorough study of the art of war and first-rate equipment, the U.S. military will be far less able to deter gathering conflicts or quickly resolve those conflicts we are unable to avoid. The "Powell Doctrine" of risking our troops only when backed up by overwhelming force and a clear path to decisive victory could be at risk. With our unique portfolio of global responsibilities, we could find it difficult to simultaneously pursue terrorists, contain Iran and North Korea, counter a rising China and deal with exploding hot spots such as Syria today. Those that say we can risk skipping one or two generations of military development are poor students of military history. America rose from a young, regional power to a formidable military force over the course of World War I alone. And Germany rose from the ashes of that war to threaten all of Europe in less than two decades. Today, technology has accelerated the pace of change, and our adversaries are certainly not sitting on their hands. Russia and China are both building sixth-generation stealth fighters, while Iran and North Korea race to develop nuclear intercontinental ballistic missiles. The rise of cyber weapons puts America's highly networked economy and society at particular risk. We can choose to delay our defenses against these developing threats, but the threats themselves won't wait. 

Turns waste – cuts to everything – waste storage included

Turns solvency – won’t spill over/investors won’t make more IFRs
A. New political capital and voter mandate
Atkins 11-8

Kimberly Atkins November 8, 2012 Prez returns to D.C. with more clout http://bostonherald.com/news/columnists/view/20221108prez_returns_to_dc_with_more_clout
When President Obama returned yesterday to the White House, he brought with him political capital earned in a tough re-election fight as well as a mandate from voters — which means bold changes and bruising fights could lie ahead.  The first agenda item is already waiting for him: reaching an agreement with lawmakers to avert the looming fiscal cliff. GOP lawmakers have previously shot down any plan involving tax increases. Obama’s win — based in part on a message of making the wealthiest Americans pay more — may already be paying dividends.  In remarks at the Capitol yesterday, House Speaker John Boehner seemed to acknowledge the GOP has to take a different tack than the obstructionism that has marred progress in the past.  “The president has signaled a willingness to do tax reform with lower rates. Republicans have signaled a willingness to accept new revenue if it comes from growth and reform,” Boehner said. “Let’s start the discussion there.”  Obama’s fresh political clout could extend to longer term fiscal policies beyond the fiscal cliff, though don’t expect GOP pushback to vanish. House Republicans still have plenty of fight in them.

B. Momentum and incentive for compromise now – Obama, Boehner, and newly elected dems are on board

Chicago Tribune 11-7

Chicago Tribune wire reports November 7, 2012 Obama wins but 'fiscal cliff' looms http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/politics/chi-obama-fiscal-cliff-20121107,0,4011633,full.story
Even before Obama gets to his second inaugural on Jan. 20, he must deal with the threatened "fiscal cliff." A combination of automatic tax increases and steep across-the-board spending cuts are set to take effect in January if Washington doesn't quickly reach a budget deal. Experts have warned that the economy could tip back into recession without an agreement.  The top Democrat in Congress called Wednesday for a quick solution to Washington's "fiscal cliff" in an upcoming post-election session of Congress.  At the same time, Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid said that asking wealthier people to pay higher taxes needs to be part of any solution to the government's budget woes.  The Nevada Democrat told reporters in Washington he's "not for kicking the can down the road" and that any solution should include higher taxes on "the richest of the rich."  The fiscal cliff is the one-two punch of expiring Bush-era tax cuts and across-the-board spending cuts to the Pentagon and domestic programs that could total $800 billion next year, based on Congressional Budget Office estimates.  "The vast majority of the American people &#8212; rich, poor, everybody agrees &#8212; the richest of the rich have to help a little bit," Reid said.  A rejuvenated Obama still confronts a re-elected House GOP majority that stands in powerful opposition to his promise to raise tax rates on upper-bracket earners, although House Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, has left the door open for other forms of new revenue as part of a deal to tackle the spiraling national debt.  "The American people have also made clear that there is no mandate for raising tax rates," Boehner said Tuesday night. "What Americans want are solutions that will ease the burden on small businesses, bring jobs home, and let our economy grow. We stand ready to work with any willing partner &#8212; Republican, Democrat, or otherwise &#8212; who shares a commitment to getting these things done."  The Ohio Republican is scheduled to address the issue Wednesday afternoon.  Reid also said he anticipates addressing the need to increase the government's borrowing cap early next year and not in the post-election session of Congress.  Newly elected Democrats signaled they want compromise to avoid the fiscal cliff.  Sen.-elect Tim Kaine, a former Virginia governor who defeated Republican George Allen, said on NBC's "Today" show that voters sent a message they want "cooperative government." But he also says the election results show that the public doesn't want "all the levers in one party's hands" on Capitol Hill.  From Massachusetts, Elizabeth Warren said on "CBS This Morning" that those who voted for her opponent, Republican Sen. Scott Brown, expressed a desire for lawmakers to work together. She says: "I heard that loud and clear."  Obama repeated his campaign slogan of moving "forward" repeatedly in a victory speech early Wednesday in his hometown of Chicago.  "We will disagree, sometimes fiercely, about how to get there," he said. "As it has for more than two centuries, progress will come in fits and starts. It's not always a straight line. It's not always a smooth path. By itself, the recognition that we have common hopes and dreams won't end all the gridlock, or solve all our problems, or substitute for the painstaking work of building consensus, and making the difficult compromises needed to move this country forward. But that common bond is where we must begin."  Former Obama adviser Anita Dunn told "CBS This Morning" that the president made it clear in his acceptance speech that he will be reaching out, and she warned GOP House leaders, representing Ohio, Virginia and Wisconsin, to keep in mind that their voters also wanted to keep Obama.  "Clearly there's a lot of momentum and a lot of incentive for people to work together to really find answers to the challenges," she said.

C. Reduced GOP obstructionism

Times-Picayune, 11-7-12, [“Does Obama win mean more gridlock? Maybe not,” Bruce Alpert, http://www.nola.com/politics/index.ssf/2012/11/does_obama_win_mean_more_gridl.html] E. Liu
Washington -- Is the re-election of Democratic President Barack Obama and continuation of a split Congress -- with Republicans holding a majority in the House and Democrats the edge in the Senate - mean more gridlock? Perhaps, not. Democrats and Republicans are saying that while extraordinary differences remain on key issues, compromise is needed almost immediately -- just to avoid increases in taxes for most Americans and major cuts in defense and federal social programs. "I hope that when my colleagues return to Washington (next week) they will leave their party labels behind and get to work on the enormous challenges that face us," said Sen. Mary Landrieu, D-La. Rep. Steve Scalise, R-Jefferson, who easily won re-election Tuesday, said Republicans are ready to work with the re-elected president, though he puts the onus on Obama to move away "from his radical liberal agenda." Indeed, so far many House Republicans have said they won't back away on demanding that all the Bush tax cuts, due to expire at the end of December, must be extended for all Americans. Obama wants the tax breaks extended only for those families with incomes of $250,000 or less. Rep. Cedric Richmond, D-New Orleans, who also easily won re-election Tuesday, sees things differently. Republicans in Congress, Richmond said, have refused to work with the president even on matters they've traditionally supported -- such as small business tax breaks and incentives. "President Obama can't run again so that goal set at the beginning of his term by Senate Republican Leader (Mitch McConnell) to make sure he would be a one-term president isn't applicable any more so they might as well drop their partisan obstructionism," Richmond said. Joshua Stockley, a political scientist at the University of Louisiana at Monroe, sees some bipartisanship emerging because it will be in the interest of both parties to show results -- at least on key issues starting with sequestration -- automatic cuts in defense and domestic spending if Congress and the White House fail to reach a deficit reduction deal.

Punt
Still impacts the markets
AP 11-1
Associated Press, Published: November 1 3 potential scenarios for addressing the fiscal cliff, according to Fidelity Investments http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/3-potential-scenarios-for-addressing-the-fiscal-cliff-according-to-fidelity-investments/2012/11/01/335e031a-2471-11e2-92f8-7f9c4daf276a_story.html
The outcomes of congressional races and the presidential contest could further complicate attempts to achieve a consensus on addressing the fiscal cliff. As a result, Congress and President Obama could fail to reach any agreement, causing current tax rates to expire, and leading to automatic federal spending reductions. If such a fall over the cliff happens, the new Congress convening in January would likely reinstate certain tax cuts and spending policies early in the year. That way, the full impact of the fiscal cliff would not be felt. However, even a temporary expiration of the tax cuts could cause financial markets to become more volatile.

A comprehensive debt compromise is key

Eaglen 11-1 

Mackenzie Eaglen November 1, 2012 The Fiscal Cliff's Threat to National Security http://www.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/world-report/2012/11/01/the-fiscal-cliffs-threat-to-national-security

A common denominator in all these scenarios is that averting the fiscal cliff does not mean that things would automatically improve. The only silver bullet remains a comprehensive debt reduction deal.

Stall

Political capital is key sustainable deal that avoids economic collapse 

Carson ‘12

Joseph, US Economist and Director—Global Economic Research, “Fiscal Cliff or Fiscal Calamity?,” 9/21, https://www.alliancebernstein.com/CmsObjectABD/PDF/EconomicPerspectives/EPUS_120921_JC.pdf, AM

Doing Nothing Is Not an Option We think the potential short-term economic fallout from the fiscal cliff is a good reason to rethink how the fiscal cliff can be avoided—but the US is not in a position to kick the can down the road for very long. Indeed, CBO ran an alternative fiscal scenario that assumes all expiring tax provisions are extended and the automatic spending cuts required by last year’s budget agreement do not take effect. The end result is a very sobering fiscal picture: it shows a decade of fiscal deficits averaging roughly $1 trillion a year, with the US recording progressively larger deficits at the turn of the next decade (Display 2, previous page). In other words, CBO’s alternative budget scenario indicates that simply discarding the planned tax hikes and spending cuts is also not a viable option for the US, as it would increase the US debt position by another $10 trillion in the next decade. This would be a recipe for a fiscal calamity, in our view. What the US really needs is a comprehensive fiscal plan to address its large and protracted budget deficits, which also does not interfere with the economic recovery. While that may sound difficult on paper, it is not an impossible task. That’s because, when Congress discusses programmatic changes in the federal budget, it always involves slowing the growth rate and not the level of federal spending. Political leadership will be required to secure a consensus on the issue. But there are ways to devise a fiscal plan that would be more politically palatable and less damaging to growth. For example, staggering spending changes for different parts of the federal budget, and over different years, would mitigate the impact on the economy. On mandatory programs, small adjustments could be made to the manner in which programs are indexed to inflation, new benefit formulas and even a change in the age of eligibility for certain social programs. The latter would have to be phased in over several years. On discretionary spending, the defense budget could be scrutinized to increase efficiencies and reduce costs. In nondefense spending, the federal government would have to reexamine all grants offered to state and local governments as well as to the private sector. All these options have been proposed, analyzed and debated for years, but what has been missing is the political will to pass comprehensive deficit reduction legislation. 
suit. 
Will happen in the lame duck

Espey 11-2
Hugh Espey, Executive Director of the Iowa CCI Action Fund November 2, 2012 Espey: There’s a federal budget showdown brewing right after Nov. 6 http://abetteriowa.desmoinesregister.com/2012/11/02/espey-theres-a-federal-budget-showdown-brewing-right-after-nov-6/
There’s a budget showdown brewing right after the November 6 elections, and there’s a lot at stake for everyday folks across the country. That’s because our current elected officials will return to Washington DC the week of November 12 to begin negotiating ways to avoid the fiscal cliff coming at year’s end. This will all happen during the Lame Duck session of Congress.
The plan will cost capital – lobbyist groups are watching closely and are prepared to go on the offensive

Ackley 8 

Kate Ackley, 6/9/8, “Nuclear Energy Poisons Legislative Environment” lexis

In the end, it wasn't a skirmish over nuclear power that blew up a sweeping climate change bill in the Senate last week - it was instead partisan politics and bickering over judicial nominations.¶ But the nuclear debate remains a large and looming danger for any such measure. Business lobbyists and several academic studies conclude that the United States cannot cut carbon emissions without beefing up nuclear power plants. But many key environmental lobbyists say that tax subsidies for nuclear power could become a poison pill for any global warming bill and that if a carbon reduction bill required a substantial nuclear power subsidy, that might be too high a price to pay.¶ In addition, nuclear opponents say that even without a climate change bill this year, they will be keeping close watch on all legislation in case the nuclear industry tries to use any other bills to further its agenda. "The debate is just going to intensify," said Kevin Kamps, radioactive waste watchdog for anti-nuclear lobby Beyond Nuclear. "We see industry trying to attach its money grabs to any legislation. They really do try to hitch their wagon to whatever's moving. We will remain vigilant for the rest of this year."¶ Specifically, Kamps said he would work to block loan guarantee programs for nuclear plants and any tax incentives for the industry.

Bipart

Licensing new reactors causes partisan fights

Restuccia, ‘12

Andrew Restuccia, 2-13-12 “Energy Dept. nears approval of $8.3B nuke loan, setting up clash in Congress,” http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/e2-wire/210335-energy-dept-nears-approval-of-83b-nuclear-loan-setting-up-capitol-hill-fight

Chu signaled Monday that the loan guarantee is nearing final approval, less than a week after the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) greenlighted the license for the project. “We expect that one to close and go forward,” Chu told reporters Monday afternoon, but cautioned that “there are a number of other milestones” the project must achieve before getting the final OK from the Energy Department. NRC’s decision last week to approve the license for the project — allowing construction and conditional operation of two reactors at the existing Vogtle power plant near Waynesboro, Ga. — marked a major milestone for the nuclear industry. It’s the first time the commission has approved construction of new reactors since 1978. But the project faces major resistance from some Democrats in Congress, who are hoping to use Republicans’ eagerness to probe the $535 million loan guarantee to failed solar firm Solyndra against them. Rep. Edward Markey (R-Mass.), a senior member of the House Energy and Commerce Committee, criticized Republicans Monday for not objecting to the pending nuclear loan guarantee, which is more than 15 times larger than the one given to Solyndra in 2009. “The Republican push for a loan guarantee for a nuclear reactor project exponentially riskier than Solyndra proves that their interests are not in financial stewardship but in political game playing,” Markey said. Markey, in a letter Monday, pressed Chu not to finalize the nuclear loan guarantee until the Energy Department makes improvements to its loan program recommended in a White House-mandated report released last week.

PC Key

Obama’s political capital is key
Hirschfeld & Doming 11-7

Julie Hirschfeld Davis and Mike Dorning - Nov 7, 2012 Obama Success on Fiscal Cliff May Hinge on Congress Ties http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-11-08/obama-success-on-fiscal-cliff-may-hinge-on-better-congress-ties.html
President Barack Obama, his re- election victory sealed, is reaching out to congressional leaders to revive bipartisan deficit-reduction negotiations whose failure was a defining disappointment of his first term. His chances of success, say Republicans and Democrats, depend on Obama’s willingness in his second term to build a rapport he has lacked with lawmakers from both parties and take a stronger role than he has to date in steering negotiations on sweeping changes to entitlements, taxes and spending.  “He’s simply going to have to take a more active and forceful role,” said Democratic strategist Jim Manley, a former aide to Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid of Nevada. “He never got involved in the nitty-gritty of the legislative process. In light of the hyper-partisanship that still surrounds Capitol Hill, he’s going to have to change, and he’s going to have to take more of a lead in breaking the logjam.”  There are already indications that Obama is ready to do so. The president, who said in his Nov. 6 victory speech that he was “looking forward to reaching out and working with leaders of both parties to meet the challenges we can only solve together,” spoke yesterday by telephone with the top congressional Democratic and Republican leaders of the House and Senate.

More evidence 
Smith 11-7

Dale Smith on Wednesday, November 7, 2012 Politics on TV: Starring Mark Carney, Gary Doer and David Jacobson http://www2.macleans.ca/2012/11/07/beware-the-fiscal-cliff-politics-on-tv-nov-7-edition/
P&P’s Power Panel weighed in on the “fiscal cliff” issue, where Marie Vastel said that clearly our government is concerned, are going to have to watch the US very closely from now until January, but can’t do more than watch. She also wasn’t sure if the Republicans could drag their feet as much as they might otherwise because they wouldn’t want to be blamed in four years. Rob Silver said that the metaphor of a cliff is unhelpful, and it would be interesting to see if Obama has enough post-electoral political capital to deal with the “lame duck” Congress. Stephen Carter noted that he heard a lot of hopeful language last night, which he hopes will translate into action rather than kicking the can down the road again.
GOP

Licensing new reactors causes partisan fights

Restuccia, ‘12

Andrew Restuccia, 2-13-12 “Energy Dept. nears approval of $8.3B nuke loan, setting up clash in Congress,” http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/e2-wire/210335-energy-dept-nears-approval-of-83b-nuclear-loan-setting-up-capitol-hill-fight

Chu signaled Monday that the loan guarantee is nearing final approval, less than a week after the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) greenlighted the license for the project. “We expect that one to close and go forward,” Chu told reporters Monday afternoon, but cautioned that “there are a number of other milestones” the project must achieve before getting the final OK from the Energy Department. NRC’s decision last week to approve the license for the project — allowing construction and conditional operation of two reactors at the existing Vogtle power plant near Waynesboro, Ga. — marked a major milestone for the nuclear industry. It’s the first time the commission has approved construction of new reactors since 1978. But the project faces major resistance from some Democrats in Congress, who are hoping to use Republicans’ eagerness to probe the $535 million loan guarantee to failed solar firm Solyndra against them. Rep. Edward Markey (R-Mass.), a senior member of the House Energy and Commerce Committee, criticized Republicans Monday for not objecting to the pending nuclear loan guarantee, which is more than 15 times larger than the one given to Solyndra in 2009. “The Republican push for a loan guarantee for a nuclear reactor project exponentially riskier than Solyndra proves that their interests are not in financial stewardship but in political game playing,” Markey said. Markey, in a letter Monday, pressed Chu not to finalize the nuclear loan guarantee until the Energy Department makes improvements to its loan program recommended in a White House-mandated report released last week.

