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Econ decline causes war

Niall Ferguson, Prof. History @ Harvard, April, ‘9 (http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story_id=4681&page=0)

Seven years ago, in his State of the Union address on Jan. 29, 2002, U.S. President George W. Bush warned of an “axis of evil” that was engaged in assisting terrorists, acquiring weapons of mass destruction, and “arming to threaten the peace of the world.” In Bush’s telling, this exclusive new club had three members: Iran, Iraq, and North Korea. Bush’s policy prescription for dealing with the axis of evil was preemption, and just over a year later he put this doctrine into action by invading Iraq.  The bad news for Bush’s successor, Barack Obama, is that he now faces a much larger and potentially more troubling axis—an axis of upheaval. This axis has at least nine members, and quite possibly more. What unites them is not so much their wicked intentions as their instability, which the global financial crisis only makes worse every day. Unfortunately, that same crisis is making it far from easy for the United States to respond to this new “grave and growing danger.”  When Bush’s speechwriters coined the phrase “axis of evil” (originally “axis of hatred”), they were drawing a parallel with the World War II alliance between Germany, Italy, and Japan, formalized in the Tripartite Pact of September 1940. The axis of upheaval, by contrast, is more reminiscent of the decade before the outbreak of World War II, when the Great Depression unleashed a wave of global political crises.  The Bush years have of course revealed the perils of drawing facile parallels between the challenges of the present day and the great catastrophes of the 20th century. Nevertheless, there is reason to fear that the biggest financial crisis since the Great Depression could have comparable consequences for the international system.  For more than a decade, I pondered the question of why the 20th century was characterized by so much brutal upheaval. I pored over primary and secondary literature. I wrote more than 800 pages on the subject. And ultimately I concluded, in The War of the World, that three factors made the location and timing of lethal organized violence more or less predictable in the last century. The first factor was ethnic disintegration: Violence was worst in areas of mounting ethnic tension. The second factor was economic volatility: The greater the magnitude of economic shocks, the more likely conflict was. And the third factor was empires in decline: When structures of imperial rule crumbled, battles for political power were most bloody.  In at least one of the world’s regions—the greater Middle East—two of these three factors have been present for some time: Ethnic conflict has been rife there for decades, and following the difficulties and disappointments in Iraq and Afghanistan, the United States already seems likely to begin winding down its quasi-imperial presence in the region. It likely still will.  Now the third variable, economic volatility, has returned with a vengeance. U.S. Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke’s “Great Moderation”—the supposed decline of economic volatility that he hailed in a 2004 lecture—has been obliterated by a financial chain reaction, beginning in the U.S. subprime mortgage market, spreading through the banking system, reaching into the “shadow” system of credit based on securitization, and now triggering collapses in asset prices and economic activity around the world.  After nearly a decade of unprecedented growth, the global economy will almost certainly sputter along in 2009, though probably not as much as it did in the early 1930s, because governments worldwide are frantically trying to repress this new depression. But no matter how low interest rates go or how high deficits rise, there will be a substantial increase in unemployment in most economies this year and a painful decline in incomes. Such economic pain nearly always has geopolitical consequences. Indeed, we can already see the first symptoms of the coming upheaval. 

Econ decline causes war – statistics prove.

Brock Blomberg, Professor of Economics at Wellesley College, Gregory Hess, Professor of Economics at Oberlin College, February 2002, “The Temporal Links between Conflict and Economic Activity,” Journal of Conflict Resolution

To begin this temporal “causal” investigation, we first need to develop a statistical framework to estimate the joint, dynamic determination of the occurrence of internal conflict, external conflict, and growth. Because conflict is measured as a discrete variable, researchers typically estimate the occurrence as a probability, or if we consider both internal and external conflict, we can always estimate the joint probability distribution. But are there similar interpretations of economic activity as a discrete state? Indeed, a broad literature considers the evolution of states in the economy as the natural progression of phases. In fact, one of the key historical studies of U.S. and international business cycles, undertaken by Burns and Mitchell (1944), treated the state of the economy as either an expansion or contraction, on which the National Bureau of Economic Research’s dating procedure for recessions was founded. 4 The relevance for our study is that breakpoints in the state of the economy, either expansion or recession, are analogous to break points in peace—internal or external conflicts.5 Using an unbalanced panel of data covering 152 countries from 1950 to 1992, we therefore consider the joint determination of internal conflict, external conflict, and the state of the economy as measured by the aforementioned discrete variables.  We find that the relationship between the variables is not a simple one. Conflict does appear to be highly related to the economy for the entire sample. However, it seems to be most highly related when considering certain nation-groups. For nondemocracies or in regions highly populated by nondemocracies, there seems to be an intimate link between a poor economy and the decision to go to war—both internally and externally. These results confirm much of the original hypotheses put forth in Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2001)—namely, that there is compelling evidence of a conditional poverty-conflict trap.

Accidents
No labor shortages

Reinhardt and Murray ’08, [Sonya Reinhardt, Master of Environmental Management degree in   the Nicholas School of the Environment and Earth Sciences of   Duke University, Dr. Brian Murray, Prof of Environmental Management degree in   the Nicholas School of the Environment and Earth Sciences of   Duke University, May 2008“Economic Barriers to the Expansion of Nuclear Power in the United States”, http://dukespace.lib.duke.edu/dspace/bitstream/handle/10161/526/MP_sbr7_a_200805.pdf]

A labor shortage is not a large enough barrier to stop an expansion of new nuclear power.  Not only is the nuclear industry recruiting the next generation of nuclear power plant workers,  but labor immigration, which has traditionally solved this problem during other labor shortage  periods, may also relieve this challenge. The global supply of uranium is not a large enough  barrier to halt a new nuclear power plant build. The spot prices will continue to be volatile since  the 2007 agreement between Ux Consulting and Nymex, which introduced the trading of uranium futures products for the first time, but uranium extraction will continue to be viable for  at least the next 50 years. 
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Nuclear war causes extinction

Toon Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences @ University of Colorado 7 “Nuclear War: Consequences of Regional-Scale Nuclear Conflicts” Science, 2 March 2007, Vol. 315 no. 5816 pp 1224-1225

There are many political, economic, and social factors that could trigger a regionalscale nuclear conflict, plus many scenarios for the conduct of the ensuing war. We assumed (4) that the densest population centers in each country—usually in megacities—are attacked. We did not evaluate specific military targets and related casualties. We considered a nuclear exchange involving 100 weapons of 15-kt yield each, that is, ~0.3% of the total number of existing weapons (4). India and Pakistan, for instance, have previously tested nuclear weapons and are now thought to have between 109 and 172 weapons of unknown yield (9). Fatalities were estimated by means of a standard population database for a number of countries that might be targeted in a regional conflict (see figure, above). For instance, such an exchange between India and Pakistan (10) could produce about 21 million fatalities—about half as many as occurred globally during World War II. The direct effects of thermal radiation and nuclear blasts, as well as gamma-ray and neutron radiation within the first few minutes of the blast, would cause most casualties. Extensive damage to infrastructure, contamination by long-lived radionuclides, and psychological trauma would likely result in the indefinite abandonment of large areas leading to severe economic and social repercussions. Fires ignited by nuclear bursts would release copious amounts of light-absorbing smoke into the upper atmosphere. If 100 small nuclear weapons were detonated within cities, they could generate 1 to 5 million tons of carbonaceous smoke particles (4), darkening the sky and affecting the atmosphere more than major volcanic eruptions like Mt. Pinatubo (1991) or Tambora (1815) (5). Carbonaceous smoke particles are transported by winds throughout the atmosphere but also induce circulations in response to solar heating. Simulations (5) predict that such radiativedynamical interactions would loft and stabilize the smoke aerosol, which would allow it to persist in the middle and upper atmosphere for a decade. Smoke emissions of 100 lowyield urban explosions in a regional nuclear conflict would generate substantial globalscale climate anomalies, although not as large as in previous “nuclear winter” scenarios for a full-scale war (11, 12). However, indirect effects on surface land temperatures, precipitation rates, and growing season lengths (see figure, page 1225) would be likely to degrade agricultural productivity to an extent that historically has led to famines in Africa, India, and Japan after the 1783–1784 Laki eruption (13) or in the northeastern United States and Europe after the Tambora eruption of 1815 (5). Climatic anomalies could persist for a decade or more because of smoke stabilization, far longer than in previous nuclear winter calculations or after volcanic eruptions. Studies of the consequences of full-scale nuclear war show that indirect effects of the war could cause more casualties than direct ones, perhaps eliminating the majority of the world’s population (11, 12). Indirect effects such as damage to transportation, energy, medical, political, and social infrastructure could be limited to the combatant nations in a regional war. However, climate anomalies would threaten the world outside the combat zone. The predicted smoke emissions and fatalities per kiloton of explosive yield are roughly 100 times those expected from estimates for full-scale nuclear attacks with high-yield weapons (4).

Politics

No terror impact

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.
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Bouie 9-18

Jamelle Bouie is a staff writer at The American Prospect. 09/18/2012  This race is not a toss up. Romney is losing. http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/plum-line/post/this-race-is-not-a-toss-up-romney-is-losing/2012/09/18/22807bb0-01a1-11e2-bbf0-e33b4ee2f0e8_blog.html
For the last few months, major mistakes by Mitt Romney have been accompanied by this warning from journalists, pundits and commentators — Romney could still win. The massive furor around Romney’s fundraiser remarks has been accompanied by patient reminders that the race is still anyone’s game.

This made sense before the conventions, when the candidates were positioning to the fall, and catering to a smaller group of voters. But now that the conventions are behind us, and most voters are paying attention to the campaigns, it’s harder to make this argument.

For starters, the post-convention period has made it clear that this election is not a toss-up. Even with his (small) bounce from the GOP convention, Romney was not able to overtake President Obama’s polling lead. In fact, Romney has never led in a polling average — he’s been behind by roughly 2 points since April, when he clinched the Republican nomination. And while it’s tempting to dismiss Obama’s convention bounce as a temporary spike, we’re at the point where it should have dissipated. If the race were going to revert to its pre-convention status quo, we would see it in the polls. As it stands, Obama’s bounce looks like a permanent bump; he’s now at 48.5% in the Real Clear Politics average and 49% in the Talking Points Memo average — within striking distance of 50.1%. Romney, on the other hand, is stuck at 45% support.

It’s possible that Romney could make up ground over the next 49 days, and win a critical number of undecideds and Obama supporters. But history isn’t on his side. As Robert Erikson and Christopher Wlezien point out in their book The Timeline of Presidential Elections, history tells us that voter preferences tend to harden in the post-convention period:

The vote margin coming out of the conventions is different than that going in. And if we measure the consequences a few weeks after the dust of the final convention settles, the result is a decisive bump in the polls for whoever had the best convention — not a fading bounce.

Yes, there are examples of candidates making rapid gains in September and October; after trailing in the weeks after the conventions, John Kerry caught up and tied George W. Bush in Gallup’s likely voter polling. If Romney could make a similar comeback, he’d have a real shot at victory. But as Nate Cohn points out, Kerry’s gains came from winning back Democratic voters who strayed from the flock. As Cohn puts it, Bush’s lead was inflated by Kerry voters “hanging out in the undecided column.”

The same isn’t true of Obama’s current lead. According to Cohn, Obama’s gains came from members of his coalition and traditionally Democratic groups — if anything, he lost support among Republicans. Barring catastrophe, Obama will hold on to his supporters. Overall, both candidates are winning the vast majority of partisans and partisan-leaners, and there’s simply not enough slack in the electorate for Romney to make rapid gains. He’ll have to win people who voted for Obama in 2008, and right now, that doesn’t seem likely.
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Conditionality means you reject the team because it causes 2AC strategy skew, preventing in depth analysis of issues – link turns their education claims while making fair debate impossible. It rewards negative teams that are fast who don’t test the aff in-depth and do so from a point of meaningless advocacy.

You should hold them responsible for the practice of conditionality – an aff ballot to deter the practice improves the state of debate in our community. The more teams punished for reading multiple conditional advocacies, the less likely they are to do so at all in the future.

Counter-interpretations are self-serving and arbitrary because there’s nothing to base it on which just allows them to morph it between debates.

We link turn strategic thinking because the negative is never forced to think strategically about how to deal with the aff or how their arguments would interact with one another which also produces net worse advocacy skills because they never have to defend anything which is the most portable skill gained from debate.

Argument depth impact turns neg flex because it means the neg is forced to think about and debate the case instead of dividing the 2AC with meaningless advocacies – which also increases negative strategic thinking which is best for education.
Multiple angles is offense for us because conditionality decreases substantive discussion of a test from a particular angle which means we never determine whether a particular test of the plan is legitimate. Separate tests in separate rounds solve their offense because it maximizes K and policy education in each scenario. Advocacy is a d/a to conditionality because real world advocates have to defend their positions.

Stop whining about aff side bias and GSU – half the community is reading nuclear power. Cut a coherent strategy.
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