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Obama is ahead but could still lose
MALOR 9-20

GABRIEL MALOR September 20, 2012 Calm down. Romney can still win this thing. http://www.nydailynews.com/blogs/the_rumble/2012/09/calm-down-romney-can-still-win-this-thing?print=true
Fellow Rumbler Michael Cohen thinks that Gov. Romney's rough couple of weeks have "likely doomed his already slim chances of being President." That greatly overstates the case.  Undoubtedly, Romney has had a rough ride for a few weeks. Relentlessly negative media coverage will do that. But the things that Romney is taking flak for this month aren't likely to be the things that sink him. For example, voters may now be aware that he does not like freeloaders. Voters may now be aware that he does not expect there to be an easy solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Voters may now be aware that he does not approve of President Obama's mixed messages when it comes to the Arab Spring.  As a result of these recent "gaffes," freeloaders may not like Romney. Peaceniks may not like Romney. Wonks who think that ambiguity is a reasonable foreign policy strategy may not like Romney. But how many freeloaders, peaceniks or foreign policy wafflers were really going to vote for Romney, anyway? None of these groups are part of the traditional Republican constituency. None of these groups are large enough to sway the election.  Unlike commentators, who spend a great deal of time fretting about Romney's recent messages, Republican voters generally agree with the governor about freeloaders, Israel and the Arab Spring. Commentators focus on gaffes like this because they have nothing else to talk about, not because gaffes are of general interest to the voting public.  Indeed, if you look at the most recent polls, the race is contracting even amidst Romney's rough couple of weeks. The President's average national lead in RealClearPolitics' poll compilation has fallen from +3.6% at the height of his convention bounce to +3.1%. Sure, he's ahead of Romney right now, but he's been ahead of Romney for the entire contest, excepting two days at the height of Romney's convention bounce, when the candidates were merely tied. Moreover, Obama's convention bounce wasn't even the furthest ahead of Romney he's been during the course of the campaign.  Thus, objectively, there's no reason for the recent chortles among the left or the wailing from the right. The status quo prevails. Attempting to demoralize one's opponents is a time-honored tradition, but declaring that the race is over is hyperbole that would, in cruder contexts, be simply dismissed as trash talk. In truth, neither Obama nor Romney has had his break-out moment yet.
Nuclear power is politically toxic – the plan breaks Obama’s radio silence.
Wood 12

Elisa Wood September 13, 2012 What Obama and Romney Don't Say About Energy http://energy.aol.com/2012/09/13/what-obama-and-romney-dont-say-about-energy/

Still, nuclear is unlikely to become a bigger slice of the energy pie in the US over the next two decades because of the high cost to build new plants, according the US Energy Information Administration.  That may explain part of the campaign silence about nuclear. Another is lingering public worry about Fukushima, say industry observers. Even those who see nuclear as safe, say they understand why the candidates would want to steer clear of the discussion.

  Daniel Krueger, a managing director for Accenture's utilities generation and energy markets practice, described nuclear as politically "toxic," but added, "To me as an industry guy, in my view Fukushima proved the safety of nuclear energy. We had a major plant which was hit by an earthquake and tidal wave, and no one died as a direct result of radiation exposure. And the operator willingly sacrificed a plant worth tens of billions to protect the public. It was unimaginable what hit that plant."
Romney will strike Iran without Congressional approval – neoconservative advisors will bring back the Bush years.

Berman 12
Ari Berman is a contributing writer for The Nation magazine and an Investigative Journalism Fellow at The Nation Institute.He graduated from the Medill School of Journalism at Northwestern University with a degree in journalism and political science. June 19, 2012 “Romney: Bomb, Bomb, Bomb, Bomb, Bomb Iran” http://www.thenation.com/blog/168478/romney-bomb-bomb-bomb-bomb-bomb-iran#
Over the weekend, Jamie Fly and Bill Kristol, two high-profile neoconservatives, wrote an article in the Weekly Standard urging President Obama to “ask Congress for an Authorization for Use of Military Force against Iran’s nuclear program.” Fly is executive director of the Foreign Policy Initiative, a neoconservative advocacy group that is a successor to the Project for the New American Century, which laid the intellectual groundwork for the US invasion of Iraq. Kristol is an FPI board member. Fellow FPI board members Eric Edelman, Robert Kagan and Dan Senor are foreign policy advisers to the Romney campaign.  Romney was asked about the Fly/Kristol article on Face the Nation on Sunday. He responded:      I can assure you if I'm President, the Iranians will have no question but that I would be willing to take military action, if necessary, to prevent them from becoming a nuclear threat to the world. I don't believe at this stage, therefore, if I'm President, that we need to have war powers approval or a special authorization for military force. The President has that capacity now.  It’s worth pausing a moment to consider the magnitude of this statement. Romney is saying that he doesn’t need Congressional approval for a US attack on Iran. Notes Andrew Sullivan: “Remember that this was Cheney's position vis-a-vis Iraq. Bush over-ruled him. Romney is to the neocon right of George W. Bush in foreign affairs.” He’s also to the right of Bill Kristol, which is no small feat.  Perhaps this shouldn’t be surprising, considering that Romney has chosen a team of neoconservative advisers hellbent on resurrecting the hawkish unilateralism of the early Bush years. As I reported in The Nation in May, nearly a dozen Romney advisers have urged the US to consider a military strike against Iran.  Top Romney adviser John Bolton, who many neocons hope will be secretary of state in a Romney administration, has been advocating war with Iran since 2008 and recently wrote that he wanted diplomatic talks between Iran and the international community to fail. “John’s wisdom, clarity and courage are qualities that should typify our foreign policy,” Romney said when Bolton endorsed him last January. (Less hawkish members of Romney’s foreign policy team have urged a negotiated settlement with Iran along the lines the Obama administration is currently pursuing.)  One could argue that the Obama administration’s refusal to seek Congressional approval for the NATO incursion in Libya set a precedent for Romney to sidestep Congress on Iran. But the Libya mission had the support of the Arab League and the United Nations Security Council, which wouldn’t be the case with an Iran attack. And a military strike against Iran would be far more dangerous and risky than taking out the Qaddafi regime. That’s why the administration and its diplomatic partners are trying to peacefully resolve what has unnecessarily become a brewing conflict.  On Saturday, Romney once again ridiculed Obama’s Middle East policy. “I think, by and large, you can just look at the things the president has done and do the opposite," Romney told the Faith and Freedom Coalition, a Christian right group run by Ralph Reed. If Obama seeks peace with Iran, then Romney and his ilk want yet another war.

Nuclear war

Trabanco  9 [José Miguel Alonso Trabanco, Degree in international relations @ Monterrey Institute of Technology and Higher Studies, Mexico City & frequent contributor to Global Research, “The Middle Eastern Powder Keg Can Explode at Anytime,” Global Research, January 13, 2009, pg. http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=11762]

Israel fears a nuclear Iran would mean the end of the Israeli monopoly over nuclear weapons in the region. An Iran armed with nuclear weapons (even if it is ruled by hardline Mahmud Ahmadinejad) would not be foolish enough to attack Israel first because Teheran is well aware of Israel's menacing stockpile of nuclear weapons.  So what the Israeli government really is scared of is the possibility that any rival of Israel, covered by a hypothetical Iranian nuclear umbrella, would feel less intimidated by Israel. Moreover, such scenario could encourage other Middle Easter States to develop their own nuclear weapons. So far, the Israelis have implemented a policy of dispensing carrots (negotiation proposals) and sticks (air strikes) to Damascus in an attempt to seduce Syria away from Iran.  On the other hand, the West is not afraid of a nuclear Iran per se. One can infer that from their refusal to do anything meaningful to prevent the acquisition of nuclear weapons by States like India, Israel or Pakistan. Rather, the Americans and the Europeans cannot accept a 'Pax Iranica' in the Middle East because Teheran would, de facto, control a zone which contains the world's largest oil reserves, a resource the Western economies have to import because their domestic supplies are not enough to meet their consumption needs.  In case of an Israeli and/or American attack against Iran, Ahmadinejad's government will certainly respond. A possible countermeasure would be to fire Persian ballistic missiles against Israel and maybe even against American military bases in the regions. Teheran will unquestionably resort to its proxies like Hamas or Hezbollah (or even some of its Shiite allies it has in Lebanon or Saudi Arabia) to carry out attacks against Israel, America and their allies, effectively setting in flames a large portion of the Middle East. The ultimate weapon at Iranian disposal is to block the Strait of Hormuz. If such chokepoint is indeed asphyxiated, that would dramatically increase the price of oil, this a very threatening retaliation because it will bring intense financial and economic havoc upon the West, which is already facing significant trouble in those respects.  In short, the necessary conditions for a major war in the Middle East are given. Such conflict could rapidly spiral out of control and thus a relatively minor clash could quickly and dangerously escalate by engulfing the whole region and perhaps even beyond. There are many key players: the Israelis, the Palestinians, the Arabs, the Persians and their respective allies and some great powers could become involved in one way or another (America, Russia, Europe, China). Therefore, any miscalculation by any of the main protagonists can trigger something no one can stop. Taking into consideration that the stakes are too high, perhaps it is not wise to be playing with fire right in the middle of a powder keg.
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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
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.
3
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). 
Discourse of environmental conflicts is racist and leads to interventionism
Barnett (Senior Lecturer, School of Anthropology, Geography, and Environmental Studies, University of Melbourne; Ph.D., Centre for Resource and Environmental Studies) 2k 

(Jon, “Destabilizing the Environment-Conflict Thesis,” Review of International Studies 26(2): 271–288)

 The  theory that environmental degradation will induce violent conflict may affect a  change in social 'reality' consistent with its image. Elliott suggests that predictions  which  'posit more conflict as environmental decline increases will become self  fulfilling prophecies'.65 In short, in describing a world of 'coming anarchy', the  environment-conflict literature prepares for the reification of this  possible world. In  this respect the environment-conflict thesis is notable both for the way it  justifies the  defence of Northern interests, and for the way it obscures Northern  complicity in  the  generation of the very environmental problems scripted as threats.  An examination of US environmental  security policy reveals that the US  interprets environmental security largely in terms of environmentally induced  conflicts. This includes an awareness of the  potential need to deploy forces in con  flicts of a  (supposed) environmental nature, and the need to?in some ambiguous  way?defend the United States against externally originated environmental 'threats'  likened to  drug trafficking, weapons of mass destruction and terrorism.66 Thus the  1997 National  Security strategy states that:  Natural resource scarcities often  trigger and exacerbate conflict. Environmental threats such  as climate  change, ozone depletion and the transnational movement of dangerous chemicals  directly threaten the health of US citizens ... our national security planning is incorporating  environmental  analyses as never before.67  This occurs in the context of a strategy to 'retain our  superior diplomatic,  technological, industrial and military capabilities'.68 This discourse evades the most  salient  point about security and environmental degradation, which is that as the  world's  largest economy with the world's largest military and more greenhouse gas  emissions than any other country, the country most  complicit in 'global' environ  mental  degradation is the United States itself. Thus the scripting of environmental  problems as externally originated security threats to the state is a discursive tactic  that excludes from consideration the role of Northern businesses, consumers and  governments in generating environmental problems. Further, a familiar construction  of Us and Other is evident.  So conceived, environmental  security as environment-conflict displays the usual  suite of  geopolitical disjunctures necessary to preserve the security of the select few  at the expense of the  insecurity of the many. In environmental security terms, the  most  environmentally insecure are not the states of the North, but the people of the  underdeveloped South whose lives are jeopardized by a suite of environmental  changes including exacerbated climatic uncertainties causing more storm surges,  floods and  droughts, and 25,000 daily deaths from water-borne diseases.69  

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.
4
The United States federal government should offer international guarantees of nuclear fuel for any country that makes a verifiable commitment to the principles in the President’s Global Nuclear Energy Partnership, including maintaining U.S. title over the fuel throughout the fuel cycle and the acceptance of U.S. safety and maintenance standards for nuclear reactors, and should lift trade restrictions on the export of commercial nuclear technology to any member of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty that abides by GNEP principles.

The counterplan solves global nonproliferation objectives

Spencer, 08 – senior fellow for nuclear energy policy at the Heritage Foundation (Jack, Testimony before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Subcommittee on Terrorism, Nonproliferation, and Trade, 7/24, http://foreignaffairs.house.gov/110/spe072408.pdf)

The U.S. can simultaneously advance its nonproliferation and commercial objectives by: 

· Developing an international nuclear fuel services program. The United States and other fuel service supplier nations should develop a program to guarantee nuclear fuel services (fuel supply and used fuel disposition) to any nation that agrees to the nonproliferation guidelines set forth by the program. The international component of the President’s GNEP program could serve as the foundation of such a system, but it must be developed further. 
· Taking a more active role in safeguards and verification. The International Atomic Energy Agency has a monopoly over the safeguards and verification process. While the IAEA has a critical role in promoting safety, security, and cooperation in the nuclear field, safeguards and verification need additional oversight. A more active U.S. role, especially in activities involving fuel services, would have multiple benefits. First, it would allow the IAEA to focus its efforts on those countries that are not part of the fuel services program and are often the sources of legitimate national security concerns, as opposed to spreading its resources across the entire nuclear industry. The reality is that most of the world presents little or no proliferation threat and requires only minimal related oversight. Second, it would provide a second opinion and another level of scrutiny for potential proliferation concerns. The U.S. and other fuel service suppliers should make their provision of fuel services contingent on verification of compliance.

· Leading the world in developing new rules to govern commercial nuclear activities. The United States should use the resurgence of nuclear power to reestablish itself as a player in the industry. The best way to position itself to compete is to ensure that the rules and norms of the global nuclear industry are consistent with America’s strengths. This means ensuring that the system is based on free-market principles, openness, and transparency. However, doing this requires the U.S. to be fully engaged in the international commercial nuclear market. The rules that it creates in governing the commercial transactions between it and others could become the basis for all international nuclear trade as long as these agreements are practical, fair, and relevant. This means ensuring that agreements, such as 123 agreements, move forward in ways that respect proliferation concerns, but do not sacrifice commercial activity. If these agreements do not strike this balance, the U.S. will be denied access to the global nuclear market while others step in to take its place. 

· Recognizing the enduring role of Article IV of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. The reality is that any country can pursue whatever technologies that it chooses. As the article states, countries’ rights to pursue peaceful nuclear technologies are “inalienable.” This inalienability, however, is not absolute. It is contingent on states party to the NPT fulfilling their obligations and responsibilities under the pact. Any nonproliferation regime that does not respect the rights of individual states will not be successful. The key is not to deny others the right to develop technology, but to devise a system that promotes buy-in from both providers and consumers of nuclear fuel services. If the system is economically rational, credible, and reliable, then all peaceful nuclear countries would find participation beneficial. Only those that would seek to use nuclear technology for nefarious purposes would find benefits in operating outside of the system.
Solvency

50 years have failed to find a workable thorium reactor

Makhijani and Boyd   9   Arjun Makhijani and Michele Boyd   July 2009  Thorium Fuel: No Panacea for Nuclear Power      A Fact Sheet Produced by the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research and Physicians for Social Responsibility      http://ieer.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/thorium2009factsheet.pdf
Ongoing Technical Problems

Research and development of thorium fuel has been undertaken in Germany, India, Japan, Russia, the UK, and the U.S. for more than half a century. Besides remote fuel fabrication and issues at the front end of the fuel cycle, thorium-U-233 breeder reactors produce fuel (“breed”) much more slowly than uranium-plutonium-239 breeders. This leads to technical complications. India is sometimes cited as the country that has successfully developed thorium fuel. In fact, India has been trying to develop a thorium breeder fuel cycle for decades but has not yet done so commercially.

One reason reprocessing thorium fuel cycles haven’t been successful is that uranium-232 (U-232) is created along with uranium-233. U-232, which has a half-life of about 70 years, is extremely radioactive and is therefore very dangerous in small quantities: a single small particle in a lung would exceed legal radiation standards for the general public. U-232 also has highly radioactive decay products. Therefore, fabricating fuel with U-233 is very expensive and difficult.

Despite research efforts it is still not technically feasible

Rees 11    Eifion Rees for the Ecologist
  guardian.co.uk, Thursday 23 June 2011   Don't believe the spin on thorium being a greener nuclear option         http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2011/jun/23/thorium-nuclear-uranium
China, Russia, France and the US are also pursuing the technology, while India's department of atomic energy and the UK's Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council are jointly funding five UK research programmes into it.

There is a significant sticking point to the promotion of thorium as the 'great green hope' of clean energy production: it remains unproven on a commercial scale. While it has been around since the 1950s (and an experimental 10MW LFTR did run for five years during the 1960s at Oak Ridge National Laboratory in the US, though using uranium and plutonium as fuel) it is still a next generation nuclear technology – theoretical.
3. Turn – Loan guarantees will increase moral hazard – this increases risk taking and abuse of the program

Montague 07 – executive director of the Environmental Research Foundation (10-07-07, “Why is Uncle Sam so committed to reviving nuclear power?”, http://gristmill.grist.org/story/2007/9/30/81452/0397)

As recently as this summer, Uncle Sam was still devising new ways to revive nuclear power. In July the U.S. Senate allowed the nuclear industry to add a one-sentence provision to the energy bill, which the Senate then passed. The one sentence greatly expanded the loan guarantee provisions of the Energy Policy Act of 2005. The 2005 Act had specified that Uncle Sam could guarantee loans for new nuclear power plants up to a limit set each year by Congress. In 2007 the limit was set at a paltry $4 billion. The one-sentence revision adopted by the Senate removed all limits on loan guarantees. The nuclear industry says it needs at least $50 billion in the next two years. Michael J. Wallace, the co-chief executive of UniStar Nuclear, a partnership seeking to build nuclear reactors, and executive vice president of Constellation Energy, said: "Without loan guarantees we will not build nuclear power plants."  The Senate and the House of Representatives are presently arm wrestling over the proposed expansion of loan guarantees. In June, the White House budget office said that the Senate's proposed changes to the loan-guarantee program could "significantly increase potential taxpayer liability" and "eliminate any incentive for due diligence by private lenders." On Wall Street this is known as a "moral hazard" -- conditions under which waste, fraud and abuse can flourish.  All these subsidies to revive a dead duck run directly counter to free market ideals and capitalism's credo of unfettered competition. So the intriguing question remains, Why? Why wouldn't the nation go whole-hog for alternative energy sources and avoid all the problems that accompany nuclear power -- routine radioactive releases, the constant fear of a serious accidents, the unsolved problem of radioactive waste that must be stored somewhere reliably for a million years, and -- the greatest danger of all -- the inevitable reality that anyone who can build a nuclear power plant can build an atomic bomb if they set their minds to it. The recent experience of Israel, India, North Korea and Pakistan in this regard is completely convincing and undeniable. 

This turns case – this causes most projects to fail increasing spending

EESI 07 Loan Guarantee Provisions in the 2007 Energy Bills: Does Nuclear Power Pose Significant Taxpayer Risk and Liability? Environmental and Energy Study institute, 10/30/07 http://www.eesi.org/briefings/2007/energy_climate/10-30-07_loan_guarantees/Nuclear_LGP_Issue_Brief_2007.pdf 

<The cost to taxpayers from underestimated subsidy costs and possible loan guarantee defaults is potentially high, and so is the risk. In its history within the United States, the nuclear energy industry has experienced significant cost overruns, sometimes reaching over 350 percent of the estimated costs for the project. The US Energy Information Administration (EIA) reported cost overruns for the years 1966 through 1977 that ranged in each two-year period from 200 to 380 percent of the original estimated costs for construction.20 Additional costs could also come as supplies become scarce from increased construction of nuclear power plants. “The rapid rate of nuclear reactor expansion required to make even a modest reduction in global warming would drive up construction costs and create shortages in building materials, trained personnel, and safety controls,” Richard Haass, President of the Council on Foreign Relations, stated in a report on nuclear energy.21 Such risks are difficult to quantify and therefore estimate, prior to the start of construction. The likelihood of default on such loan guarantees is an area of considerable risk to taxpayers. The Congressional Budget Office (CBO), when investigating the costs for new nuclear construction projects, considers the risk of default to be above 50 percent.22 Although no such program has existed in DOE prior to now, there is still history of loan defaults in the nuclear industry. The largest bond to ever default in the municipal bond market belonged to Washington Public Power Supply System (WPPSS), for a bond used to construct two nuclear power plants in the 1970s.The default was for $2.25 billion.23 While this bond default affected a number of bondholders, the current loan guarantee program passes the risk on to the federal government, meaning the taxpayers share a large portion of the risk as well. The Congressional Research Service emphasized the financial threat faced by the federal government in a report to Congress earlier this year. “The federal government would bear most of the risk [of constructing new commercial reactors], facing potentially large losses if borrowers defaulted on reactor projects that could not be salvaged,” the report commented.24 Should a borrower default, EPACT 05 designates DOE as the primary manager of the project. Upon paying off the loan, DOE can either “take over the project for completion, operation, or disposition; or reach an agreement with the borrower to continue the project.”25>
4. Federal loans swamp the DOE – mismanagement means defaults will occur and plants wont be completed – this turns the case

Dipka Bhambhani, staff writer for Engineering News-Record, 7/21/08 “Project Loan Flood May Swamp DOE” Engineering News-Record. Lexis
The U.S. Dept. of Energy could strain to award billions of dollars in federal loan guarantees to finance new clean-energy projects, says the U.S. Government Accountability Office. As Congress and industry pressure DOE to boost such funding, GAO, the congressional investigative arm, says the agency is not prepared to handle hundreds of loan applications expected, let alone vet them thoroughly enough to prevent selection biases, project defaults or added debt. Under the program, part of the 2005 Energy Policy Act, DOE would cover up to 100% of a loan for eligible projects. The agency has begun accepting applications for up to $34.5 billion in loan guarantees, with $4 billion to be issued this summer for projects featuring energy efficiency, renewable energy, advanced transmission and distribution technology and nuclear power. GAO says Congress should limit program funds committed in fiscal 2009 until DOE can prove management ability. Other critics say DOE's previous loan-guarantee program in 1980 left a $15-billion federal liability after developers left proposed projects unfinished. DOE says GAO unfairly emphasized program challenges rather than "progress."

China

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.

Multipolarity’s inevitable – economic realities make hegemony unsustainable.
Layne 12 [Christopher Layne is professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in National Security at Texas A & M University’s George H. W. Bush School of Government and Public Service. His next book, for Yale University Press, is After the Fall: International Politics, U.S. Grand Strategy, and the End of the Pax Americana. The (Almost) Triumph of Offshore Balancing January 27, 2012 http://nationalinterest.org/commentary/almost-triumph-offshore-balancing-6405?page=1]

The DSG is a response to two drivers. First, the United States is in economic decline and will face a serious fiscal crisis by the end of this decade. As President Obama said, the DSG reflects the need to “put our fiscal house in order here at home and renew our long-term economic strength.” The best indicators of U.S. decline are its GDP relative to potential competitors and its share of world manufacturing output. China’s manufacturing output has now edged past that of the United States and accounts for just over 18 or 19 percent of world manufacturing output. With respect to GDP, virtually all leading economic forecasters agree that, measured by market-exchange rates, China’s aggregate GDP will exceed that of the United States by the end of the current decade. Measured by purchasing-power parity, some leading economists believe China already is the world’s number-one economy. Clearly, China is on the verge of overtaking the United States economically. At the end of this decade, when the ratio of U.S. government debt to GDP is likely to exceed the danger zone of 100 percent, the United States will face a severe fiscal crisis. In a June 2011 report, the Congressional Budget Office warned that unless Washington drastically slashes expenditures—including on entitlements and defense—and raises taxes, it is headed for a fiscal train wreck. Moreover, concerns about future inflation and America’s ability to repay its debts could imperil the U.S. dollar’s reserve-currency status. That currency status allows the United States to avoid difficult “guns-or-butter” trade-offs and live well beyond its means while enjoying entitlements at home and geopolitical preponderance abroad. But that works only so long as foreigners are willing to lend the United States money. Speculation is now commonplace about the dollar’s long-term hold on reserve-currency status. It would have been unheard of just a few years ago.  The second driver behind the new Pentagon strategy is the shift in global wealth and power from the Euro-Atlantic world to Asia. As new great powers such as China and, eventually, India emerge, important regional powers such as Russia, Japan, Turkey, Korea, South Africa and Brazil will assume more prominent roles in international politics. Thus, the post-Cold War “unipolar moment,” when the United States commanded the global stage as the “sole remaining superpower,” will be replaced by a multipolar international system. The Economist recently projected that China’s defense spending will equal that of the United States by 2025. By the middle or end of the next decade, China will be positioned to shape a new international order based on the rules and norms that it prefers—and, perhaps, to provide the international economy with a new reserve currency.

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 especially 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.

Retrenchment solves war.

MacDonald and Parent 11 [Paul K. MacDonald is Assistant Professor of Political Science at Williams College. Joseph M. Parent is Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Miami. The Surprising Success of Great Power Retrenchment International Security, Vol. 35, No. 4 (Spring 2011), pp. 7–44]

Contrary to these predictions, our analysis suggests some grounds for opti- mism. Based on the historical track record of great powers facing acute relative decline, the United States should be able to retrench in the coming decades. In the next few years, the United States is ripe to overhaul its military, shift bur- dens to its allies, and work to decrease costly international commitments. It is likely to initiate and become embroiled in fewer militarized disputes than the average great power and to settle these disputes more amicably. Some might view this prospect with apprehension, fearing the steady erosion of U.S. credi- bility. Yet our analysis suggests that retrenchment need not signal weakness. Holding on to exposed and expensive commitments simply for the sake of one’s reputation is a greater geopolitical gamble than withdrawing to cheaper, more defensible frontiers. Some observers might dispute our conclusions, arguing that hegemonic transitions are more conºict prone than other moments of acute relative de- cline. We counter that there are deductive and empirical reasons to doubt this argument. Theoretically, hegemonic powers should actually find it easier to manage acute relative decline. Fallen hegemons still have formidable capabil- ity, which threatens grave harm to any state that tries to cross them. Further, they are no longer the top target for balancing coalitions, and recovering hegemons may be influential because they can play a pivotal role in alliance formation. In addition, hegemonic powers, almost by definition, possess more extensive overseas commitments; they should be able to more readily identify and eliminate extraneous burdens without exposing vulnerabilities or exciting domestic populations. We believe the empirical record supports these conclusions. In particular, periods of hegemonic transition do not appear more conflict prone than those of acute decline. The last reversal at the pinnacle of power was the Anglo- American transition, which took place around 1872 and was resolved without armed confrontation. The tenor of that transition may have been inºuenced by a number of factors: both states were democratic maritime empires, the United States was slowly emerging from the Civil War, and Great Britain could likely coast on a large lead in domestic capital stock. Although China and the United States differ in regime type, similar factors may work to cushion the impend- ing Sino-American transition. Both are large, relatively secure continental great powers, a fact that mitigates potential geopolitical competition.93 China faces a variety of domestic political challenges, including strains among rival regions, which may complicate its ability to sustain its economic performance or en- gage in foreign policy adventurism.94 Most important, the United States is not in free fall. Extrapolating the data into the future, we anticipate the United States will experience a “moderate” decline, losing from 2 to 4 percent of its share of great power GDP in the five years after being surpassed by China sometime in the next decade or two.95 Given the relatively gradual rate of U.S. decline relative to China, the incen- tives for either side to run risks by courting conflict are minimal. The United States would still possess upwards of a third of the share of great power GDP, and would have little to gain from provoking a crisis over a peripheral issue. Conversely, China has few incentives to exploit U.S. weakness.96 Given the im- portance of the U.S. market to the Chinese economy, in addition to the critical role played by the dollar as a global reserve currency, it is unclear how Beijing could hope to consolidate or expand its increasingly advantageous position through direct confrontation. In short, the United States should be able to reduce its foreign policy com- mitments in East Asia in the coming decades without inviting Chinese expan- sionism. Indeed, there is evidence that a policy of retrenchment could reap potential beneªts. The drawdown and repositioning of U.S. troops in South Korea, for example, rather than fostering instability, has resulted in an im- provement in the occasionally strained relationship between Washington and Seoul.97 U.S. moderation on Taiwan, rather than encouraging hard-liners in Beijing, resulted in an improvement in cross-strait relations and reassured U.S. allies that Washington would not inadvertently drag them into a Sino-U.S. conºict.98 Moreover, Washington’s support for the development of multilateral security institutions, rather than harming bilateral alliances, could work to en- hance U.S. prestige while embedding China within a more transparent re- gional order.99 A policy of gradual retrenchment need not undermine the credibility of U.S. alliance commitments or unleash destabilizing regional security dilemmas. In- deed, even if Beijing harbored revisionist intent, it is unclear that China will have the force projection capabilities necessary to take and hold additional ter- ritory.100 By incrementally shifting burdens to regional allies and multilateral institutions, the United States can strengthen the credibility of its core commit- ments while accommodating the interests of a rising China. Not least among the beneªts of retrenchment is that it helps alleviate an unsustainable finan- cial position. Immense forward deployments will only exacerbate U.S. grand strategic problems and risk unnecessary clashes.101 

Hegemony spurs proliferation.

Monteiro 12 [Nuno P., Assistant Professor of Political Science at Yale University. Unrest Assured Why Unipolarity Is Not Peaceful, International Security Volume 36, Number 3, Winter 2011/12]

What, then, is the value of unipolarity for the unipole? What can a unipole do that a great power in bipolarity or multipolarity cannot? My argument hints at the possibility that—at least in the security realm—unipolarity does not give the unipole greater influence over international outcomes.118 If unipolarity provides structural incentives for nuclear proliferation, it may, as Robert Jervis has hinted, “have within it the seeds if not of its own destruction, then at least of its modification.”119 For Jervis, “[t]his raises the question of what would remain of a unipolar system in a proliferated world. The American ability to coerce others would decrease but so would its need to defend friendly powers that would now have their own deterrents. The world would still be unipolar by most measures and considerations, but many countries would be able to protect themselves, perhaps even against the superpower. . . . In any event, the polarity of the system may become less important.”120  At the same time, nothing in my argument determines the decline of U.S. power. The level of conflict entailed by the strategies of defensive dominance, offensive dominance, and disengagement may be acceptable to the unipole and have only a marginal effect on its ability to maintain its preeminent position. Whether a unipole will be economically or militarily overstretched is an empirical question that depends on the magnitude of the disparity in power between it and major powers and the magnitude of the conflicts in which it gets involved. Neither of these factors can be addressed a priori, and so a theory of unipolarity must acknowledge the possibility of frequent conflict in a nonetheless durable unipolar system.  Finally, my argument points to a “paradox of power preponderance.”121 By [End Page 39] putting other states in extreme self-help, a systemic imbalance of power requires the unipole to act in ways that minimize the threat it poses. Only by exercising great restraint can it avoid being involved in wars. If the unipole fails to exercise restraint, other states will develop their capabilities, including nuclear weapons—restraining it all the same.122 Paradoxically, then, more relative power does not necessarily lead to greater influence and a better ability to convert capabilities into favorable outcomes peacefully. In effect, unparalleled relative power requires unequaled self-restraint. [End Page 40]

pursuing primacy ensures escalating rivalry with China.
White 12 [Hugh White is Professor of Strategic Studies at the ANU, America’s choices about China August 5th, 2012 http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2012/08/05/america-s-choices-about-china/]

Washington’s message to Beijing is that everything will be fine, as long as China agrees to do things America’s way. If not, America will use ‘every element of America’s power’ to pull it into line. Don’t believe me? Go back and read President Obama’s big speech in Canberra last November, and ask yourself how it sounds to Chinese ears — which are the ones that really matter.  The problem is that China will not accept America’s pre-conditions for a good relationship, and the more its wealth and power grows relative to America’s, the more willing Beijing will be to make that plain. The rest of us might regret that, but we can hardly be surprised by it, and we cannot wish it away.  If America insists on maintaining the status quo of US primacy as China’s power and ambitions grow, escalating strategic rivalry with China is close to a certainty.
Escalates and goes nuclear.

White 11 [Mr. Hugh White is professor of strategic studies at the Australian National University in Canberra and a visiting fellow at the Lowy Institute in Sydney. The Obama Doctrine WSJ, 11/25/11 http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204452104577057660524758198.html] 

One risk is that escalating strategic competition will disrupt the vital economic relationship between the U.S. and China. Many hope that the two countries' deep interdependence will prevent their rivalry getting out of hand. But that will only happen if both sides are willing to forgo strategic objectives to protect their economic cooperation. With the Obama Doctrine, the President has declared that he has no intention of doing that. Why should we expect the Chinese to act any different? So it is more likely that escalating rivalry will soon start to erode economic interdependence between the two nations, at great cost to both. The other risk is the growing chance of conflict. A war with China over Taiwan or the Spratly Islands is simple to start but hard to end, and could very easily escalate. China is a nuclear-armed power capable of destroying American cities, and the threshold for nuclear exchanges in a U.S.-China clash might be dangerously unclear and disastrously low.
Prolif

Thorium reactors are not prolif proof

MAKHIJAN  12  Dr. Arjun Makhijani., president of the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research. 5-4-12   Is Thorium A Magic Bullet For Our Energy Problems?   http://www.npr.org/2012/05/04/152026805/is-thorium-a-magic-bullet-for-our-energy-problems
In this reactor, because thorium is not a fissile material, you actually need either plutonium or enriched uranium to start it. In fact, this reactor that operated in Oak Ridge for a few years, it actually started up in 1964, it never used thorium to breed uranium-233.

Some uranium-233 was put into the reactor at one point, but it had been made in another reactor. It hadn't been made in that reactor. It operated with enriched uranium, some plutonium and some uranium-233, but not made in that reactor.

So what are the problems? The problem is that with this particular reactor, most people will want a reprocessing, that is separating the fissile material on-site. so you have a continuous flow of molten salt out of the reactor. You take out the protactinium-233, which is a precursor of uranium, and then you put the uranium back in the reactor, and then you keep it going.

But if you look at the Princeton University paper on thorium reactors from a few years ago, you'll see that this onsite reprocessing allows you to separate protactinium altogether. Now, the U.S. wouldn't do it, but if you were a county without nuclear materials and had a reprocessing plant right there, you'd separate the protactinium-233, you'd get pure uranium-233, which is easier to make bombs with than plutonium.

I can read you the quote from the Princeton University paper, but I won't bother.

FLATOW: So you're saying that it doesn't solve the safety issues.

MAKHIJANI: It doesn't solve the proliferation problem. It doesn't solve the waste problem, either. So every nuclear reactor, no matter what type, creates fission products, which are highly radioactive materials, some short-lived, some long-lived, to make energy.

Weapons grade materials are used with thorium

Makhijani and Boyd   9   Arjun Makhijani and Michele Boyd   July 2009  Thorium Fuel: No Panacea for Nuclear Power      A Fact Sheet Produced by the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research and Physicians for Social Responsibility      http://ieer.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/thorium2009factsheet.pdf
Thorium is not actually a “fuel” because it is not fissile and therefore cannot be used to start or sustain a nuclear chain reaction. A fissile material, such as uranium-235 (U-235) or plutonium-239 (which is made in reactors from uranium-238), is required to kick-start the reaction. The enriched uranium fuel or plutonium fuel also maintains the chain reaction until enough of the thorium target material has been converted into fissile uranium-233 (U-233) to take over much or most of the job. An advantage of thorium is that it absorbs slow neutrons relatively efficiently (compared to uranium-238) to produce fissile uranium-233.

The use of enriched uranium or plutonium in thorium fuel has proliferation implications. Although U-235 is found in nature, it is only 0.7 percent of natural uranium, so the proportion of U-235 must be industrially increased to make “enriched uranium” for use in reactors. Highly enriched uranium and separated plutonium are nuclear weapons materials.

In addition, U-233 is as effective as plutonium-239 for making nuclear bombs. In most proposed thorium fuel cycles, reprocessing is required to separate out the U-233 for use in fresh fuel. This means that, like uranium fuel with reprocessing, bomb-making material is separated out, making it vulnerable to theft or diversion. Some proposed thorium fuel cycles even require 20% enriched uranium in order to get the chain reaction started in existing reactors using thorium fuel. It takes 90% enrichment to make weapons-usable

uranium, but very little additional work is needed to move from 20% enrichment to 90% enrichment. Most of the separative work is needed to go from natural uranium, which has 0.7% uranium-235, to 20% U-235.

1. Alt Causes to Nuclear Leadership
A. Weapon Stockpiles

Union of Concerned Scientists April 2008 “U.S. nuclear weapons policy: Scientists' Statement on U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy: Toward True Security” http://www.ucsusa.org/global_security/nuclear_weapons/nuclearstatement.html?print=t

By giving nuclear weapons so large and visible a role in U.S. policy, and by planning to maintain and even upgrade its nuclear arsenal indefinitely, the United States has increased the incentive for other nations to acquire nuclear weapons, and reduced the political costs to them of doing so. The United States has further bolstered this incentive by threatening to use nuclear weapons against states that do not possess them. By contributing to a climate in which possessing nuclear weapons is legitimate, the United States has also undermined the ability of the international community to prevent more states from acquiring them. And while the political barriers to acquiring these weapons are crumbling, technical barriers are also falling. The world could soon face a spate of new nuclear weapons states.

6. Leadership is ineffective in managing proliferaiton

Dr. Peter R. Lavoy, former Director of the Center for Contemporary Conflict and Senior Lecturer in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School. and Mr. Robin Walker, research associate in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School, “Nuclear Weapons Proliferation: 2016” July 28-29, 2006, http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/people/walker.asp)

Lessons learned from the Pakistani case include that a motivated state will develop nuclear weapons given enough time if it believes in their feasibility and utility. Willing suppliers will create a network to fill supply needs if indigenous capacity cannot meet them. However, programmatic success requires secrecy and compartmentalization. In the case of a hypothetical new proliferator with sufficient capacity to produce a weapon, production may well trump oversight in the desire for secrecy, creating a huge opportunity for abuse. Additionally, even lawbreakers (like A.Q. Khan) working on a nuclear program may well enjoy significant domestic support. Finally, as demonstrated by Pakistan, strategic utility of nuclear weapons is not easily found: new nuclear powers will find it difficult to figure out how to put nuclear weapons to effective strategic uses.

Prolif is slow and not damaging.

Mueller, Prof of Political Science, Ohio State University, 7-16-‘8 (John, “The Costs And Consequences Of Efforts To Prevent Proliferation,” Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, polisci.osu.edu/faculty/jmueller/APSA08.pdf)
Since 1945 nuclear proliferation has been a major security policy preoccupation. However, compared to the dire predictions endlessly and urgently spun out over the decades, remarkably few countries have taken advantage of the opportunity actually to develop the weapons. Most important in this process perhaps is the realization, consistently underestimated by generations of somber alarmists, that the possession of such expensive armaments actually conveys in almost all cases rather little advantage to the possessor. Nuclear proliferation, while not necessarily desirable, is unlikely to accelerate or prove to be a major danger. However, the anxious quest to prevent the spread of these weapons has proved to be substantially counterproductive and has often inflicted dire costs.
Best research indicates no risk of rapid prolif.

Potter, Prof of Nonproliferation Studies and Director of the Center for Nonproliferation at the Monterey Institute of International Studies; and Mukhatzhanova; Summer ‘8 (William C. Gaukhar. “Divining Nuclear Intentions: A Review Essay,” International Security, Volume 33, Number 1)
For much of the nuclear age, academic experts, intelligence analysts, and public commentators periodically have forecast rapid bursts of proliferation, which have failed to materialize. Central to their prognoses, often imbued with the imagery and metaphors of nuclear dominoes and proliferation chains, has been the assumption that one state's nuclearization is likely to trigger decisions by other states to "go nuclear" in quick succession. Today the proliferation metaphors of choice are "nuclear cascade" and "tipping point," but the implication is the same—we are on the cusp of rapid, large-scale nuclear weapons spread. It is with some justification, therefore, that the study of proliferation has been labeled "the sky-is-still-falling profession."1  Although proliferation projections abound, few of them are founded on, or even informed by, empirical research and theory.2 This deficiency, though regrettable, is understandable given the small body of theoretically or empirically [End Page 139] grounded research on forecasting proliferation developments, and the underdeveloped state of theory on nonproliferation and nuclear decisionmaking more generally. Also contributing to this knowledge deficit is the stunted development of social science research on foreign policy–oriented forecasting and the emphasis on post hoc explanations, rather than predictions on the part of the more sophisticated frameworks and models of nuclear decisionmaking.  Two important exceptions to this general paucity of nonproliferation theory with predictive value are recent books by Jacques Hymans, The Psychology of Nuclear Proliferation: Identity, Emotions, and Foreign Policy, and Etel Solingen, Nuclear Logics: Alternative Paths in East Asia and the Middle East.3 These studies merit careful attention because of their solid grounding in comparative field research and social science theory, their challenges to prevailing conceptions about the sources of nuclear weapons decisions, and their promise for predicting proliferation developments. As such, they go well beyond the influential but historically oriented explanatory frameworks developed by scholars such as Peter Lavoy, Ariel Levite, T.V. Paul, Scott Sagan, and James Walsh.4 Although the approaches advanced by Hymans and Solingen have their own limitations, these two books represent the cutting edge of nonproliferation research and should be of great interest to both policy practitioners and scholars. In particular, a careful review of their studies sheds new insights into why past predictions of rapid proliferation have proved faulty, why the current alarm over impending proliferation doom is largely without merit, and why we should not count on single theories of international relations—at least in their [End Page 140] current state—to offer much guidance in explaining or predicting the dynamics of nuclear weapons spread.

2. Conventional threats drive proliferation – they outweigh nukes.

Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, December-‘9 (Ted Galen, “U.S. Conduct Creates Perverse Incentives for Proliferation,” CATO Nuclear Proliferation Update, http://www.cato.org/pubs/npu/npu_december2009.pdf)
In addition to the motive of deterrence within a region, there is a potential motive of broader deterrence—especially to deter the United States. With regard to that factor, we need to be realistic about the unintended consequences of some U.S. actions. The United States has taken major military action on ten occasions just since the end of the Cold War. That is an extraordinary record of belligerence, and although many Americans may think that those episodes were justified, other countries don’t necessarily see it the same way. In particular, countries such as Iran and North Korea have seen how the United States has treated non-nuclear adversaries such as Serbia and Iraq, and that may have led to the conclusion that the only reliable deterrent to U.S. coercion is a nuclear arsenal.  U.S. leaders can weaken most of the proliferation incentives only on the margins. But it can take a crucial step to reduce one major incentive—its own behavior toward non-nuclear adversaries. Washington’s tendency to use its incomparably capable conventional military forces for reasons other than its own national defense has created powerful pressures for countries to go nuclear. Especially after the Iraq episode, countries that are on bad terms with the United States fear that they might be the next candidates for regime change. Yet there is no way that they can match America’s vast conventional military power. Both the technological gap and the financial burden would be prohibitive. The temptation, then, is to see nuclear weapons as the only feasible option. 
It is mistake to assume that countries fear only Washington’s huge nuclear weapons capability. Many of them also fear this country’s huge conventional military capability. It is imperative for the United States to offer reassurance on that front as well as the nuclear front. And that means changing U.S. behavior, especially by adopting a much higher threshold for launching conventional military interventions. A more restrained U.S. military role would not by itself guarantee the absence of new proliferation crises in the future. But it is one crucial component of a strategy to reduce the prospects of greater proliferation. And a more conciliatory, less threatening policy by Washington is imperative to improve the negotiating environment if there is any hope of solving the current Iranian and North Korean proliferation problems through diplomacy.

3. No solvency: each prolif decision is made separately from calculations about the US arsenal.

Rühle 9 

Michael Rühle, Head of Speechwriting and Senior Political Adviser in the NATO Secretary General’s Policy Planning Unit, January 2009. [Comparative Strategy 28.1, NATO and Extended Deterrence in a Multinuclear World, p. 10-6]

How relevant are such reflections given the new opportunities for global disarmament? Would not the withdrawal of TNW be a small price to pay for generating a new disarmament dynamic? It probably would-if the relationship between disarmament and nonproliferation were as clear-cut as the new arms control euphoria postulates. Yet there is nothing to suggest that there is a causal nexus between nuclear disarmament and proliferation. The far-reaching nuclear cuts that were agreed upon between the United States and Russia at the end of the Cold War had no discernible impact on the nuclear ambitions of other countries. Iran, Iraq, Libya, and North Korea pursued their nuclear programs for their own reasons, just as South Africa, Sweden, or Switzerland pursued their nuclear programs in previous decades. Each proliferation case is its own case. Put differently, Iran is not going to give up its nuclear ambitions because NATO abandons its nuclear sharing arrangements. Even if this step were only meant as an initial move to demonstrate Western goodwill, it would have little, if any, effect. The NGO community, whose criticism of nuclear sharing meanwhile borders on the pathological, would simply argue that NATO had finally corrected a mistake it had been clinging to for far too long. Russia would argue along similar lines, pointing to the fact that she had returned her TNW back to Russia a long time ago and that NATO was only belatedly following Moscow's example. Indeed, it is difficult to find any party that would appreciate such an initiative beyond a sympathetic nod. Nor should this be surprising. In a political context dominated by abolitionist rhetoric, any limited disarmament measure will by definition fall short of expectations, and will thus not provide much political "mileage." What is gone is gone.
4. First strikes are unsustainable.  There is no risk of nuclear wars due to prolif.

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. Prolif impacts are exaggerated – saying the case outweighs our disads is irrational.

Mueller, Chair of National Secuirty Studies and Prof of Poli Sci at Ohio State, Winner of the Lepgold Prize for the best book on International Relations in 2004 awarded by Gtown, (Released for sale about 10-20-09) ‘9 (John, Atomic Obsession: Nuclear Alarmism From Hiroshima To Al-Qaeda, p.26-27)

To repeat: it is certainly true that nuclear weapons can be massively destructive. Moreover, if thousands (or maybe hundreds) of the largest are launched, the results on society could be as calamitous as the alarmists insist—or nearly so. But because an all-out attack with thermonuclear weapons could be catastrophic, it does not follow that similar descriptors should unthinkingly and casually be applied to explosions that would do vastly less damage, however horrible the consequences of those explosions would be in their own right. Moreover, it obviously does not follow that because these weapons exist, they will necessarily and inevitably go off. Nevertheless, because of the vivid, dramatic, and unforgettable impression left by the Hiroshima bombing, and in part perhaps because of the exertions in the postwar period by legions of alarmists from all corners of the political spectrum, nuclear fears have escalated to the point where simply lacing the weapons into the conversation often causes coherent thought to cease. Concern about nuclear weapons and about their awesome destructive capacity is certainly justified. But routine exaggerations of that capacity, and the obsession with the weapons such exaggerations have inspired and enforced, have often led to international policies that have been unwise, wasteful, and destructive—sometimes even more destructive than the bombs themselves. Thus, wars have been fought and devastating economic sanctions have been inflicted to prevent fully deterrable and containable countries from obtaining nuclear weapons. And the consummate horror that terrorists might be able to obtain an atomic bomb has inspired costly policies and exertions, often without any consideration about how likely dread consequences are to happen. Even many of those who do not consider the al-Qaeda terrorists to present much of a threat are nonetheless mesmerized by the fear of an atomic weapon in their hands. These considerations are central to the discussion in the remainder of this book.
The NPT can’t stop latent proliferation, it only gives civer for countries to weaponize and then withdraw from the treaty.

Simpson, PhD, director of the Mountbatten Centre for International Studies at University of Southhampton, expert of international standing on the NPT, awarded the Order of the British Empire; ‘9 (John. “The Future of the NPT,” in Combating Weapons of Mass Destruction: The Future of International Nonproliferation Policy, Eds. Busch, N.E. & Joyner, D.H. University of Georgia Press, p. 57-59)

a. Breakouts. In a breakout, a state in good standing has acquired all the necessary capabilities to both make and deliver a nuclear device and has sufficient stockpiled fissile material to move from zero nuclear weapons to tens immediately on reaching the end of its three months' notice period for withdrawal. Having the ability to act in this way has been characterized as being a latent or virtual proliferator. It is unclear how many states are currently in this position. However, advances in the general state of technology, the operation of clandestine state and nonstate procurement networks such as that fashioned by A.Q. Khan, and the projected revival of nuclear power reactor building and operations on a global scale suggest that their numbers will inexorably increase.  Two developments feed into this scenario. The threat of nuclear terrorism in generating a conflict between the commitments contained in the NPT and the knowledge NNWS may regard as essential for creating effective response mechanisms. Where should the line now be drawn between the injunction in Article II to "not otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices" and such defensive nuclear research? Secondly, many nuclear technologies are inherently dual use in nature, and the inherent technical barriers to nuclear proliferation at the core of the IAFA safeguards mechanisms are degrading. The diffusion of centrifuge enrichment technology for civil purposes is shortening the' time between the availability of hard evidence of a state's intention to proliferate and the movement of a proliferating state to an irreversible breakout situation. In some cases, the political "warning time" may 110W he too short for coercive political (and military?) action to be mobilized to prevent it. Future nonproliferation policies may thus have to be based on noncorroborated intelligence or changes in the rules concerning legitimate and illegitimate fuel cycle activities. This situation is itself closely linked to the second type of withdrawal, crawling out,   h. Crawl outs. Crawling out implies that states are engaged in a purposeful process to give theni an eventual ability to break out from the Ni"l'. The weaponization element of this is likely to be clandestine and difficult to confirm with any certainty due to the dual use technology involved. Missile or aircraft delivery activities are likely to be more visible but are not subject to international control through all inclusive regime. In addition, unclear and conventional delivery may he distinguishable only from observation of the flight profiles used in training. Finally, the fissile material needed for weapons might he produced rapidly in bulk by manufacturing safeguarded low enriched uranium suitable for power reactors and then further enriching it using the same basic technology.  Crawling out is central to contemporary concerns over Iran's nuclear program. Moreover sonic in the United States would argue that the situation goes beyond an inability to deal with this specific ease. They would argue that what is occurring is "dysfunctional multilateralism."45 Not only is the NPT unable to prevent proliferation, but it actively assists it by providing a legal umbrella under which proliferators can take shelter while awaiting an opportune moment to proliferate. For over a number of years a "crawl out state" could position itself to "break out" without being overtly noncompliant with either the NPT or its IAEA safeguards agreements. Only three methods of stopping this from happening appear feasible.  One is to change the rules of global nuclear power activity to ones similar to those envisaged for peaceful nuclear explosives in Article V of the NPT. This would give to a very few states the right to enrich uranium and separate plutonium from used fuel, accompanied by arrangements under which NPT parties would he guaranteed preferential access to nuclear fuel made from these materials. This would alleviate some current proliferation concerns, but it would also create a new form of discrimination and thus be difficult to agree to by consensus. The second method would be to give the IAEA new powers of intrusive inspection within national territories, including the task of investigating nuclear weaponization in all its aspects. Again this appears unlikely to gain consensus support. Finally there appears to be the option of military action against the key facilities involved once notice of withdrawal from the NPT has been given, something which would be contrary to international law unless the UNSC were to specifically authorize it.
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