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The global economy isn’t zero-sum – their entire advantage is based upon a hypothesis with no evidence suggesting any sort of correlation between increased ranking in competitiveness indices and economic growth, much less military strength. The fact that Singapore is in the top 5 should tell you enough.

They also concede the last portion of our Bruno evidence – competitiveness authors make claims regardless of evidence and fudge the numbers using flawed arithmetic – you should view their claims with skepticism.
There’s a consensus that competitiveness is false

Hassett, Hubbard, and Jensen 11

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

For the most part, a general consensus has emerged that accepts the analysis of Nobel Laureate Paul Krugman, whose 1994 article in Foreign Affairs bearing the unambiguous title of “Competitiveness: A Dangerous Obsession,” disposed of the faulty analysis of the 1990s competitiveness mavens as effectively as Smith disposed of the mercantilists. Krugman challenged the idea of competitiveness, arguing that nations usually do not compete with one another in a zero-sum game, even if firms often do. Instead of competing directly with each other, countries benefit from each other’s successes through mutually beneficial trade. In a world with extensive international trade and interconnectedness, competitiveness and productivity are synonymous. When attempting to measure competitiveness according to a nation’s output, you find that the prosperity of one country will often stimulate additional prosperity for others. The notion that the success of one comes at the expense of another is most often incorrect.
Military strength isn’t tied to economic power.

Julius 5 [Deanne, Chairman of Chatham House, formerly the Royal Institute of International Affairs, Harvard International Review, “US Economic Power,” Winter 2005, vol.26, no.4, p.14-18]

The concept of national power has both military and economic dimensions. While the two are related, they can also exist independently. The Soviet Union during the 1960s and 1970s, for example, was a military superpower but economically weak and isolated, while Japan during the 1980s was an economic superpower with a weak military. Much attention has been devoted, on both sides of the Atlantic, to the military aspect of US power and how it is exercised both in unilateral action and through alliances like NATO. By contrast, the question of economic power has been relatively neglected, perhaps because it is more difficult to define and measure. This article is an attempt to remedy the imbalance and provoke further discussion on the emerging shape of the world economy and the ability of the United States to influence it.

The US is still number one

CNBC 11

CNBC 9/12/11, http://www.cnbc.com/id/44271677/American_Economic_Decline_Exaggerated
With a recent ratings downgrade, chronic unemployment, a growing budget deficit and a political system that seems determined to self-destruct, it might appear that the U.S. is losing its grip as the world's top economic power. But analysts say that despite the laundry list of troubles—and predications of an American decline—the country is far from losing its ranking as the number one economy on the globe. "The U.S. economy is the largest in the world, and the country has one of the highest average incomes in the world," says Matthew Rafferty, professor of economics in the Quinnipiac University School of Business. "There are few countries that are likely to rival the U.S. in the near future." "I don't see U.S. power being eclipsed in the short term or even medium term," says Usha Haley, professor of international business at Massey University in Auckland, New Zealand. "The U.S. has problems of course, but the demise of the USA is much exaggerated." What's keeping the U.S. afloat in a sea of economic woes, analysts say, is what's kept it upright in the past—innovation and the ability to produce. "Silicon Valley is still the world leader in technology, and Wall Street is still the center of the financial world and of capitalism itself," says Charles Sizemore, CFA and editor of the Sizemore Investment Letter. "And we're manufacturing more today than we did in the 1970s. It's just with less labor." Even in spite of a slowing economy, as shown in the gross domestic product (GDP), the U.S. is still ahead of other countries. Compared to the U.S., most of the major industrialized nations' percentage of GDP is less than half that of the U.S. "The U.S. has a gigantic economy, even with a growth rate of slightly less than 3 percent," says Kamran Dadkhah, associate professor in economics at Northeastern University. "But that 3 percent increase in GDP is more than the entire GDP of many countries."

Exports are growing – labor costs are no longer key

Cowen 12

Tyler Cowen, economics professor, George Mason, May/June 12, American Interest, http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=1227
In his State of the Union address two years ago, President Obama promised to double American exports over the next five years. At the time critics called this an unrealistic political promise, one that voters would forget by the 2012 election. But America is currently on track to meet that goal. As of early 2012, exports measure in at about $180 billion each month, whereas two years ago it was $140 billion per month. The growth rate of exports is about 16 percent per year, a trend that at least conceivably could get us to Obama’s target. Since the recession officially ended, exports have accounted for about half of the nation’s economic growth. They are 14 percent of GDP and rising, reflecting a decades-long trend.1 To some extent, the vagaries of American economic growth inhere in the nature of the increasingly globalized international economy. American manufacturing employment has been badly hurt by the mobility of capital seeking lower production costs abroad, but the growing wealth of foreign populations in rising economies is creating new demand for imports, including imports U.S. workers can supply. As is well known, America was the world’s leading exporter virtually every year during the latter half of the 20th century, losing that title to Germany only in 2003, and later falling behind China. New circumstances thus prompt the question: Might we someday regain that honor? If so, how will this shape American foreign policy, jobs, education, politics and poverty? Three Causes for Optimism Let’s first take a step back and see where these new American exports will be coming from. At least three forces are likely to combine to make the United States an export powerhouse. First, artificial intelligence and computing power are the future, or even the present, for much of manufacturing. It’s not just the robots; look at the hundreds of computers and software-driven devices embedded in a new car. Factory floors these days are nearly empty of people because software-driven machines are doing most of the work. The factory has been reinvented as a quiet place. There is now a joke that “a modern textile mill employs only a man and a dog—the man to feed the dog, and the dog to keep the man away from the machines.”2 The next steps in the artificial intelligence revolution, as manifested most publicly through systems like Deep Blue, Watson and Siri, will revolutionize production in one sector after another. Computing power solves more problems each year, including manufacturing problems. It’s not just that Silicon Valley and the Pentagon and our universities give the United States a big edge with smart machines. The subtler point is this: The more the world relies on smart machines, the more domestic wage rates become irrelevant for export prowess. That will help the wealthier countries, most of all America. This logic works on both sides. America is using less labor in manufacturing, but China is too, even as its manufacturing output is rising. The fact that Chinese manufacturing employment is falling along with ours means that both our higher wages and their lower wages are becoming less relevant for the location of manufacturing decisions. The less manufacturing has to do with labor costs and relative wage levels, the greater the comparative advantage of the United States. You’ll hear the word “insourcing” more, too, to join the far more familiar “outsourcing.” For instance, in one manufacturing survey from November 2011, almost one fifth of North American manufacturers claimed to have brought production back from a “low-cost” country to North America. The corresponding number from early 2010 was one tenth of those companies, partly because of rising labor costs in developing nations, and partly because labor costs don’t always matter so much anymore.3

Onshoring now – political risks and quality concerns deter overseas production

Mead 12

Walter Russell Mead, Professor of Foreign Affairs and Humanities at Bard College, 8/29/12, “Onshoring Picks Up Steam,” http://blogs.the-american-interest.com/wrm/2012/08/29/onshoring-picks-up-steam/
Here’s some more evidence that the U.S. economy has a bright outlook in the long term: The Wall Street Journal reports that jobs that once moved to Asia are now returning to the United States. While the outsourcing of back-office and call center work to Asia is likely to continue, many companies are looking to source more of this work in cheaper, rural and small city environments in the United States. Costs in these areas are significantly lower than in high-cost urban centers like New York, and American locales don’t have the political risks of some foreign countries. At the same time, U.S. workers in many cases are actually more productive than their competitors overseas: “Companies are not satisfied with the quality overseas, and they can’t afford to have things reworked two or three times,” especially in technology development, Mr. Schindler said. After an overseas outsourcer stalled the upgrade of a bank’s software for two years, the bank hired CGI’s IT developers to finish the project at one of its U.S. locations. The job was done within weeks, he said.

No impact to prolif

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, Publisher registered 11-5-‘9) ‘9 (John, Atomic Obsession: Nuclear Alarmism From Hiroshima To Al-Qaeda, p.89)

Over the last several decades, forecasts about horizontal proliferation have shown a want of prescience that approaches the monumental—even the pathological. Since 1945, we've been regularly regaled with predictions about the impending and rampant diffusion of nuclear weapons to new states and about the dire consequences that would inevitably flow from such a development. This endlessly and urgently repeated wisdom continues to flourish despite the fact that it has thus far proven to be almost entirely wrong. In fact, nuclear proliferation has proceeded at a remarkably slow pace and the nuclear club has remained a small one, confounding the somber prophesies of generations of alarmists: indeed, even the supposedly optimistic forecasts about nuclear dispersion have proven to be too pessimistic.1 Moreover, despite decades of dire warnings, the proliferation that has actually taken place has been of only rather minor consequence.
Heg doesn’t solve conflict – 

1. Neocons overestimate influence and ignore overwhelming data that proves no correlation between interventionism and stability. In the 90s the U.S. made cuts and no rivalries developed. That’s Fettweis.

2. Other explanations still hold true in a world of multipolarity – nuclear peace, economic interdependence, and other entrenched norms all hold true regardless of power distribution in the international system.

3. Their list of vague impacts is academic junk – you should correct for cognitive.

Fettweis 11 [Political Science – Tulane, 9/26/11, Free Riding or Restraint? Examining European Grand Strategy, Comparative Strategy, 30:316–332, EBSCO]

Assertions that without the combination of U.S. capabilities, presence and commitments instability would return to Europe and the Pacific Rim are usually rendered in rather vague language. If the United States were to decrease its commitments abroad, argued Robert Art, “the world will become a more dangerous place and, sooner or later, that will redound to America's detriment.” 53 From where would this danger arise? Who precisely would do the fighting, and over what issues? Without the United States, would Europe really descend into Hobbesian anarchy? Would the Japanese attack mainland China again, to see if they could fare better this time around? Would the Germans and French have another go at it? In other words, where exactly is hegemony is keeping the peace? With one exception, these questions are rarely addressed. That exception is in the Pacific Rim. Some analysts fear that a de facto surrender of U.S. hegemony would lead to a rise of Chinese influence. 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 science 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.” 54 Indeed China is the only other major power that has increased its military spending since the end of the Cold War, even if it still is only about 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 somewhere between one-tenth and one-fifth of the U.S. level. It is hardly clear that a restrained United States would invite Chinese regional, must less global, political expansion. 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 severe than ever before. Believers in the pacifying power of hegemony ought to keep in mind a rather basic tenet: When it comes to policymaking, specific threats are more significant than vague, unnamed dangers. Without specific risks, it is just as plausible to interpret U.S. presence as redundant, as overseeing a peace that has already arrived. Strategy should not be based upon vague images emerging from the dark reaches of the neoconservative imagination. Overestimating Our Importance One of the most basic insights of cognitive psychology provides the final reason to doubt the power of hegemonic stability: Rarely are our actions as consequential upon their behavior as we perceive them to be. A great deal of experimental evidence exists to support the notion that people (and therefore states) tend to overrate the degree to which their behavior is responsible for the actions of others. Robert Jervis has argued that two processes account for this overestimation, both of which would seem to be especially relevant in the U.S. case. 55 First, believing that we are responsible for their actions gratifies our national ego (which is not small to begin with; the United States is exceptional in its exceptionalism). The hubris of the United States, long appreciated and noted, has only grown with the collapse of the Soviet Union. 56 U.S. policymakers famously have comparatively little knowledge of—or interest in—events that occur outside of their own borders. If there is any state vulnerable to the overestimation of its importance due to the fundamental misunderstanding of the motivation of others, it would have to be the United States. Second, policymakers in the United States are far more familiar with our actions than they are with the decision-making processes of our allies. Try as we might, it is not possible to fully understand the threats, challenges, and opportunities that our allies see from their perspective. The European great powers have domestic politics as complex as ours, and they also have competent, capable strategists to chart their way forward. They react to many international forces, of which U.S. behavior is only one. Therefore, for any actor trying to make sense of the action of others, Jervis notes, “in the absence of strong evidence to the contrary, the most obvious and parsimonious explanation is that he was responsible.” 57 It is natural, therefore, for U.S. policymakers and strategists to believe that the behavior of our allies (and rivals) is shaped largely by what Washington does. Presumably Americans are at least as susceptible to the overestimation of their ability as any other people, and perhaps more so. At the very least, political psychologists tell us, we are probably not as important to them as we think. The importance of U.S. hegemony in contributing to international stability is therefore almost certainly overrated. In the end, one can never be sure why our major allies have not gone to, and do not even plan for, war. Like deterrence, the hegemonic stability theory rests on faith; it can only be falsified, never proven. It does not seem likely, however, that hegemony could fully account for twenty years of strategic decisions made in allied capitals if the international system were not already a remarkably peaceful place. Perhaps these states have no intention of fighting one another to begin with, and our commitments are redundant. European great powers may well have chosen strategic restraint because they feel that their security is all but assured, with or without the United States.
No transition wars or vacuum – burden-shifting retains credibility by strengthening core commitments and avoiding involvement in militarized disputes. That’s MacDonald – two key distinctions none of their ev accounts for –

1. Rate of decline – aff ev doesn’t assume that the U.S. will still retain nuclear weapons, some conventional capabilities, and play a pivotal role in alliance formation – means the U.S. still influences multilateral institutions and is able to manage the transition through leverage.

2. Credibility loss is inevitable – costly international commitments only hurt credibility on the ones that actually matter – retrenchment frees up resources to preserve true core interests while avoiding unnecessary clashes and risking escalation over outdated ones.

Prefer our ev –

Hegemony not key to stability – ignore Kagan’s hype.
Preble 12 [Christopher Preble is the vice president for defense and foreign-policy studies at the Cato Institute. The Critique of Pure Kagan, The National Interest, July-August 2012,  Source URL (retrieved on Jul 6, 2012): http://nationalinterest.org/bookreview/the-critique-pure-kagan-7061]

The world is both more complicated and more durable than Kagan imagines. The United States does not need to police the globe in order to maintain a level of security that prior generations would envy. Neither does the survival of liberal democracy, market capitalism and basic human rights hinge on U.S. power, contrary to Kagan’s assertions. Americans need not shelter wealthy, stable allies against threats they are capable of handling on their own. Americans should not fear power in the hands of others, particularly those countries and peoples that share common interests and values. Finally, precisely because the United States is so secure, it is difficult to sustain public support for global engagement without resorting to fearmongering and threat inflation. Indeed, when Americans are presented with an accurate assessment of the nation’s power relative to others and shown how U.S. foreign policy has contributed to a vast and growing disparity between what we spend and what others spend on national security—the very state of affairs that Kagan celebrates—they grow even less supportive.

Ours is from IR profs in a peer-reviewed journal that examines the empirical record. Prefer robust data that proves handoffs go smoothly.

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]

Wars, preventive or otherwise, do not appear to be a common fate for declining states, and recovery of lost rank was fairly frequent. Declining great powers found themselves embroiled in an interstate war in only four of the eighteen cases, and in only one of these cases—1935 United Kingdom—did the declining power go to war with the power that had just surpassed it in ordinal rank. 60 In addition, in six of ªfteen cases, declining great powers that adopted a policy of retrenchment managed to rebound, eventually recovering their ordinal rank from the state that surpassed them. These findings suggest that retrenching states rarely courted disaster and occasionally regained their prior position. Further, even if retrenchment was not successful, this does not prove that a preferable policy existed. 61 In many cases of decline, there are few restorative solutions available; politics is often a game of unpalatable alternatives. Short of a miracle, it is hard to say what great powers such as Britain, France, or the Soviet Union could have done to stay aloft, even with the beneªt of hindsight.
Primacy ensures continued proliferation – countries go after nukes to try and deter U.S. interventions, especially in a post-Libya environment. That’s Monteiro.

Retrenchment solves.

Mearsheimer 10 [John J. Mearsheimer is the R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago. He is on the Advisory Council of The National Interest, and his most recent book, Why Leaders Lie: The Truth About Lying in International Politics, was published in January 2011 by Oxford University Press. Imperial by Design December 16, 2010 http://nationalinterest.org/article/imperial-by-design-4576]

Offshore balancing is also a better policy than global dominance for combating nuclear proliferation. It has two main virtues. It calls for using military force in only three regions of the world, and even then, only as a matter of last resort. America would still carry a big stick with offshore balancing but would wield it much more discreetly than it does now. As a result, the United States would be less threatening to other countries, which would lessen their need to acquire atomic weapons to protect themselves from a U.S. attack.  Furthermore, because offshore balancing calls for Washington to help local powers contain aspiring regional hegemons in Northeast Asia, Europe and the Gulf, there is no reason that it cannot extend its nuclear umbrella over its allies in those areas, thus diminishing their need to have their own deterrents. Certainly, the strategy is not perfect: some allies will want their own nuclear weapons out of fear that the United States might not be there for them in a future crisis; and some of America’s adversaries will still have powerful incentives to acquire a nuclear arsenal. But all things considered, offshore balancing is still better than global dominance for keeping proliferation in check.
Coal

Coal burning threatens CCP stability because of public protests

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

China is the world's worst polluter. It suffers more from air pollution than any other nation, hosting most of the world's polluted cities. Nearly two-thirds of the country's 360 million urban residents suffer from unhealthy levels of air pollution.2 Anecdotal reports by visitors to China frequently refer to the alarming nature of the air pollution there.3 China's water is polluted, too. About 100 billion cubic meters of China's water supply is contaminated.4 China is also the leading emitter of greenhouse gases that contribute to climate change.5 China's carbon dioxide emissions nearly tripled between 1990 and 2008.6 And China's pollution is only expected to get worse.' It is building unbelievable amounts of coal-fired electric power plants,8 and the number of cars in China is increasing exponentially. China "is expected to release five times more carbon dioxide over the next twenty-five years than the Kyoto Protocol is projected to save."9 [8. As Professor Vandenbergh explains: China's emissions are increasing at a rapid rate in large part because of new construction of coal-fired electric power plants. It added electric power plants with a generating capacity of 102 gigawatts in 2006, an amount equal to all of the electric power generating capacity in France, after adding an amount equal to all of Britain the year before. On average, a new coal-fired electric plant large enough to serve a city the size of Dallas opens in China every seven to ten days. Overall, China and other developing countries are projected to account for 85% of global energy growth between 2003 and 2020. China's emissions are increasing at a rapid rate in large part because of new construction of coal-fired electric power plants. It added electric power plants with a generating capacity of 102 gigawatts in 2006, an amount equal to all of the electric power generating capacity in France, after adding an amount equal to all of Britain the year before. On average, a new coal-fired electric plant large enough to serve a city the size of Dallas opens in China every seven to ten days. Overall, China and other developing countries are projected to account for 85% of global energy growth between 2003 and 2020.] That pollution creates problems for three separate entities. First, it is a problem for China itself. The health of the Chinese people suffers from the polluted air that they breathe and the polluted water that they drink. "Air pollution causes the premature deaths of 750 thousand Chinese people every year."'0 Just one percent of China's urban residents "breathe[] air considered healthy by the World Health Organization."" China's pollution also has a profound detrimental impact on the nation's economy. Economists suggest that China's staggering economic growth statistics would be much more modest if the economic effects of polluters are included.'2 The health and economic aspects of pollution, in turn, cause domestic unrest that threatens the stability of the Chinese government. There have been numerous protests against pollution from existing or proposed facilities throughout China.'3

China is investing in efficiency now because of energy costs – coal exports will lock in Chinese coal demand 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)

Proponents of the coal export terminals consistently claim that the decision to authorize them will have no effect on the total amount of coal that is burned globally, and hence on the global climate. In their view, opening up the West Coast to the export of Powder River Basin coal will only change the source of the coal burned in Asia—not the total amount. This white paper explains why these arguments are incorrect, and inconsistent with both the basic principles of economics as well as the abundant literature regarding energy use and consumption patterns in Asia. This paper concludes that the proposed coal export facilities in the Northwest will result in more coal consumption in Asia and undermine China’s progress towards more efficient power generation and usage. Decisions the Northwest makes now will impact Chinese energy habits for the next half-century; the lower coal prices afforded by Northwest coal exports encourage burning coal and discourage the investments in energy efficiency that China has already undertaken. Approving proposed coal export facilities would also undermine Washington State’s commitment to reducing its own share of greenhouse gas emissions. • Coal exports from the Northwest mean lower prices and higher consumption in Asia. 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. Prices now determine energy use for decades. Lower coal prices reduce the incentives to retire older, inefficient, coal-using production processes and discourage additional investments in the energy efficiency of new and existing coal-using enterprises. As those lower prices flow through to consumers, it also reduces the incentives to shift to more energy efficient appliances. Furthermore, lower coal costs will encourage investments in new coal-burning facilities in Asia—which in turn create a 30- to 50-year demand for coal. • China responds to higher prices by improving efficiency. Concerns over rising energy costs have led the Chinese government to develop tighter energy efficiency standards throughout the economy. The rise in world oil prices, for example, led the Chinese government to announce strict five-year energy conservation goals including limiting the growth of coal consumption to about 4 percent per year, far below the expected expansion of the economy. • Potential for energy efficiency remains largely untapped. Energy usage per unit of GDP across the Chinese economy is almost four times that in the United States and almost eight times that in Japan. The Chinese government and the large state-owned enterprises that produce, distribute, and use larger amounts of energy are well aware of the burden that high and rising energy cost can impose on the economy. 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. Lowering coal costs to China would undermine these valuable energy efficiency efforts.

Coal exports lock in coal demand for decades – China is highly price sensitive

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.)

 (7/19/2011 “The Climate Impact of Coal Exports” http://daily.sightline.org/2011/07/19/the-climate-impact-of-coal-exports/)

One of the nation’s most respected resource economists, Dr. Thomas M. Power, just released a new white paper showing that coal exports to China will increase that country’s coal burning and pollution, and decrease investments in energy efficiency. In a nutshell, Power demonstrates that the planned coal export facilities in the Northwest would add to the supply of coal to China thereby pushing down the cost of burning it. And because China is highly cost sensitive, even relatively small changes in price could result in significant changes in coal burning. Furthermore, low coal prices in the near term will encourage long term investments in new coal burning facilities that would lock in decades of further demand for coal. Power’s report provides a direct and evidence-based refutation to coal industry claims that US exports make no difference to foreign coal consumers. The industry’s argument, of course, flies in the face of basic economic principles, not to mention the specific characteristics of China’s energy economy. Now, policymakers have an independent examination of the ways that the export facilities planned for the Northwest will make a difference for China’s pollution and even for global climate stability.
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