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competiveness discourse first. 
Bristow (School of City and Regional Planning, Cardiff University) 5
(Gillian, Everyone’s a ‘winner’: problematising the discourse of regional competitiveness, Journal of Economic Geography 5 (2005) pp. 285–304)

This begs the question as to why a discourse with ostensibly confused, narrow and ill- deﬁned content has become so salient in regional economic development policy and practice as to constitute ‘the only valid currency of argument’ (Schoenberger, 1998, 12). Whilst alternative discourses based around co-operation can be conceived (e.g.  see Hines, 2000; Bunzl, 2001), they have as yet failed to make a signiﬁcant impact on the dominant view that a particular, quantiﬁable form of output-related regional competitiveness is inevitable, inexorable and ultimately beneﬁcial.  The answer appears to lie within the policy process, which refers to all aspects involved in the provision of policy direction for the work of the public sector. This therefore includes ‘the ideas which inform policy conception, the talk and work which goes into providing the formulation of policy directions, and all the talk, work and collaboration which goes into translating these into practice’ (Yeatman, 1998; p. 9). A major debate exists in the policy studies literature about the scope and limitations of reason, analysis and intelligence in policy-making—a debate which has been re-ignited with the recent emphasis upon evidence-based policy-making (see Davies et al., 2000). Keynes is often cited as the main proponent of the importance of ideas in policy making, since he argued that policy-making should be informed by knowledge, truth, reason and facts (Keynes, 1971, vol. xxi, 289). However, Majone (1989) has signiﬁcantly challenged the assumption that policy makers engage in a purely objective, rational, technical assessment of policy alternatives. He has argued that in practice, policy makers use theory, knowledge and evidence selectively to justify policy choices which are heavily based on value judgements. It is thus persuasion (through rhetoric, argument, advocacy and their institutionalisation) that is the key to the policy process, not the logical correctness or accuracy of theory or data. In other words, it is interests rather than ideas that shape policy making in practice. Ultimately, the language of competitiveness is the language of the business community.  Thus, critical to understanding the power of the discourse is ﬁrstly, understanding the appeal and signiﬁcance of the discourse to business interests and, secondly, exploring their role in inﬂuencing the ideas of regional and national policy elites. 

Criticism outweighs and turns case – 

1. the discourse of competiveness destroys global climate solutions. When framed by discussions of national competiveness, fears of reverse engineering and loss of comparative advantage preclude the technological dissemination and international cooperation necessary to address climate change – that’s 1NC Eisen. If we win this central framing issue, they cannot win the round – they’ve argued warming guarantees extinction and the way in which the affirmative orients itself toward warming guarantees the failure of their solution.
2. prioritizing national competiveness guarantees war, environmental catastrophe, and economic collapse – that’s Bristow 10.  The international cooperation necessary to maintain the stability of the global economy is impossible so long as competiveness is the dominant lens through which nations adopt policies – demonstrated by recent protectionist trends. Also turns their war claims – war only becomes profitable and thus possible when framed within a zero-sum rather than absolute game of economic competiveness. Because competiveness demands nation’s evaluate their strength in comparison to each other, wars that leave both states absolutely worse off become possible because one state can always be slightly less worse off. We control the direction of all war impacts – the quest for economic competitiveness makes fascism and war inevitable

Kienle (Lecturer in Middle East Politics at University of London and Chair of its Center for Near and Middle Eastern Studies) 10
(Eberhard, Global competitiveness, the erosion of checks and balances, and the demise of liberal democracy, 10 May, http://www.opendemocracy.net/global-competitiveness-erosion-of-checks-and-balances-and-demise-of-liberal-democracy)

Ultimately, therefore, the search for competitiveness challenges liberal democracy in two analytically separate ways that in practice of course may reinforce each other. First, as a totalitarian principle that subjugates all other values and by definition erodes a variety of liberties and the checks and balances that are co-terminus with liberal democracy; second, as a principle that, whilst it holds the promise for a better life, simultaneously threatens the prosperity and survival of the weaker competitors; it fuels ideologies and practices that are authoritarian and even totalitarian in the classical sense. As a matter of course, these practices and ideologies are no less hostile to checks and balances. Numerous authoritarian regimes around the world, today and in the past, have been the result of attempts to catch up and compete with economically more successful states. Nineteenth century Prussia, the bureaucratic authoritarian regimes in mid Twentieth century Latin America and more recently Iraq under Saddam Hussein are telling examples, even though they differ widely as far as restrictions to liberties are concerned. The European fascisms of the 1920s, 30s and 40s were partly moved by the same perception of comparative weakness, though combined with and transformed into extreme projects of domination, subjugation and annihilation.    
Trades off with cooperation and locks in global structural violence – domestic pressures, social exclusion

Max‑Neef and Smith (Director of the Economics Institute of the Universidad Austral de Chile, holds honorary doctorates from Jordan, Colombia, Argentina and the US, and has been the recipient of the University Award of Highest Honour from Japan; Board of Pugwash Netherlands) 10
(Manfred and Phillip, Economics Unmasked, pg. 41-44)

The subject of competition lies at the roots of the thinking of the economic liberal ‑ at the wellspring of the philosophy of liberalism‑ Competition, when unleashed from its counterweight, cooperation, is basically a violent mode of behaviour. Left on its own, competition will escalate into destructive, all‑out conflict. "Hence, those who see virtue in competition must recognize that it is nothing if not contained conflict, that it can be sustained only within a moral, societal, and governmental context which ensures that conflicts remain confined with prescribed limits.""

We would go one step further and note that the greatest enthusiasts for competition, including well‑regulated competition, are those who are powerful and who will certainly win out in 'free' competition. In the Introduction to this book we defined a just world as a world where all may live in dignity, without fear and with adequate means for satisfying the universal needs of humankind. The competition ethics of the economic liberal, which glorify predatory behaviour, are diametrically opposed to this view of justice. Civilization is based on working together, on cooperation to reach common goals, competing to see who can contribute the most toward this. Community is the keyword of civilization. The philosophy of the economic liberal, explicitly worded by Margaret Thatcher and echoing Jeremy Bentham, that 'Community doesn't exist', harks back to pre‑civilized societies.

We must be clear about this, though. It goes without saying that competition is a normal part of human behaviour and, when counterbalanced with cooperation, is a necessary stimulus for improvement in humanity's lot. The problem arises when competition takes on an ideological dimension; at that point it becomes destructive of human values.

Von Hayek, by painting the picture of a more socially oriented, civilized, society, avoids confronting the fact that his picture of the world is purely instrumental, totally lacking in any human feeling. His ideal world is a cruel world. Some would say that 'the law of the jungle' rules in his society. This is a bad analogy, since in the jungle no animal takes more than it needs. But the analogy is not entirely wrong: in his world the 'other' is not a living, feeling, person, but an instrument for obtaining one's own advantage.

A broad analysis of what competition is, when carried to the extreme of an ideology, has been presented by a group of scholars, The Lisbon Group. They spell out what the ideal world of von Hayek, a world ruled exclusively by competitive behaviour, really means to the people who inhabit this planet.

Despite its popularity, competitiveness is far from being an effective answer to the present problems and opportunities of the new global world and society. Excess competition is even a source of adverse effects. The most striking result of the competition ideology is that it generates a structural distortion, in the, functioning of the economy itself, not to mention its devastating social effects.

First, it has become increasingly evident to many Americans that 'the international economic competition of the past decade'3 has proved a competition in terminating jobs and reducing living standards. Europeans are only now beginning to realize that the search for international competitiveness is being conducted at an unacceptable human cost.'14 Productive economic competition comes from technological improvement and rationalized industry. Increasing the number of jobless is not the way for a country to grow richer. Nor is impoverishing those with jobs by cutting wages and benefits a socially acceptable form of productivity increase.

The first result of the competitive war ideology is that the 'North Americans, Europeans and Japanese are all competing by sacrificing 'the interests of the most vulnerable people in their societies." Recently, a supporter of the ideology of competitiveness expressed the same idea in a different way. He questioned how British firms could be competitive vis‑à‑vis South Korea, Indonesia, or China if social protection in Europe were not further reduced and wages remained thirty, forty, or fifty times higher than those in the Asian countries. As we have seen in the previous chapter, the answer given by economic and political leaders has been to favor the reduction of social protection and real wages. How is it possible, however, to believe that there is a reasonable solution to competition between one country in which the average person works 2,200 hours per year for $i,ooo and another in which individuals work i,6oo hours for $30,000? Under these conditions, it is simply demagoguery to claim that the competitiveness of the latter will be increased by a reduction in labor costs.

The second result is that if everyone is competing against everyone else, the value of competitiveness is ultimately lost. As Emile Van Lennep, the former secretary general of the OECD [Organisation for Economic Co‑operation and Development], correctly pointed out a decade ago in rejecting competitiveness as the only solution, 'against whom should the OECD as a whole be more competitive? Against the developing world? Against the moon?'16 'We cannot', Samuel Brittan argues today, 'all be competitive against each other."7 If everyone competes against each other, sooner or later the system will collapse. To survive, the system needs a diverse multiplicity of players. The logic of competitiveness leads to reducing diversity within the system by eliminating all those who are unable to resist the dominant forces. In this sense, it contributes to the development of social exclusion: the noncompetitive people, firms, cities, and nations are left behind. They are no longer the subject of history.

The third effect of the ideology of competitiveness is that it is blinkered. It sees only one dimension of human and social history, that is, the spirit of competition. The spirit of competition and aggression is a powerful engine for action, motivation, and innovation. It does not, however, act in isolation nor is it disconnected from other engines such as the spirit of cooperation and solidarity. Cooperation is also a fundamental phenomenon in human history, produced and determined by society. Competition and cooperation as well as aggressiveness and solidarity are two coexisting, very often conflicting, dimensions of the human condition. The ideology of competitiveness either ignores or devalues cooperation, or it instrumentalizes it to its own logic, as is the case in the great majority of interfirm strategic alliances.

The fourth result is reductionism and sectarian fundamentalism. The ideology of competitiveness not only has just one eye, but it is a bad eye. It does not view at the right scale even the limited things it does see. Competitiveness reduces the entire process of the human condition to the perceptions, motivations, and behavior of Homo economicus as Homo competitor. All the perceptions, motivations, and behaviors either have no value ‑unless they are subordinated and legitimized by competitiveness ‑ or they are irrelevant for the economy. The typical magic formula of the ideology of economically dominated competitiveness is 'Let's get back to business.' This formula assumes that when people get back to business, they only talk or do the correct, relevant things.

This is the largest proximal cause of genocide and interstate war
Scheper-Hughes and Bourgois (Prof of Anthropology @ Cal-Berkely; Prof of Anthropology @ UPenn) 4
(Nancy and Philippe, Introduction: Making Sense of Violence, in Violence in War and Peace, pg. 19-22) 

This large and at first sight “messy” Part VII is central to this anthology’s thesis. It encompasses everything from the routinized, bureaucratized, and utterly banal violence of children dying of hunger and maternal despair in Northeast Brazil (Scheper-Hughes, Chapter 33) to elderly African Americans dying of heat stroke in Mayor Daly’s version of US apartheid in Chicago’s South Side (Klinenberg, Chapter 38) to the racialized class hatred expressed by British Victorians in their olfactory disgust of the “smelly” working classes (Orwell, Chapter 36). In these readings violence is located in the symbolic and social structures that overdetermine and allow the criminalized drug addictions, interpersonal bloodshed, and racially patterned incarcerations that characterize the US “inner city” to be normalized (Bourgois, Chapter 37 and Wacquant, Chapter 39). Violence also takes the form of class, racial, political self-hatred and adolescent self-destruction (Quesada, Chapter 35), as well as of useless (i.e.  preventable), rawly embodied physical suffering, and death (Farmer, Chapter 34).  Absolutely central to our approach is a blurring of categories and distinctions between wartime and peacetime violence. Close attention to the “little” violences produced in the structures, habituses, and mentalites of everyday life shifts our attention to pathologies of class, race, and gender inequalities. More important, it interrupts the voyeuristic tendencies of “violence studies” that risk publicly humiliating the powerless who are often forced into complicity with social and individual pathologies of power because suffering is often a solvent of human integrity and dignity. Thus, in this anthology we are positing a violence continuum comprised of a multitude of “small wars and invisible genocides” (see also Scheper- Hughes 1996; 1997; 2000b) conducted in the normative social spaces of public schools, clinics, emergency rooms, hospital wards, nursing homes, courtrooms, public registry offices, prisons, detention centers, and public morgues. The violence continuum also refers to the ease with which humans are capable of reducing the socially vulnerable into expendable nonpersons and assuming the license - even the duty - to kill, maim, or soul-murder. We realize that in referring to a violence and a genocide continuum we are flying in the face of a tradition of genocide studies that argues for the absolute uniqueness of the Jewish Holocaust and for vigilance with respect to restricted purist use of the term genocide itself (see Kuper 1985; Chaulk 1999; Fein 1990; Chorbajian 1999). But we hold an opposing and alternative view that, to the contrary, it is absolutely necessary to make just such existential leaps in purposefully linking violent acts in normal times to those of abnormal times. Hence the title of our volume: Violence in War and in Peace. If (as we concede) there is a moral risk in overextending the concept of “genocide” into spaces and corners of everyday life where we might not ordinarily think to find it (and there is), an even greater risk lies in failing to sensitize ourselves, in misrecognizing protogenocidal practices and sentiments daily enacted as normative behavior by “ordinary” good-enough citizens. Peacetime crimes, such as prison construction sold as economic development to impoverished communities in the mountains and deserts of California, or the evolution of the criminal industrial complex into the latest peculiar institution for managing race relations in the United States (Waquant, Chapter 39), constitute the “small wars and invisible genocides” to which we refer. This applies to African American and Latino youth mortality statistics in Oakland, California, Baltimore, Washington DC, and New York City. These are “invisible” genocides not because they are secreted away or hidden from view, but quite the opposite.  As Wittgenstein observed, the things that are hardest to perceive are those which are right before our eyes and therefore taken for granted. In this regard, Bourdieu’s partial and unfinished theory of violence (see Chapters 32 and 42) as well as his concept of misrecognition is crucial to our task. By including the normative everyday forms of violence hidden in the minutiae of “normal” social practices - in the architecture of homes, in gender relations, in communal work, in the exchange of gifts, and so forth - Bourdieu forces us to reconsider the broader meanings and status of violence, especially the links between the violence of everyday life and explicit political terror and state repression, Similarly, Basaglia’s notion of “peacetime crimes” - crimini di pace - imagines a direct relationship between wartime and peacetime violence. Peacetime crimes suggests the possibility that war crimes are merely ordinary, everyday crimes of public consent applied systematically and dramatically in the extreme context of war. Consider the parallel uses of rape during peacetime and wartime, or the family resemblances between the legalized violence of US immigration and naturalization border raids on “illegal aliens” versus the US government- engineered genocide in 1938, known as the Cherokee “Trail of Tears.” Peacetime crimes suggests that everyday forms of state violence make a certain kind of domestic peace possible.  Internal “stability” is purchased with the currency of peacetime crimes, many of which take the form of professionally applied “strangle-holds.” Everyday forms of state violence during peacetime make a certain kind of domestic “peace” possible. It is an easy-to-identify peacetime crime that is usually maintained as a public secret by the government and by a scared or apathetic populace. Most subtly, but no less politically or structurally, the phenomenal growth in the United States of a new military, postindustrial prison industrial complex has taken place in the absence of broad-based opposition, let alone collective acts of civil disobedience. The public consensus is based primarily on a new mobilization of an old fear of the mob, the mugger, the rapist, the Black man, the undeserving poor. How many public executions of mentally deficient prisoners in the United States are needed to make life feel more secure for the affluent? What can it possibly mean when incarceration becomes the “normative” socializing experience for ethnic minority youth in a society, i.e., over 33 percent of young African American men (Prison Watch 2002).  In the end it is essential that we recognize the existence of a genocidal capacity among otherwise good-enough humans and that we need to exercise a defensive hypervigilance to the less dramatic, permitted, and even rewarded everyday acts of violence that render participation in genocidal acts and policies possible (under adverse political or economic conditions), perhaps more easily than we would like to recognize. Under the violence continuum we include, therefore, all expressions of radical social exclusion, dehumanization, depersonal- ization, pseudospeciation, and reification which normalize atrocious behavior and violence toward others. A constant self-mobilization for alarm, a state of constant hyperarousal is, perhaps, a reasonable response to Benjamin’s view of late modern history as a chronic “state of emergency” (Taussig, Chapter 31).
Competitiveness discourse makes the economy unsustainable – ignores local markets and income inequality

Bristow (School of City and Regional Planning, Cardiff University) 5
(Gillian, Everyone’s a ‘winner’: problematising the discourse of regional competitiveness, Journal of Economic Geography 5 (2005) pp. 285–304)

Taking a broader perspective on regional development processes again highlights the limits of policy approaches predicated upon the dominant regional competitiveness discourse. Adopting the relational perspective would imply that the problems of less prosperous or weaker regions may be explained by their relationships with prosperous, core regions rather than simply reﬂecting deﬁciencies in the performance of their ﬁrms or the environments within which they operate. However, the competitiveness discourse eschews consideration of the relations between regions, focusing only on the imperative of building capacity within regions. The responsibility for developing competitive ﬁrms and prosperous regions is thus placed ﬁrmly with institutional actors and communities within regions, who are therefore also seen as culpable where competitive performance is seen to have slipped. Competitiveness league tables are inevitably seductive for regional development agencies and the media keen to absorb ‘quick and dirty’ comparative measures of regional economic performance. However, they clearly carry the inherent danger of stigmatising lagging regions as failing because of their own deﬁciencies, when the problems may lie in part in broader structures. The policy consequences are also clear. The result is an overarching focus on building institutional structures such as RDAs, to the neglect of a more active interregional policy that might aim to both redistribute resources between regions and control growth in the core with equal if not greater impact (see Cumbers et al., 2003). The dominant discourse also leads to an emphasis upon a relatively narrow route to regional prosperity, ignoring the potential for growth and development to be achieved through more diverse avenues. The regional competitiveness discourse ignores the possibility that regional prosperity might be achieved by, for example, the development of ﬁrms serving local and national markets and not just international ones, or by the development of community or social enterprises which meet broader social and environ- mental as well as economic objectives. As a consequence, policies tend to prioritise rather narrow, private-sector orientated agendas at the expense of broader regeneration initiatives, a criticism recently levelled at the English RDAs (Niven, 2004).  Indeed, the discourse on regional competitiveness fails to address the question of sustainability or the possibility that the outcomes of relying on a strategy based upon internationally competitive ﬁrms may not necessarily be desirable. The modern socioeconomic system has to achieve not only a sustainable balance of payments or absolute level of income performance, but also a number of other basic social objectives, notably some degree of income redistribution and at least a basic level of health care (Llewellyn, 1996). If these are not met, then over the longer term the situation would almost certainly not be sustainable. If the aim is to increase average earnings in the long- term, for example, it is only logical that improving competitiveness should involve alleviating poverty—persistent poverty will ‘hold back’ efforts to enhance competitiveness (Hirmis, 2002). The current discourse of regional competitiveness does not, however, exhibit any concern with the structure, beneﬁciaries and durability of improved ﬁrm competitiveness. 
Competition state framework makes the global economy unsustainable – debt for growth. Solving inequality is key to any economic recovery

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

It appears to me that there are strong grounds to believe that the growing gap between the rich and poor within each and every country is linked directly to the structure of the global economy in the era of the "competition state". However, since growing polarisation comes into conflict with some of the central aims of the competition state by negatively affecting social and political stability which is so essential in the current beauty contests between states, it adds an additional component to the rising costs of the competition state, exacerbating further its internal contradictions. Competition State and Debt  Regressive taxation and growing polarisation affects negatively the vast majority of the population's income. This raises a serious question: where is the demand for goods and services supposed to come from? Or, to be more exact, where is the demand for wage goods going to come from?[84] And if there is indeed a crisis or at least fundamental change in the nature of demand in the OECD core, then what role does the "competition state" have to play in it? The changing nature of consumer demand in OECD countries, particularly in light of the slow rate of recovery in consumer confidence in the 1990s, is beginning to be discussed in earnest.[85] The argument is familiar that Keynesian fine-tuning policies were about the synchronisation of wage and productivity rises so that global demand kept up with increasing production.[86] Lipietz argues that neoliberalism has failed to provide a new mode of regulation and synchronisation of global demand and supply. Without risking an inquiry into the complex and intricate question of the nature of demand in a globalised economy, I would simply like to take note of a well-known argument among financial experts, namely that the last three decades were a period characterised by the progressive loosening of credit controls, on the one hand, complemented (not surprisingly) by rising debt, individual, corporate and global, on the other. Although one should continue treating debt on a case-by-case basis, the overall problem of indebtedness cannot be dissociated from the broader tendencies of the competition state era. Growing individual, national and corporate debt has kept consumption higher than it would have been otherwise. The "debt for growth" syndrome, experienced during the 1980s in the USA, the UK and later on in Japan contributed to the rising perception of risk and volatility in the financial markets which is believed to be the principal cause of the 1989-1994 world recession. Conclusion This paper does not purport to be a policy proposal and should not be read as an argument for or against national industrial policies and/or state intervention. The central message of this paper is that there is a marked difference between the dynamics of economic growth in an integrated global market and the dynamics of economic growth of a market politically divided among nationstates. This may appear self-evident. Unfortunately, current debates are caught up between two equally unhelpful and extreme positions. On the one hand, the pro-globalisation literature on the whole tends to ignore the central significance of the state. On the other hand, there is a resurgence of state-centric literature which maintains that globalisation is, by and large, a myth. As a consequence, the study of the dynamics of globalisation within the framework of a politically divided world, which is a more realistic assumption, is, by and large, neglected. At the same time, the debate over national industrial policy and the role of the state in the field of economic development shows little inclination to include the competitive inter-state dynamics into its models. Consequently, it is often assumed that competitive industrial policy can simply be replicated from one state to another without much difficulty. The underlying problem is that there is a contradiction between two capacities of the state: from the early 1930s onward, the state has taken upon itself the role of providing a stable juridical, political, social and increasingly economic environment for accumulation. To do so it had turned, in effect, into a gigantic redistributive mechanism. But as the state grew it also turned into a powerful economic actor in its own right. The problem is that the state as an economic actor competes over resources with the businesses which, in its other capacity as provider of stable economic and social environment, it is supposed to support. In shouldering the social costs of production with an ageing population inevitably puts greater demand on the state which translate, in one form or another, into higher taxation and hence lower corporate profit. But if the state seeks to limit its direct economic impact and "roll back the frontiers of the state", then the environment of accumulation is eventually damaged. There is no obvious route out of this quandary except one: increase the level of exports so that government revenues draw on a larger pie and hence tax does not have to rise to such a proportion. This is the solution that Japan and other export-led economies were able to pursue until very recently. Whether this option is still open is a matter of debate which cannot be discussed here. Another radical solution which is seriously debated suggests an abandonment of the universal commitment for health and education. For all intents and purposes, between 10 and 20% of the population of many of the OECD countries are now being neglected and may even be abandoned to their fate. But this strategy renders the "quality of life" of the other 80% hideous and raises the problem of social exclusion which the EU and the USA in different ways are, not surprisingly, concerned with. The second and related contradiction stems from the inability of the state, in practice, to withdraw gently from the economy. The enormous centralising powers of the state inevitably draw interest groups' attentions. Coupled with the need of politicians to get elected, and to be seen to be doing something for their constituencies, a powerful cocktail of social interests ensures that the redistributive mechanism of the state will remain engaged in the pursuit of better economic performances. Whatever theory or ideology may prescribe, on the ground, so to speak, governments ceaselessly seek a role and inevitably employ their fiscal and economic powers. They emulate each other, they adopt each others "models" and they innovate. The state remains, however, fully engaged in the economy. The error of the national industrial policy debate is that this aspect of competition between states is not taken into account. In more recent policy studies the lessons are beginning to be learned, and the calls on resources are far more modest. However, as the escalating levels of sweeteners and so on demonstrate, even prudent policy proposals are likely in practice to escalate into an unhelpful competitive game. This paper has pointed out these central contradictions, but also sought to demonstrate that these are already with us; that there is a complex line of causality linking the contradictory policy of the "competition states" with the "debt for growth" syndrome experienced in the 1980s, which in itself is not unrelated to the growing income polarity experienced within the competitive states. The implication of this argument is that income distribution must be placed at the heart of any attempt at economic recovery. The problem, however, is that redistribution might erode the competitive position and surely stimulate capital flight. The only alternative open to OECD states is to adopt the tenets of financial orthodoxy, which contributed to the crisis in the first place. Ultimately, the underlying problem is that the very vision of a transnational world economy sustained by a responsible "system of states" is untenable. This vision of so-called "embedded liberalism"[87] enshrined in the Bretton Woods institutions and other multilateral agreements was to begin with an unsatisfactory compromise, on the one hand, asserting the primacy of domestic economic policy and, at the same time, demanding responsibility of each nation to the community of nations. Such a vision was inherently contradictory.
Refusing the framing of competiveness establishes alternative ways of engaging the international political economy. By adopting an orientation of cooperation rather than competition, we can alter the way we interact with the international system - that’s Fougner. 

Alt Solves other actors—cooperative framing of IR engagements shifts outcomes away from conflict towards the most natural and efficient mode of human interaction. 

Benkler, 2011,

Yochai Benkler (ybenkler@law.harvard.edu) is the Jack N. and Lillian R. Berkman Professor for Entrepreneurial Legal Studies at Harvard Law School and the codirector of the Berkman Center for Internet and Society at Harvard University. He is the author of The Penguin and the Leviathan: How Cooperation Triumphs over Self-Interest (Crown Business, August 2011),    The Unselfish Gene. By: Benkler, Yochai, Harvard Business Review, 00178012, Jul/Aug2011, Vol. 89, Issue 7/8, EBSCO

The Science of Cooperation    What would the world be like if some people consistently operated as self-interested rational actors while others did not? Take the experiments that Lee Ross and his colleagues conducted with American college students and Israeli fighter pilots. As we know, in prisoner's dilemma games, the two players will both be better off if they cooperate, but neither can trust the other to do so. Game theory predicts that both players will choose not to cooperate instead of taking the risk of losing out by cooperating. Extensive experimental work, however, has shown that people actually cooperate more than the theory predicts.  Ross and his collaborators told half the players in their experiments that they were playing the Community Game and the other half that they were playing the Wall Street Game. The two groups were identical in all other respects. Yet, in the Community Game group, 70% started out playing cooperatively and continued to do so throughout the experiment. In the Wall Street Game group, the proportions were reversed: 70% of the players didn't cooperate with one another. Thirty percent started out playing cooperatively but stopped when the others didn't respond.  This experiment illustrates a couple of points. One, we are not all the same. About 30% of players cooperated even in the Wall Street Game while another 30% acted with self-interested rationality even when told they were in the Community Game. Two, many of us are influenced by context. According to Ross, the framing of the games influenced 40% of the sample. The players who thought they were acting in a context that rewarded self-interest behaved in a manner consistent with that expectation; participants who felt they were in a situation that demanded a pro-social attitude conformed to that scenario. When Ross and his colleagues asked the subjects' teachers or commanders to predict who would and wouldn't cooperate, it turned out that the game's framing forecast behavior better than the teachers and commanders could. It seemed that participants who were seen as self-interested could be induced to cooperate if the games they were playing were reframed.  Anyone designing a cooperative system--be it an organizational process, a legal regime, or a technical platform--and optimizing it for only 30% of the population leaves on the table massive amounts of human potential. Moreover, such systems have to rely on monitoring, rewards, and punishments; their efficiency is limited by information-gathering techniques. Systems that harness intrinsic motivations and self-directed cooperative behavior don't need to limit themselves to knowledge of what people will do. Every participant becomes his or her own monitor, bringing insight and initiative to the task--whether or not someone is monitoring behavior.  What might account for human cooperation? The first generation of explanations in evolutionary biology began with the theory of kin selection, which predicts that human beings will incur costs only to save others who carry their genes, such as siblings and cousins. Evolutionary biologist J.B.S. Haldane put it in less than romantic terms: "I will jump into the river to save two brothers or eight cousins." That explained the cooperative behavior in ant and bee colonies as well as in smaller family groups. From there, it was a small hop to accepting reciprocity between individuals not genetically related as an important source of cooperation: "I'll scratch your back if you immediately scratch mine."  However, these theories still could not explain field observations in the wild, such as those of coyotes and badgers in the National Elk Refuge in Wyoming. Scientists there observed that the two groups of animals collaborated to hunt ground squirrels. Coyotes, which are faster and have a larger range, would scout, and once they spotted a squirrel, they would signal to the badgers. The badgers, which are underground hunters and catch their prey by trapping it in dead-end tunnels, would then burrow and lie in wait. The squirrels were trapped between a hammer and an anvil: If they escaped the badgers by going above ground, the coyotes would catch them. If they evaded the coyotes by ducking below ground, the badgers would corner them. At the end of a hunt, only one or the other would eat the squirrel, but still the badgers and coyotes collaborated.  Over the years, researchers have developed models of indirect reciprocity, networked reciprocity, and even group selection to explain observations of looser and more remote cooperation. The findings in biology meet human society directly in the work on gene-culture co-evolution of anthropologists Peter Richerson and Robert Boyd. They have been gathering evidence for the proposition that cultural practices, too, are subject to evolutionary pressures and that human individuals and cultures evolve toward more-successful strategies.  Imagine two groups. In one, the practice of serving in the army is valued; in the other, it's not. In the first group, people are willing to fight and risk their lives for their group or donate special skills such as weapon making or intelligence gathering. In the second, they aren't. If these two groups go to war, the outcome will never be in doubt. And populations don't have to wait until genetic changes disperse these traits; they can copy one another's best practices if they seem to work better.  Boyd and Richerson argue that cultures evolve not only through the copying of practices but also through genetic changes; in other words, genes and cultures co-evolve. Cultural practices can influence the genetic development of populations that adopt them, favoring genetic predispositions that benefit most from the cultural practice or make following it easier. The researchers' most physiologically striking example is adult lactose tolerance, which is widespread among descendents of European people who drink milk but is rare among those who created yogurts and cheeses to break down lactose so that they could consume milk products. Lactose tolerance is a genetic trait, but it can be attributed to a cultural practice--drinking milk rather than eating yogurt or cheese--that has existed for a very short time in evolutionary terms. 

Total environmental collapse is inevitable even if warming is solved – their focus on warming trade off with broader environmental protections
Crist (Prof in Department of Science and Technology in Society @ Virginia Tech) 7
(Eileen, Beyond the Climate Crisis: A Critique of Climate Change Discourse, Telos 4 (Winter 2007): 29–55) 

While the dangers of climate change are real, I argue that there are even  greater dangers in representing it as the most urgent problem we face.  Framing climate change in such a manner deserves to be challenged for  two reasons: it encourages the restriction of proposed solutions to the  technical realm, by powerfully insinuating that the needed approaches are  those that directly address the problem; and it detracts attention from the  planet’s ecological predicament as a whole, by virtue of claiming the lime-  light for the one issue that trumps all others.  
Identifying climate change as the biggest threat to civilization, and  ushering it into center stage as the highest priority problem, has bolstered  the proliferation of technical proposals that address the specific challenge.  The race is on for figuring out what technologies, or portfolio thereof,  will solve “the problem.” Whether the call is for reviving nuclear power,  boosting the installation of wind turbines, using a variety of renewable  energy sources, increasing the efficiency of fossil-fuel use, developing  carbon-sequestering technologies, or placing mirrors in space to deflect  the sun’s rays, the narrow character of such proposals is evident: confront  the problem of greenhouse gas emissions by technologically phasing them  out, superseding them, capturing them, or mitigating their heating effects.  In his The Revenge of Gaia, for example, Lovelock briefly mentions  the need to face climate change by “changing our whole style of living.”_6  But the thrust of this work, what readers and policy-makers come away  with, is his repeated and strident call for investing in nuclear energy as, in  his words, “the one lifeline we can use immediately.”_7 In the policy realm,  the first step toward the technological fix for global warming is often  identified with implementing the Kyoto protocol. Biologist Tim Flannery  agitates for the treaty, comparing the need for its successful endorsement  to that of the Montreal protocol that phased out the ozone-depleting CFCs.  “The Montreal protocol,” he submits, “marks a signal moment in human  societal development, representing the first ever victory by humanity over  a global pollution problem.”_8 He hopes for a similar victory for the global  climate-change problem.  
Yet the deepening realization of the threat of climate change, virtually  in the wake of stratospheric ozone depletion, also suggests that dealing  with global problems treaty-by-treaty is no solution to the planet’s pre-  dicament. Just as the risks of unanticipated ozone depletion have been  followed by the dangers of a long underappreciated climate crisis, so it  would be naïve not to anticipate another (perhaps even entirely unforesee-  able) catastrophe arising after the (hoped-for) resolution of the above two.  Furthermore, if greenhouse gases were restricted successfully by means  of technological shifts and innovations, the root cause of the ecological  crisis as a whole would remain unaddressed. The destructive patterns of  production, trade, extraction, land-use, waste proliferation, and consump-  tion, coupled with population growth, would go unchallenged, continuing  to run down the integrity, beauty, and biological richness of the Earth.  Industrial-consumer civilization has entrenched a form of life that  admits virtually no limits to its expansiveness within, and perceived  entitlement to, the entire planet._9 But questioning this civilization is by  and large sidestepped in climate-change discourse, with its single-minded  quest for a global-warming techno-fix.20 Instead of confronting the forms  of social organization that are causing the climate crisis—among numer-  ous other catastrophes—climate-change literature often focuses on how  global warming is endangering the culprit, and agonizes over what tech-  nological means can save it from impending tipping points.2_  

The dominant frame of climate change funnels cognitive and pragmatic work toward specifically addressing global warming, while muting  a host of equally monumental issues. Climate change looms so huge on the environmental and political agenda today that it has contributed  to downplaying other facets of the ecological crisis: mass extinction of  species, the devastation of the oceans by industrial fishing, continued  old-growth deforestation, topsoil losses and desertification, endocrine dis-  ruption, incessant development, and so on, are made to appear secondary  and more forgiving by comparison with “dangerous anthropogenic inter-  ference” with the climate system.  
In what follows, I will focus specifically on how climate-change  discourse encourages the continued marginalization of the biodiversity  crisis—a crisis that has been soberly described as a holocaust,22 and which  despite decades of scientific and environmentalist pleas remains a virtual  non-topic in society, the mass media, and humanistic and other academic  literatures. Several works on climate change (though by no means all)  extensively examine the consequences of global warming for biodiver-  sity,23 but rarely is it mentioned that biodepletion predates dangerous  greenhouse-gas buildup by decades, centuries, or longer, and will not be  stopped by a technological resolution of global warming. Climate change  is poised to exacerbate species and ecosystem losses—indeed, is doing so  already. But while technologically preempting the worst of climate change  may temporarily avert some of those losses, such a resolution of the cli-  mate quandary will not put an end to—will barely address—the ongoing  destruction of life on Earth.  

The environmental conflict thesis is wrong, racist and locks in systemic poverty and inequality

Hartmann (Director, Population and Development Program, Associate Professor, Development Studies, Hampshire College) 10
(Betsy, POLICY ARENA RETHINKING CLIMATE REFUGEES AND CLIMATE CONFLICT: RHETORIC, REALITY AND THE POLITICS OF POLICY DISCOURSE, Journal of International Development, J. Int. Dev. 22, 233–246) 

The construction of Darfur as a climate conﬂict should serve as canary in the coal mine  that something is amiss when environmental determinism overrides serious analysis of  power relations. This is not to deny that environmental changes due to global warming  could in some instances exacerbate already existing economic and political divisions.  However, whether or not violent conﬂict and mass migrations result depends on so many  other factors that it is far too simplistic to see climate change as a major cause or trigger.  Moreover, such threat scenarios ignore the way many poorly resourced communities  manage their affairs without recourse to violence. Brown et al. (2007) cite the case of the  semi-arid regions of Northern Nigeria where conﬂicts between pastoralists and agricultural  communities occur over water and fodder, but seldom spread because of the existence of  traditional conﬂict resolution institutions. They argue that helping these communities adapt  to climate change should involve strengthening such institutions.  Research in the drylands of Marsabit District in Northern Kenya found that, in times of  drought and water scarcity, there was actually less violence, not more (Witsenburg and  Roba, 2007). Poor herdsmen were not inclined to start ﬁghts during droughts, and despite  poverty and population growth in the region, strong but ﬂexible common property regimes  governing water helped people adjust to its scarcity. ‘If at any time a conﬂict over a scarce  natural resource like water exists,’ the authors write, ‘it can be a sign that local resource  users themselves have been made powerless and that their negotiating system has been  paralysed, either by external agencies or local elites’ (Witsenburg and Roba, 2007, p. 235).  A study done in northern Senegal from 1998–2002 concluded that drought-related  migration led pastoralists to develop better strategies to manage herds and also had positive  repercussions on the communities where they settled due to expansion of agriculture and  trade (Juul, 2005).  In fact, there is a rich body of empirical case studies of African agriculture, pastoralism  and forestry that challenges conventional neo-Malthusian narratives about population,  scarcity and conﬂict (e.g. Leach and Mearns, 1996; Gausset et al., 2005; Derman et al.,  2007). Yet it is hardly ever cited in the environmental conﬂict or climate conﬂict literature.  A certain exceptionalism is at work —while it is commonly assumed that scarcity can lead  to institutional and technological innovation in more afﬂuent countries, just the opposite is  assumed for poor people in less afﬂuent countries. Scarcity renders them into victims/villains, incapable of innovation or livelihood diversiﬁcation and naturally prone to  violence. Also neglected in the climate conﬂict literature is scholarship that connects  violent conﬂict in Africa more closely to resource abundance (e.g. rich oil and mineral  reserves, valuable timber and diamonds) than resource scarcity (e.g. Fairhead, 2001).  Today, critiques of ‘climate conﬂict’ are emerging. For example, regarding the implications  of climate change for armed conﬂict, Buhaug et al. (2008) note the difﬁculty of coming up  with any generalisable model since increased likelihood of organised violence ‘depends  crucially on country-speciﬁc and contextual factors’ (p. 2). The report concludes that alarm  about climate conﬂict is not based on substantive evidence.  
The term ‘climate refugees’ is also coming under increased scrutiny on a number of  grounds. First, while climate change is likely to cause displacement, the extent of that  displacement will not only depend on how much the temperature rises and affects sealevels, rainfall patterns and extreme weather, but also on the existence and effectiveness of  adaptation measures that help individuals and communities cope with environmental  stresses. Whether or not such measures are in place in turn depends on political economiesat the local, regional, national and international levels that are often conveniently left out of  the discussion of so-called ‘climate refugees.’ As one report points out, larger climaterelated humanitarian emergencies may be in places ‘where people cannot afford to move,  rather than the places to which they do move’ (GECHS, 2008, p. 24).  Secondly, migration is too complex a process to label simply as environmental or  climate-induced (Dun and Gemenne, 2008; Morrissey, 2008, p. 28). For example, studying  the impact of desertiﬁcation on migration patterns in the northeastern Ethiopian highlands,  Morrissey (2008) found that people’s decisions on whether to migrate or not were mediated  by both structural and individual factors. These included the potential for livelihood  diversiﬁcation within rural areas as well as whether or not one had real opportunities and  connections in urban areas. In addition, the high degree to which ethnicity has been  politicised in the country limits migration options. His research  shows the impossibility of providing a grand narrative, or simplistic model, of  environmentally induced migration in which farmers experiencing adverse  environmental change migrate out of those areas (and livelihoods) affected by  environmental deterioration (p. 29).  Even on islands and atolls threatened by sea-level rise, decisions to migrate can entail  many more factors than climate change alone. A study of the small Paciﬁc island nations of  Kiribati and Tuvalu found that socio-economic pressures resulting from lack of  employment and development opportunities as well as other kinds of environmental  changes are the main drivers of out-migration. The role of climate change needs to be  viewed together with these processes (McAdam and Loughry, 2009).  A third area of concern is how the label ‘climate refugee,’ like ‘environmental refugee’  before it, could further undermine the rights and protections of traditional refugees as  deﬁned by the 1951 U.N. Refugee Convention (UNHCR, 1951/1967). According to the  Convention, a refugee is someone who ‘owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted  for reasons of race, religion and nationality, membership of a particular social group or  political opinion, is outside his country of nationality and is unable or, owing to such fear, is  unwilling to avail himself of the protection of that country. . .’ (UNHCR, 1951/1967).  At the same time that it has become popular to apply the label refugee to any group of  forced migrants, immigration enforcement agencies, especially in Europe, have fractioned  the traditional refugee category by creating a bureaucratic hierarchy of asylum seeker  eligibility in order to restrict admission (Zetter, 2007). It is against this politicised  background that one must view the evolution of the term ‘climate refugee.’  Both the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and the International  Organisation for Migration (IOM) caution against using either the term environmental  refugee or climate refugee since they have no basis in international refugee law and could  undermine the international legal regime for the protection of refugees (UNHCR, 2008;  IOM, 2009). UNHCR further emphasises that much displacement due to climate-related  factors is likely to be internal in nature, without the crossing of international borders. A  more appropriate legal regime for climate-related migration may be human rights law  (McAdam and Saul, 2008). 

Given their analytical ﬂaws and lack of supporting evidence, why have these narratives  gained so much momentum? Part of the reason lies in the ways they draw on deep-seated  fears and stereotypes of the dark-skinned, over-breeding, dangerous poor (Hartmann,  2009). For example, a June 2009 ABC prime time television documentary on climate  change, Earth 2100, scared the viewers with scenes of future apocalypse in which starving  Africans take to arms against the West, desperate Mexicans storm the American border,  and half the world population dies of a new plague so that humans can get back into balance  with nature again.  In policy circles, the persistence of these narratives is tied to their usefulness to a variety  of interests. Critical literature on policy narratives illustrates the importance of population  ‘crisis narratives’ in justifying certain kinds of Western development interventions —  particularly the spread of commercial agriculture and forestry at the expense of peasant  livelihoods —in Africa and elsewhere (Roe, 1995). A similar phenomenon is witnessed for  climate narratives. For example, a 2008 report titled A Climate of Conﬂict argued that  climate change would likely compound the propensity for violent conﬂict in 46 poor  countries and political instability in another 56 (Smith and Vivekananda, 2008). Much of  the authors’ analysis is based on old assumptions about the relationship between  environmental scarcity and violence. They propose a solution in which international  agencies invest in sustainable development, climate change adaptation measures and  peace-building activities. There is also a role for multinational corporations. In this win-  win world, the rich help the poor, and are largely absolved of responsibility for resource  degradation and extraction, as well as political violence. It is as if the scramble for oil,  minerals and land in Africa is of little consequence.  

However, it is also important to note that climate refugee and conﬂict narratives are  sometimes deployed strategically by actors demanding that Western states take seriously  their obligations to curb carbon emissions and provide adaptation assistance to affected  communities. For example, in May 2009, twelve Paciﬁc Island states brought a resolution  to the UN General Assembly linking climate change to political instability in an attempt to  get the Security Council to address their plight (MacFarquar, 2009).  But even the best of intentions cannot obscure that we do not live in a win-win world, and  that spinning climate change as a security threat is likely to undermine, rather than  strengthen, serious efforts to link climate change mitigation and adaptation to development  efforts that reduce poverty and promote equity. Playing with fear is like playing with ﬁre.  You cannot be sure exactly where it will spread.  In the current moment, crisis narratives about climate refugees and conﬂict serve the  interests of national security actors. The next section looks at the United States as a case  study of how these narratives threaten to blur the line between development and military  assistance, especially in Africa 

Warming

B. Ag.
Mead 11 [January 30, 2011 Mad Meat Making Scientist Proves Climate Doomsayers Wrong Walter Russell Mead Via Meadia http://blogs.the-american-interest.com/wrm/2011/01/30/mad-meat-making-scientist-proves-climate-doomsayers-wrong/]

According to a United Nations report (which must as we all know be completely and unquestionably true when referring to matters of climate science having nothing to do with glacier melt), “Cattle-rearing generates more global warming greenhouse gases, as measured in CO2 equivalent, than transportation.”  Ronald Reagan was widely and no doubt justly mocked for saying that trees cause more pollution than cars do; had he said cows instead of trees he could have appealed to the UN for support.  In any case, the report (from the Food and Agricultural Organization) goes on:  When emissions from land use and land use change are included, the livestock sector accounts for 9 per cent of CO2 deriving from human-related activities, but produces a much larger share of even more harmful greenhouse gases. It generates 65 per cent of human-related nitrous oxide, which has 296 times the Global Warming Potential (GWP) of CO2. Most of this comes from manure.  And it accounts for respectively 37 per cent of all human-induced methane (23 times as warming as CO2), which is largely produced by the digestive system of ruminants, and 64 per cent of ammonia, which contributes significantly to acid rain.  With increased prosperity, people are consuming more meat and dairy products every year, the report notes. Global meat production is projected to more than double from 229 million tonnes in 1999/2001 to 465 million tonnes in 2050, while milk output is set to climb from 580 to 1043 million tonnes.

C. Cosmic rays and CFCs.

University of Waterloo 9 [From the University of Waterloo press release. Study shows CFCs, cosmic rays major culprits for global warming 22 12 2009, http://wattsupwiththat.com/2009/12/22/study-shows-cfcs-cosmic-rays-major-culprits-for-global-warming/]

Cosmic rays and chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), both already implicated in depleting the Earth’s ozone layer, are also responsible for changes in the global climate, a University of Waterloo [Lu, a professor of physics and astronomy] scientist reports in a new peer-reviewed paper.  In his paper, Qing-Bin Lu, a professor of physics and astronomy, shows how CFCs – compounds once widely used as refrigerants – and cosmic rays – energy particles originating in outer space – are mostly to blame for climate change, rather than carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions. His paper, derived from observations of satellite, ground-based and balloon measurements as well as an innovative use of an established mechanism, was published online in the prestigious journal Physics Reports.  “My findings do not agree with the climate models that conventionally thought that greenhouse gases, mainly CO2, are the major culprits for the global warming seen in the late 20th century,” Lu said. “Instead, the observed data show that CFCs conspiring with cosmic rays most likely caused both the Antarctic ozone hole and global warming. These findings are totally unexpected and striking, as I was focused on studying the mechanism for the formation of the ozone hole, rather than global warming.”  His conclusions are based on observations that from 1950 up to now, the climate in the Arctic and Antarctic atmospheres has been completely controlled by CFCs and cosmic rays, with no CO2 impact.  “Most remarkably, the total amount of CFCs, ozone-depleting molecules that are well-known greenhouse gases, has decreased around 2000,” Lu said. “Correspondingly, the global surface temperature has also dropped. In striking contrast, the CO2 level has kept rising since 1850 and now is at its largest growth rate.”  In his research, Lu discovers that while there was global warming from 1950 to 2000, there has been global cooling since 2002. The cooling trend will continue for the next 50 years, according to his new research observations.  As well, there is no solid evidence that the global warming from 1950 to 2000 was due to CO2. Instead, Lu notes, it was probably due to CFCs conspiring with cosmic rays. And from 1850 to 1950, the recorded CO2 level increased significantly because of the industrial revolution, while the global temperature kept nearly constant or only rose by about 0.1 C.

Too Late
1NC 2 – nuclear power cant solve C02 reductions fast enough – multiple issues already inhibit expansion such as safety standards, waste storage, and cost issues –2,000 reactors would have to be built in 12 years to solve warming fast enough – that’s mean the threshold is passed before the plan can solve – that’s Mariotte, prefer our evidence it cites studies by MIT and the National Commision on Energy Policy. 

Too late to solve warming – there’s no evidence that the effects of existing emissions can be reversed fast enough or in sufficient amounts to prevent the impact.

Elich 10 [Gregory, on the Board of Directors of the Jasenovac Research Institute and on the Advisory Board of the Korea Truth Commission. He is the author of the book Strange Liberators: Militarism, Mayhem, and the Pursuit of Profit. Climate Change: Earth's Unthinkable Future  
 Global Research, November 13, 2010 http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=viewArticle&code=ELI20101113&articleId=21904]

Threatening temperatures are likely to arrive surprisingly soon. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) determined that if greenhouse gas emissions were to drop "precipitously" overnight and concentrations remained at current levels, then what is currently in the atmosphere has already committed us to an increase of 4.3°F by the end of the century. (5) The problem, of course, is that greenhouse gas emissions are not going to drop to near zero. Indeed, the rate of emissions continues to escalate. Add to that the fact that the consensus-building structure of the IPCC inherently produces results leaning to the conservative. Furthermore, the IPCC's estimates are derived from models that are based only on fast feedback processes. Excluded are more gradual processes such as methane emissions from thawing permafrost and oceans shifting from absorbing to releasing carbon dioxide. Nor does it account for feedback effects resulting from the shrinking of the cryosphere and vegetation changes. (6)

More evidence, plan isn’t fast

Ferguson and Squassoni, Charles D. Ferguson is a fellow for science and technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and is the author of the Council Special Report “Nuclear Energy: Balancing Benefits and Risks.”, Sharon Squassoni is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace., 2007, “Why Nuclear Energy Isn’t the Great Green Hope”, http://a4nr.org/library/globalwarmingclimatechange/06.2007-foreignpolicy

Nor will nuclear energy be a quick fix. If, as the scientists tell us, the deadline for turning around the level of greenhouse gases is truly a decade from now, then a nuclear renaissance will take too long to have a significant effect. Typically, U.S. nuclear plants have required around 10 to 12 years from start to finish. The industry predicts that future plants can be built in as little as four years, but the proof is in the actual construction.  Assuming the best estimates, a quick ramp-up of nuclear capacity will run into industrial bottlenecks; only a few companies in the world can now make reactor-quality steel, concrete, and other vital components. A rush to build could also create shortages in the skilled workers and qualified engineers needed to run plants safely. Not to mention that building nuclear plants at the rapid pace required would likely drive up capital costs, which are already higher than other electricity options, even given significant government subsidies.  
Need to get to Kenya levels to stabilize.

Fallows 10 [James, National Correspondent for The Atlantic, The Atlantic December 2010 Dirty Coal, Clean Future http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2010/12/dirty-coal-clean-future/8307]

The range of these figures suggests the technical challenges ahead. As one climate scientist put it to me, “To stabilize the CO2 concentration in the atmosphere, the whole world on average would need to get down to the Kenya level”—a 96 percent reduction for the United States. The figures also suggest the diplomatic challenges for American negotiators in recommending that other countries, including those with hundreds of millions in poverty, forgo the energy-intensive path toward wealth that the United States has traveled for so many years.

Too late – 3C inev.

Economist 11/25/10 [Climate change How to live with climate change Nov 25th 2010 | from PRINT EDITION  http://www.economist.com/node/17575027/print]

Even if the currently moderate pace of emissions reduction steps up, the likelihood is that the Earth will be at least 3°C warmer at the end of this century than it was at the start of the industrial revolution; less warming is possible, but so is more, and quicker. Heatwaves that now set records will become commonplace. Ecosystems will find themselves subject to climates far removed from those they evolved in, endangering many species. Rain will fall harder in the places where it falls today, increasing flooding; but in places already prone to drought things will by and large get drier, sometimes to the point of desertification. Ice will vanish from Arctic summers and some mountaintops, permafrost will become impermanent, sea levels will keep rising.

IFRs will take decades
Lovins 09 (Amory, Chairman/Chief Scientist of the Rocky Mountain Institute. “New” nuclear reactors, same old story. http://www.rmi.org/Knowledge-Center/Library/2009-07_NuclearSameOldStory)

Fast reactors were first offered as a way to make more plutonium to augment and ultimately replace scarce uranium. Now that uranium and enrichment are known to get cheaper while reprocessing, cleanup, and nonproliferation get costlier—destroying the economic rationale— IFRs have been rebranded as a way to destroy the plutonium (and similar transuranic elements) in long-lived radioactive waste. Two or three redesigned IFRs could in principle fission the plutonium produced by each four LWRs without making more net plutonium. However, most LWRs will have retired before even one commercial-size IFR could be built; LWRs won’t be replaced with more LWRs because they’re grossly uncompetitive; and IFRs with their fuel cycle would cost even more and probably be less reliable. It’s feasible today to “burn” plutonium in LWRs, but this isn’t done much because it’s very costly, makes each kg of spent fuel 7× hotter, enhances risks, and makes certain transuranic isotopes that complicate operation. IFRs could do the same thing with similar or greater problems, offering no advantage over LWRs in proliferation resistance, cost, or environment.
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