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Financial incentives are grants or loans—government purchases are distinct. 

Czinkota et al 9—Associate Professor at the McDonough School of Business at Georgetown University, Michael, Fundamentals of International Business, p. 69 – google books

Incentives offered by policymakers to facilitate foreign investments are mainly of three types: fiscal, financial, and nonfinancial.  Fiscal incentives are specific tax measures designed to attract foreign investors.  They typically consist of special depreciation allowances, tax credits or rebates, special deductions for capital expenditures, tax holidays, and the reduction of tax burdens.  Financial incentives offer special funding for the investor by providing, for example, land or buildings, loans, and loan guarantees.  Nonfinancial incentives include guaranteed government purchases; special protection from competition through tariffs, import quotas, and local content requirements, and investments in infrastructure facilities.

Vote neg

Limits—government procurement allows tons affs dealing with the military, government research facilities and almost any government service, exploding the topic making deep debate and predictable ground impossible.

Ground—most topic arguments assume a private-sector based increase in energy production like investment tradeoffs, environmental DAs or condition the company CPs, government procurement dodges all these. 

3

The 1AC presents us with a series of fantasies. The collapse of rare earth minerals, China and Japan gone wild, the preemptive collapse of the global economy, the radical closure of the Hormuz strait, and the complete seizure of oil influence by Al Qaeda . While they insist these are real empirical threats. What they have actually done is provided you with a frame for articulating and relating to desire, a fantasy that tells us how to desire, and what catastrophes might befall us if we fail to desire this world. Of course, we all recognize that we are ultimate victims in this scenario not only because we don’t have our hands on the levers of power, but because the collapse is overdetermined and unsustainable. 

Jason Glynos, university of essex, “Symptoms of a Decline in Symbolic Faith, or, Zizek’s Anti-capitalism,” Paragraph Volume 24, Issue 2, 2001, pg. 94-96

Equally important, however, is the inherently negative aspect of fantasy. If the beatific dimension of the social fantasy is best char​acterized by the potential for full control, the horrific dimension is, of course, the prospect of complete lack of control, of becoming a helpless victim. This, perhaps, is why Zizek claims that our repulsive fascination vis-i-vis the victim, of the human being as ‘something that can be hurt’ fits perfectly the logic of capitalism (all the way from the child as victim, the perceived proliferation of threats to our health and security, the uncomfortable feeling evoked by the sight of street dwellers, the strange attraction exerted by disaster scenes, sentimental humanitarianism in the face of horrific war tales of rape and torture, to the whole Western culture of complaint) (61 Indirect proof of this comes from our ambivalent response to the victim. The victim arouses the twin feelings of superiority (which leads to a desire to maintain the position of victimhood through, for example, charity or humanitarian aid) and anxiety-disgust (since more and more we can see ourselves as potential victims and we would rather not be reminded of it). This means that under the right conditions, the victim can come to be seen as that part of ourselves which we would like to keep out of sight or eliminate rather than confront (by dispersing immigrants throughout our country, by rounding up and isolating the homeless and other social ‘rejects’). The exact obverse to this, though, is that as soon as the victim decides to become politically active, as soon as he or she decides to take direct action; in short as soon as she or he ‘no longer behaves like a victim, but wants to strike back on its own, it magically turns all of a sudden into a terrorist/fundamentalist/drug-trafficking Other’ 62 Of course, this account of capitalism’s fantasies (framed in terms of full control or lack of control) is a kind of ‘archetype’. That is to say, its specific incarnations will be coloured by the concrete context within which the logic of capital manages to install itself. But the central insight that psychoanalysis brings to bear on this type of analysis is its highlighting not of the actual concrete content of fantasy but rather of its function. In this view, the role of fantasy is not so much to provide an alternative discourse with which to make sense of our world (or, more precisely, to make sense of the big Other’s failures), but rather to provide us with a way of organizing our enjoyment, our jouissance, our mode of being. As I have already pointed out, this mode of enjoyment is sustained by a reference to an obstacle qua cause of desire (as opposed to an object of desire). Just as with the logic of capital, so too the logic of desire is able to sustain itself onthe basis of a (constitutive) outside, typically embodied by a threat posed to our most precious possessions (our way of life, our children, etc.), and evoked by an enemy that must be extinguished (the Jew, the immigrant, the hooligan, the dangerous criminal, the paedophile, the fundamentalist, etc.). This has crucial implications for ideological analysis and critique. It means, for example, that what is responsible for Power’s grip is not so much the false narrative that fantasy offers us but the mode of enjoyment it makes possible. This is precisely why the critique of ideology cannot proceed on the basis of rational argumentation or on the basis of pointing out how the fantasmatic narrative does not correspond to the ‘facts of the matter’. The fantasmatic scenario provides us with the elements of our very being, it sustains us as subjects of desire, and has little to do with some sort of reality ‘out there’. In short, its fiunction is to cover up the lack in the big Other, the inner antagonism of the symbolic order itself. This is also why it is insufficient to object to this analysis with the question, ‘But what if our children really are victims? What if these religious groups really are fundamentalist terrorists? What if Jews and immigrants really are stealing our jobs and raping our women?’ The point is that the central ideological ingredient is to be located in the mode of enjoyment which is indifferent to so-called ‘facts of the matter’. This is the reason Zizek emphasizes that  [w]hat sets in motion this logic of the ‘theft of enjoyment’ is ... not immediate social reality — the reality [for example] of different ethnic communities living closely together—but the inner antagonism inherent in these communities. It is possible to have a multitude of ethnic communities living side by side without racial tensions (like the Punish and neighbouring communities in Pennsylvania); on the other hand, one does not need a lot of ‘real’ Jews to impute to them some mysterious enjoyment that threatens us (it is a well-known fact that in Nazi Germany, anti—Semitism was most ferocious in those parts where there were almost no Jews; in today’s ex-East Germany, the anti-Semitic Skinheads outnumber Jews by ten to one). Our perception of ‘real’ Jews is always mediated by a symbolic-ideological structure which tries to cope with social antagonism: the real ‘secret’ of the Jew is our own antagonism.63 
The 1AC focus on risk is particularly troubling in this regard. In their fantasy we are autonomous, self deciding subjects, and required to make decisions, with low probability,  that have immense global consequences, without proper knowledge of our actions.  This freedom is paralyzing because of the anxiety pressed upon us by the object of our fantasy. 

Slavoj Zizek, researcher in sociology at the university of Ljubljana, The Ticklish Subject: The absent centre of political ontology, 1999, pg. 334-341

The fundamental deadlock embodied in the existence of different ‘ethical committees’ is the focus of the recently popular theory of the ‘risk society’.  The paradigmatic examples of risks to which this theory refers are global warming, the hole in the ozone layer, mad cow disease, the danger of using nuclear power plants as the source of energy, the unforeseen consequences of the application of genetics to agriculture, and so on. All these cases exemplify what are usually referred to as ‘low probability — high consequence’ risks: no one knows how great the risks are; the probability of the global catastrophe is small — however, if the catastrophe does occur, it will be really terminal. Biologists warn us that the increased use of chemicals in our food and drugs can make the human race extinct not because of a direct ecological catastrophe, but simply by rendering us infertile — this outcome seems improbable, yet it would be catastrophic. The next crucial feature is that these new threats are so-called ‘manufactured risks’: they result from human economic, technological and scientific interventions into nature, which disrupt nat​ural processes so radically that it is no longer possible to elude the responsibility by letting nature itself find a way to re-establish the lost balance. It is also absurd to resort to a New Age turn against science, since these threats are, for the most part, invisible, undetectable, without the diagnostic tools of science. All today’s notions of ecological threat, from the hole in the ozone layer to how fertilizers and chemical food additives are threatening our fertility, are strictly dependent on scientific insight (usually of the most advanced kind). Although the effects of the ‘hole in the ozone layer’ are observable, their causal explanation through reference to this ‘hole’ is a scientific hypothesis: there is no directly observable ‘hole’ up there in the sky. These risks are thus generated by a kind of self-reflexive loop, that is, they are not external risks (like a gigantic comet falling on Earth) but the unforeseen outcome of individuals’ technological and scientific endeavour to control their lives and increase their productivity. Perhaps the supreme example of the dialectical reversal by means of which a new scientific insight, instead of simply magnifying our domination over nature, generates new risks and uncertainties is provided by the prospect that, in a decade or two, genetics will not only be able to identify’ an individual’s complete genetic inheritance, but even manipulate individual genes technologically to effect the desired results and changes (to eradi​cate a tendency towards cancer, and so on). Far from resulting in total predictability and certainty, however, this very radical self-objectivization (the situation in which, in the guise of the genetic formula, I will be able to confront what I ‘objectively am’) will generate even more radical uncertainties about what the actual psychosocial effects of such knowledge and its applications will be. (What will become of the notions of freedom and responsibility? What will be the unforeseen consequences of meddling with genes?) This conjunction of low probability and high consequence makes the standard Aristotelian strategy of avoiding both extremes virtually imposs​ible: it is as if it is impossible today to assume a moderate rational position between scaremongering (ecologists who depict an impending universal catastrophe) and covering up (downplaying the dangers). The downplay​ing strategy can always emphasize the fact that scaremongering at best takes as certain conclusions which are not fully grounded in scientific observations; while the scaremongering strategy, of course, is fully justified in retorting that once it is possible to predict the catastrophe with full certainty, it will be, by definition, already too late. The problem is that there is no objective scientific or other way to acquire certainty about existence and extent: it is not simply a matter of exploitative corporations or government agencies downplaying the dangers — there is in fact no way to establish the extent of the risk with certainty; scientists and speculators themselves are unable to provide the final answer; we are bombarded daily by new discoveries which reverse previous common views. What if it turns out that fat really prevents cancer? What if global warming is actually the result of a natural cycle, and we should pump even more carbon dioxide into the atmosphere? There is a priori no proper measure between the ‘excess’ of scare​mongering and the indecisive procrastination of ‘Don’t let’s panic, we don’t yet have conclusive results’. For example, apropos of global warm​ing, the logic of ‘let us avoid both extremes, the careless further emission of carbon dioxide as well as the quick shutting-down of thousands of factories, and proceed gradually’ is clearly meaningless.23 Again, this impenetrability is not simply a matter of ‘complexity’, but of reflexivity: the new opaqueness and impenetrability (the radical uncertainty as to the ultimate consequences of our actions) is not due to the fact that we are puppets in the hands of some transcendent global Power (Fate, Historical Necessity, the Market); on the contrary, it is due to the fact that ‘nobody is in charge’, that there is no such power, no ‘Other of the Other’ pulling the strings — opaqueness is grounded in the very fact that today’s society is thoroughly ‘reflexive’, that there is no Nature or Tradition providing a firm foundation on which one can rely, that even our innermost impetuses (sexual orientation, etc.) are more and more experienced as something to be chosen. How to feed and educate a child, how to proceed in sexual seduction, how and what to eat, how to relax and amuse oneself — all these spheres are increasingly ‘colonized’ by reflexivity, that is, experi​enced as something to be learned and decided upon. Is not the ultimate example of reflexivity in today’s art the crucial role of the curator? His role is not limited to mere selection — through his selection, he (re)defines what art is today. That is to say: today’s art exhibitions display objects which, at least for the traditional approach, have nothing to do with art, up to human excrement and dead animals — so why is this to be perceived as art? Because what we see is the curator’s choice. When we visit an exhibition today, we are thus not directly observing works of art — what we are observing is the curator’s notion of what art is; in short, the ultimate artist is not the producer but the curator, his activity of selection. The ultimate deadlock of the risk society lies in the gap between knowledge and decision, between the chain of reasons and the act which resolves the dilemma (in Lacanese: between S2 and Si): there is no one who ‘really knows’ the global outcome — on the level of positive knowl​edge, the situation is radically ‘indecidable’; but we none the less have to decide. Of course, this gap was there all the time: when an act of decision grounds itself in a chain of reasons, it always retroactively ‘colours’ these reasons so that they support this decision —just think of the believer who is well aware that the reasons for his belief are comprehensible only to those who have already decided to believe.. . . What we encounter in the contemporary risk society, however, is something much more radical: the opposite of the standard forced choice about which Lacan speaks, that is, of a situation in which I am free to choose on condition that I make the right choice, so that the only thing left for me to do is to accomplish the empty gesture of pretending to accomplish freely what is in any case imposed on me.24 In the contemporary risk society, we are dealing with something entirely different: the choice is really ‘free’ and is, for this very reason, experienced as even more frustrating — we find ourselves con​stantly in the position of having to decide about matters that will funda​mentally affect our lives, but without a proper foundation in knowledge. What Ulrich Beck calls the ‘second Enlightenment’ is thus, with regard to this crucial point, the exact reversal of the aim of the ‘first Enlighten​ment’: to bring about a society in which fundamental decisions would lose their ‘irrational’ character and become fully grounded in good reasons (in a correct insight into the state of things): the ‘second Enlightenment imposes on each of us the burden of making crucial decisions which may affect our very survival without any proper foundation in Knowledge —
all the expert government panels and ethical committees, and so on, are there to conceal this radical openness and uncertainty. Again, far from being experienced as liberating, this compulsion to decide freely is experienced as an anxiety-provoking obscene gamble, a kind of ironic reversal of predestination: I am held accountable for decisions which I was forced to make without proper knowledge of the situation. The freedom of decision enjoyed by the subject of the ‘risk society’ is not the freedom of someone who can freely choose his destiny, but the anxiety-provoking freedom of someone who is constantly compelled to make decisions without being aware of their consequences. There is no guaran​tee that the democratic politicization of crucial decisions, the active involvement of thousands of concerned individuals, will necessarily improve the quality and accuracy of decisions, and thus effectively lessen the risks — here one is tempted to evoke the answer of a devout Catholic to the atheist liberal criticism that they, Catholics, are so stupid as to believe in the infallibility of the Pope: ‘We Catholics at least believe in the infallibility of one and only one person; does not democracy rely on a much more risky notion that the majority of the people, millions of them, are infallible?’ The subject thus finds himself in a Kafkaesque situation of being guilty of not even knowing what (if anything) he is guilty of: I am forever haunted by~ the prospect that I have already made decisions which will endanger me and everyone I love, but I will learn the truth only — if ever —
when it is already too late. Here let us recall the figure of Forrest Gump, that perfect ‘vanishing mediator’, the very opposite of the Master (the one who symbolically registers an event by nominating it, by inscribing it into the big Other): Gump is presented as the innocent bystander who, simply by doing what he does, unknowingly sets in motion a shift of historic proportions. When he visits Berlin to play football, and inadver​tently throws the ball across the wall, he thereby starts the process which brings down the wall; when he visits Washington and is given a room in the Watergate complex, he notices some strange things going on in the rooms across the yard in the middle of the night, calls the guard, and sets in motion the events which culminated in Nixon’s downfall — is this not the ultimate metaphor for the situation at which the proponents of the notion of ‘risk society’ aim, a situation in which we are forced to make moves whose ultimate effects are beyond our grasp? In what precise way does the notion of the ‘risk society’ involve the nonexistence of the big Other? The most obvious point would be the fact —emphasized again and again by Beck and Giddens — that today we live in a society which comes after Nature and Tradition: in our active engagement with the world around us, we can no longer rely either on Nature as the permanent foundation and resource of our activity (there is always the danger that our activity will disrupt and disturb the stable cycle of natural reproduction), or on Tradition as the substantial form of customs that predetermine our lives. However, the break is more radical. Although the dissolution of all traditional links is the standard theme of nineteenth-century capitalist modernization, repeatedly described by Marx (the ‘all that is solid melts into air’ theme), the whole point of Marx’s analysis is that this unheard-of dissolution of all traditional forms, far from bringing about a society in which individuals run their lives collectively and freely, engenders its own form of anonymous Destiny in the guise of market relations. On the one hand, the market does involve a fundamental dimension of risk: it is an impenetrable mechanism which can, in a wholly unpredictable way, ruin the effort of an honest worker and make a sleazy speculator rich — nobody knows what the final outcome of speculation will be. However, although our acts can have unforeseen and unintended consequences, the notion still persists that they are co​ordinated by the infamous ‘invisible hand of the market’, the basic premise the reins and taking care of everything. There was actually a perverse kind of liberation in this possibility of shifting the burden of responsibility on to the Other. In her report on a voyage through post-Communist Poland, the country of her youth, Eva Hoffman relates how the infamous desolate greyness of the socialist environs, with depressing concrete buildings on broad streets without posters or neon lights, looked different, even more oppressive, in 1990:  I know this grayness; I even used to love it, as part of the mood and weather with which one grew up here, and which sank into the bones with a comforting melancholy. Why, then, does it seem so much more desolate than before? I guess I’m looking at it with different antennae, without the protective filters of the system, which was the justification, the explanation for so much: even for the gray. Indeed, the drabness was partly Their doing, a matter not only of economics hut of deliberate puritanism.., now this neighbourhood is just what it is, bareness stripped of significance.25  What we have here is the perversely liberating aspect of alienation in actually existing Socialism: reality was not really ‘ours’ (the ordinary people’s), it belonged to Them (the Party nomenklatura); its greyness bore witness to Their oppressive rule and, paradoxically, this made it much easier to endure life; jokes could be told about everyday troubles, about the lack of ordinary objects like soap and toilet paper — although we suffered the material consequences of these troubles, the jokes were at Their expense, we told them from an exempt, liberated position. Now, with Them out of power, we are suddenly and violently compelled to assume this drab greyness: it is no longer Theirs, it is ours... . What happens today, with the ‘postmodern’ risk society, is that there is no ‘Invisible Hand’ whose mechanism, blind as it may be, somehow re​establishes the balance; no Other Scene in which the accounts are properly kept, no fictional Other Place in which, from the perspective of the Last Judgement, our acts will be properly located and accounted for. Not only do we not know what our acts will in fact amount to, there is even no global mechanism regulating our interactions — this is what the properly ‘postmodern’ nonexistence of the big Other means. Foucault spoke of the ‘strategies without subject’ that Power uses in its reproduc​tion — here we have almost the exact opposite: subjects caught in the unpredictable consequences of their acts, but no global strategy dominat​ing and regulating their interplay. Individuals who are still caught in the traditional modernist paradigm are desperately looking for another agency which one could legitimately elevate into the position of the Subject Supposed to Know, and which would somehow guarantee our choice: ethical committees, the scientific community itself, government authority, up to the paranoiac big Other, the secret invisible Master of conspiracy theories. So what is wrong with the theory of the risk society? Does it not fully endorse the nonexistence of the big Other, and draw all ethico-political consequences from this? The problem is that, paradoxically, this theory is simultaneously too specific and too general: with all its emphasis on how the ‘second modernization’ forces us to transform old notions of human agency, social organization, and so on, up to the most intimate ways of relating to our sexual identity, the theory of the risk society nevertheless underestimates the impact of the emerging new societal logic on the very fundamental status of subjectivity; on the other hand, in conceiving of risk and manufactured uncertainty as a universal feature of contemporary life, this theory obfuscates the concrete socioeconomic roots of these risks. And it is my contention that psychoanalysis and Marxism, as a rule dismissed by theorists of the risk society as outdated expressions of the first-wave modernization (the fight of the rational agency to bring the impenetrable Unconscious to light; the idea of a self-transparent society controlled by the ‘common intellect’), can contribute to a critical clarifi​cation of these two points.  of free-market ideology: each of us pursues his/her particular interests, and the ultimate result of this clash and interaction of the multiplicity of individual acts and conflicting intentions is global welfare. In this notion of the ‘cunning of Reason’, the big Other survives as the social Substance in which we all participate by our acts, as the mysterious spectral agency that somehow re-establishes the balance. The fundamental Marxist idea, of course, is that this figure of the big Other, of the alienated social Substance — that is, the anonymous market as the modern form of Fate — can be superseded, and social life brought under the control of humanity’s ‘collective intellect’. In this way, Marx remained within the confines of the ‘first modernization’, which aimed at the establishment of a self-transparent society regulated by the ‘collective intellect’; no wonder this project found its perverted realization in actually existing Socialism, which — despite the extreme uncertainty of an individ​ual’s fate, at least in the times of paranoiac political purges — was perhaps the most radical attempt to suspend the uncertainty that pertains to capitalist modernization. Real Socialism’s (modest) appeal is best exem​plified by the election slogan of Slobodan Milosevic’s Socialist Party in the first ‘free’ elections in Serbia: ‘With us, there is no uncertainty!’ —although life was poor and drab, there was no need to worry about the future; everyone’s modest existence was guaranteed; the Party took care of everything — that is, all decisions were made by Them. Despite their contempt for the regime, people none the less half-consciously trusted ‘Them’, relied on ‘Them’, believed that there was somebody holding all 
The implication is extermination, which is unethical. The fantasy of the 1AC sustains a position of ‘necessity’ vis-à-vis the slaughter of populations. Every appeal to empirics and predictability should be viewed with skepticism because it rests on a projection between the debate space and the levers of power. Think about the 1AC- any congressperson speaking about the inevitable destruction of the world due to the collapse of rare earth minerals, mercantilism, etc would be treated as laughable. 

Slavoj Zizek, Professor of Sociology at the Institute for Sociology, Ljubljana University, 2003, The Puppet and the Dwarf: The Perverse Core of Christianity, p. 160-63

What such experiences show is the limitation of the ordinary “historical” notion of time: at each moment in time, there are mul​tiple possibilities waiting to be realized; once one of them actualizes itself, others are cancelled. The supreme case of such an agent of his​torical time is the Leibnizian God who created the best possible world: before creation, He had in His mind the entire panoply of possible worlds, and His decision consisted in choosing the best one among these options. Here, possibility precedes choice: the choice is a choice among possibilities. What is unthinkable within this hori​zon of linear historical evolution is the notion of a choice/act that retroactively opens up its own possibility: the idea that the emer​gence of a radically New retroactively changes the past—not the ac​tual past, of course (we are not in the realms of science fiction), but past possibilities, or, to put it in more formal terms, the value of modal propositions about the past—exactly what happens in the case described by Bergson.2’ Dupuy’s point is that, if we are to confront the threat of a (cosmic or environmental) catastrophe properly, we need to break out of this “historical” notion of temporality: we have to introduce a new no​tion of time. Dupuy calls this time the “time of a project,” of a closed circuit between past and future: the future is causally produced by our acts in the past, while the way we act is determined by our anticipation of the future, and our reaction to this anticipation. This cir​cuit, of course, generates the host of well-known paradoxes of self-realizing prophecy: if we expect X to happen, and act accordingly, X will in fact happen. More interesting are the negative versions: if we expect/predict X (a catastrophe), and act against it, to prevent it, the outcome will be the same whether or not the catastrophe actu​ally happens. If it happens, our preventive acts will be dismissed as irrelevant (“you can’t fight destiny”); if it doesn’t, it will be the same— that is, since the catastrophe (in which we did not believe, despite our knowledge) was perceived as impossible, our preventive acts will again be dismissed as irrelevant (recall the aftermath of the Millennium Bug!). Is this second option, then, the only choice to take as a rational strategy? We envisage a catastrophe, then act to pre​vent it, in the hope that the very success of our preventive acts will render the prospect that prompted us to act ridiculous and irrele​vant—one should heroically assume the role of excessive panic-monger in order to save humanity... . However, the circle is not completely closed: back in the 1970s, Bernard Brodie pointed the way out of this deadlock of the closed circle apropos of the strategy of MAD (mutually assured destruction) in the Cold War: It is a strange paradox of our time that one of the crucial factors which make the [nuclear] dissuasion effectively function, and func​tion so well, is the underlying fear that, in a really serious crisis, it can fail. In such circumstances, one does not ploy with fate. If we were ab​solutely certain that the nuclear dissuasion is one hundred per cent efficient in its role of protecting us against a nuclear assault, then its dissuasive value against a conventional war would have dropped to close to zero.22 The paradox here is a very precise one: the MAD strategy works not because it is perfect, but because of its very imperfection. That is to say, a perfect strategy (if one side nukes the other, the other will au​tomatically respond, and both sides will thus be destroyed) has a fa​tal flaw: what if the attacking side counts on the fact that, even after its first strike, the opponent will continue to act as a rational agent? His choice is now: with his country mostly destroyed, he can either strike back, thus causing total catastrophe, the end of humanity, or not strike back, thus enabling the survival of humanity and, thereby, at least the possibility of a later revival of his own country A rational agent would choose the second option. What makes the strategy efficient is the very fact that we can never be sure that it will work perfectly: what if a situation spirals out of control, for a variety of easily imaginable reasons (from the “irra​tional” aggressivity of one side to simple technological failures or miscommunications)? It is because of this permanent threat that neither side wants to come anywhere near the prospect of MAD, so they ovoid even conventional war: if the strategy were perfect, it would, on the contrary, endorse the attitude “Let’s fight a full-scale conven​tional war, since we both know that neither side will risk the fateful step toward a nuclear strike!” So the actual constellation of MAD is not “If we follow the MAD strategy, the nuclear catastrophe will not take place,” but: “If we follow the MAD strategy, the nuclear catas​trophe will not take place, unless there is some unforeseeable accident.” And the same goes today for the prospect of ecological catastrophe: if we do nothing, it will happen, and if we do everything we can, it will not happen, unless there is some unforeseeable accident. This “unforeseeable factor e” is precisely the remainder of the Real that disturbs the per​fect self-closure of the “time of the project”—if we write this time as a circle, it is a cut that prevents the full closure of the circle (ex​actly as Lacan writes l’objet petit a). What confirms this paradoxical status of e is that, in it, possibility and impossibility, positive and negative, coincide: it renders the strategy of prevention effective precisely insofar as it hinders its full efficiency. So it is crucial not to perceive this “catastrophist strategy” in the old terms of linear historical causality: the reason this strategy works is not that, today, we are faced with multiple future possibilities and, within this multitude, we choose the option to act to prevent a ca​tastrophe. Since the catastrophe cannot be “domesticated” as just another possibility, the only option is to posit it as real: “one has to inscribe the catastrophe into the future in a much more radical way. One has to render it unavoidable.”23 Here we should introduce the notion of minimal “alienation” constitutive of the symbolic order and of the social field as such: al​though I know very well that my future fate, and that of the society in which I live, depends causally on the present activity of millions of individuals like me, I nonetheless believe in destiny, that is, I be​lieve that the future is run by an anonymous power independent of the will and acts of any individual. “Alienation” consists in the min​imal “objectivization” on account of which I abstract from my active role, and perceive historical process as an “objective” process that follows its path independently of my plans. (On a different level, the same goes for the individual agent in the market: while he is fully aware that the price of a product on the market depends (also) on his acts, his selling and buying, he nonetheless keeps the price of a prod​uct there fixed, perceiving it as a given quantity to which he then re​acts.) The point, of course, is that these two levels intersect: in the present, I do not act blindly; I react to the prospect of what the fu​ture will be.

Our alternative is to traverse the fantasy of political control. It is not a rational action, but propelling us to accept confusion uncertainty, often if you feel like saying “what did I just do” you have actually challenged the features of fantasy. The very notion of a permutation is an apriori scandal because it maintains the hold on desire. 

Slavoj Zizek, researcher in sociology at the university of Ljubljana, The Ticklish Subject: The absent centre of political ontology, 1999, pg. 374-377

Whenever a subject is ‘active’ (especially when he is driven into frenetic hyperactivity), the question to be asked is: what is the underlying fantasy sustaining this activity? The act — as opposed to activity — occurs only when this phantasmic background itself is disturbed. In this precise sense, act for Lacan is on the side of the object qua real as opposed to signifier (to ‘speech act’): we can perform speech acts only in so far as we have accepted the fundamental alienation in the symbolic order and the phantasmic support necessary for the functioning of this order, while the act as real is an event which occurs ex nihilo, without any phantasmic support. As such, the act as object is also to be opposed to the subject, at least in the standard Lacanian sense of the ‘alienated’ divided subject: the correlate to the act is a divided subject, but not in the sense that, because of this division, the act is always failed, displaced, and so on — on the contrary, the act in its traumatic tuche is that which divides the subject who can never subjectivize it, assume it as ‘his own’, posit himself as its author—agent — the authentic act that I accomplish is always by definition a foreign body, an intruder which simultaneously attracts/fascinates and repels me, so that if and when I come too close to it, this leads to my aphanisis, self-erasure. If there is a subject to the act, it is not the subject of subjectivization, of integrating the act into the universe of symbolic integration and recognition, of assuming the act as ‘my own’, but, rather, an uncanny ‘acephalous’ subject through which the act takes place as that which is ‘in him more than himself’. The act thus designates the level at which the fundamental divisions and displacements usually associated with the ‘Lacanian subject’ (the split between the subject of the enuncia​tion and the subject of the enunciated/statement; the subject’s ‘decentre​ment’ with regard to the symbolic big Other; etc.) are momentarily suspended — in the act, the subject, as Lacan puts it, posits himself as his own cause, and is no longer determined by the decentred object-cause. For that reason, Kant’s description of how a direct insight into the Thing in itself (the noumenal God) would deprive us of our freedom and turn us into lifeless puppets if we subtract from it the scenic imagery (fascination with the Divine Majesty) and reduce it to the essential (an entity performing what it does ‘automatically’, without any inner turmoil and struggle), paradoxically fits the description of the (ethical) act perfectly — this act is precisely something which unexpectedly ‘just occurs’, it is an occurrence which also (and even most) surprises its agent itself (after an authentic act, my reaction is always ‘Even I don’t know how I was able to do that, it just happened!’). The paradox is thus that, in an authentic act, the highest freedom coincides with the utmost passivity, with a reduction to a lifeless automaton who blindly performs its gestures. The problematic of the act thus compels us to accept the radical shift of perspective involved in the modern notion of finitude: what is so difficult to accept is not the fact that the true act in which noumenal and phenomenal dimensions coincide is forever out of our reach; the true trauma lies in the opposite awareness that there are acts, that they do occur, and that we have to come to terms with them. In the criticism of Kant implicit in this notion of the act, Lacan is thus close to Hegel, who also claimed that the unity of the noumenal and the phenomenal adjourned ad infinitum in Kant is precisely what takes place every time an authentic act is accomplished. Kant’s mistake was to presuppose that there is an act only in so far as it is adequately ‘subjectiv​ized’, that is, accomplished with a pure Will (a Will free of any ‘pathologi​cal’ motivations); and, since one can never be sure that what I did was in fact prompted by the moral Law as its sole motive (i.e. since there is always a lurking suspicion that I accomplished a moral act in order to find pleasure in the esteem of my peers, etc.), the moral act turns into something which in fact never happens (there are no saints on this earth), but can only be posited as the final point of an infinite asymptotic approach of the purification of the soul — for that reason, that is, in order none the less to guarantee the ultimate possibility of the act, Kant had to propose his postulate of the immortality of the soul (which, as can be shown, effectively amounts to its very opposite, to the Sadeian fantasy of the immortality of the body61) — only in such a way can one hope that after endless approximation, one will reach the point of being able to accom​plish a true moral act. The point of Lacan’s criticism is thus that an authentic act does not — as Kant assumes on misleading self-evidence — presuppose its agent ‘on the level of the act’ (with his will purified of all pathological motivations, etc.) — it is not only possible, even inevitable, that the agent is not ‘on the level of its act’, that he himself is unpleasantly surprised by the ‘crazy thing he has just done’, and unable fully to come to terms with it. This, incidentally, is the usual structure of heroic acts: somebody who, for a long time, has led an opportunistic life of maneuvering and compromises, all of a sudden, inexplicably even to himself, resolves to stand firm, cost what it may — this, precisely, was how Giordano Bruno, after a long history of rather cowardly attacks and retreats, unexpectedly decided to stick to his views. The paradox of the act thus lies in the fact that although it is not ‘intentional’ in the usual sense of the term of consciously willing it, it is nevertheless accepted as something for which its agent is fully responsible —‘I cannot do otherwise, yet I am none the less fully free in doing it.’ Consequently, this Lacanian notion of act also enables us to break with the deconstructionist ethics of the irreducible finitude, of how our situ​ation is always that of a displaced being caught in a constitutive lack, so that all we can do is heroically assume this lack, the fact that our situation is that of being thrown into an impenetrable finite context;62 the corollary of this ethics, of course, is that the ultimate source of totalitarian and other catastrophes is man’s presumption that he can overcome this condition of finitude, lack and displacement, and ‘act like God’, in a total transparency, overcoming his constitutive division. Lacan’s answer to this is that absolute/unconditional acts do occur, but not in the (idealist) guise of a self-transparent gesture performed by a subject with a pure Will who fully intends them — they occur, on the contrary, as a totally unpredictable tuche, a miraculous event which shatters our lives. To put it in somewhat pathetic terms, this is how the ‘divine’ dimension is present in our lives, and the different modalities of ethical betrayal relate precisely to the different ways of betraying the act—event: the true source of Evil is not a finite mortal man who acts like God, but a man who denies that divine miracles occur and reduces himself to just another finite mortal being. One should reread Lacan’s matrix of the four discourses as the three modes of coming to terms with the trauma of the (analyst’s) act;63 to these three strategies of disavowal of the act, one should add the fourth, properly psychotic one: since an authentic act involves the choice of the Worse, since it is by definition catastrophic (for the existing discursive universe), let us then directly provoke a catastrophe and the act will somehow occur . . . (therein lies the desperate ‘terrorist’ act of trying to ‘sober’ the masses lulled into ideological sleep, from the RAF in the Germany of the early 1970s to the Unabomber). While this temptation must, of course, be resisted, one should no less firmly resist the opposite temptation of the different modalities of dissociating the act from its inherent ‘catastrophic’ consequences. In so far as the political act par excellence is a revolution, two opposing strategies arise here: one can endeavour to separate the noble Idea of the Revolution from its abominable reality (recall Kant’s celebration of the sublime feeling the French Revolution evoked in the enlightened public all over Europe, which goes hand in hand with utter disdain for the reality of the revolutionary events themselves), or one can idealize the authentic revolutionary act itself, and bemoan its regrettable but unavoidable later betrayal (recall the nostalgia of Trotskyite and other radical Leftists for the early days of the Revolution, with workers’ councils popping up spontaneously’ everywhere, against the Thermidor, that is, the later ossification of the Revolution into a new hierarchical state structure). Against all these temptations, one should insist on the unconditional need to endorse the act fully in all its consequences. Fidelity is not fidelity to the principles betrayed by the contingent facticity of their actualization, but fidelity to the consequences entailed by the full actualization of the (revolutionary) principles. Within the horizon of what precedes the act, the act always and by definition appears as a change ‘from Bad to Worse’ (the usual criticism of conservatives against revolutionaries: yes, the situ​ation is bad, but your solution is even worse...). The proper heroism of the act is fully to assume this Worse. 
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US-EU trade deal will pass now and is a priority, but political capital is key --- revitalizes US-EU relations.

Business Day, 3-6, p. www.businessdayonline.com/NG/index.php/analysis/commentary/52571-winning-the-transatlantic-trade-challenge

US President Barack Obama’s announcement that negotiations will begin on a comprehensive “Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership” has generated excitement on both sides of the Atlantic. After a restless month in which it appeared that momentum for talks had dissipated, the announcement has renewed hope that a transformative agreement between the United States and the European Union can be reached.  Though commentators and policymakers have noted the numerous challenges inherent in such a pact, the general mood is one of optimism, reflected in US Secretary of State John Kerry’s comments in Berlin during his first overseas trip since taking office. But, in order to prevent negotiations from stalling over sensitive topics, such as subsidies and food safety, key political actors should first convene to resolve core differences. If combined with continued senior-level engagement, such an approach could make or break the deal.  The economic benefits of a trade agreement between economies that, together, account for more than 50 percent of global output and maintain nearly $4 trillion in cross-border investment are evident. Such an agreement could also transform transatlantic ties more broadly.  An ambitious transatlantic trade pact that is fully compatible with World Trade Organization standards and accepting of third parties should aspire to more than laying the groundwork for an “economic NATO.” Indeed, it should seek to create the foundation for a free-trade area of the entire Atlantic basin, with membership extending to Africa and Latin America.  The completion of a US-EU trade agreement would reenergize a transatlantic relationship that has been weighed down by the eurozone crisis and is at risk of becoming strategically irrelevant. Yet, sadly, we have been down this road before, only to run out of pavement.  In the mid-1990’s, as policymakers sought to reframe post-Cold War US-European relations, there was movement toward the establishment of a transatlantic free-trade area (TAFTA). But US fatigue following the conclusion of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) with Canada and Mexico, together with rising domestic protectionism, helped to keep TAFTA on the ground. The most recent push, in 2007, was derailed by policy disagreements, particularly over health and safety standards.  The current environment appears to be more favorable. The economic boost provided from such a partnership is badly needed on both sides of the Atlantic. In the US, free trade provides Obama with a potential major policy victory on an issue that should garner bipartisan support. Meanwhile, negotiations offer Europe the opportunity to shift its narrative from the monotonous drone of crisis management to a genuine recipe for growth.  And, of course, there is now the impetus posed by the world’s rising economic powers, which are challenging the ability of the US and Europe to dictate the standards of international trade.  It has been suggested that a good way to start the talks would be to consider the free-trade and free-trade-related agreements that the US and EU already have in place. But the success of the upcoming talks will need more than positive atmospherics and a starting line for technical negotiations. Achieving an agreement also requires political will at the highest levels.  In the US, the president and Congress must both be engaged to ensure that entrenched domestic interests, such as agriculture and civil aviation, do not impede a potential agreement. The truly contentious issues – genetically modified (GM) food, subsidies, and intellectual-property rights – should be raised with the key political actors now, not later. And, including US congressional leaders – particularly House and Senate Republicans who support such a deal – in the talks from the beginning would increase the chances of success, because an agreement would not be seen solely as a victory for the Obama administration. 

Plan sucks up capital
Morgan, 11 (Curtis, Tampa Bay Times, “A year after Deepwater Horizon disaster, opposition to oil drilling fades” 4/18, http://www.tampabay.com/news/environment/a-year-after-deepwater-horizon-disaster-opposition-to-oil-drilling-fades/1164429) 

In Washington, the Obama administration has adopted what Interior Secretary Salazar called a"thoughtful and deliberate approach'' to reopening the gulf, with a new oversight agency and new safety measures — notably, one mandating that the industry develop deep-water containment systems for worst-case blowouts, like the one that destroyed the Deepwater Horizon. In October, the White House lifted the drilling ban it imposed after the BP spill but didn't start issuing new permits until last month, approving 10 new deep water wells so far, with 15 more in process. The administration also agreed to open new territory for exploration by selling new leases — but only in the already heavily drilled central and western gulf. The three bills approved by a House committee last week don't target Florida waters specifically but lawmakers potentially could use them as tools to carve out prime areas for drilling, or shrink or lift the moratorium. For now, with the House and Senate controlled by different parties, it's doubtful any drilling bill can make it out of Congress. Nelson and most environmentalists believe the ban on Florida's federal waters can survive political pressure and maneuvering. "President Obama would have to lose and Bill Nelson would have to lose and they'd have to be replaced by people who want to remove that boundary,'' said Fuller of the Florida Wildlife Federation. "I don't think that is going to happen.'' A more serious threat, they say, is the possibility of a future Florida Legislature opening up state-controlled waters. That move would make it politically difficult to justify a continuing federal ban. A coalition of environmental groups, Save Our Seas, Beaches and Shores, launched a petition drive after the 2009 House vote to put a ban on drilling in state waters into the Florida Constitution. Former Gov. Charlie Crist's effort to do the same thing during a special legislative session in July proved dead on arrival. So far, Fuller acknowledged, only a few thousand signatures have been gathered through an online site, far short of the nearly 700,000 needed. In February, Crist's former chief financial officer, Alex Sink, who lost the governor's race to Scott, agreed to co-chair the petition drive with the goal of getting an amendment proposal on the ballot by 2012 or, more realistically, the following year. Fuller doesn't anticipate lawmakers trying to ram through a divisive drilling bill in the near future but "that is one reason why we want it in the Constitution. We don't want to see it as a possibility at all.''
Political capital is key.

Dallas News, 2-24, p. www.dallasnews.com/opinion/editorials/20130224-editorial-european-trade-would-boost-u.s.-and-obama.ece

American labor and environmental groups should like the pact as well. They generally are lukewarm to international trade agreements because of the working and ecological conditions in some nations. But Europe has robust labor laws and environmental standards. That should make a treaty more palatable for these special-interest groups. To make this deal a reality, Obama will have to put his political capital on the line. The treaty will require enormous negotiations over many regulations, particularly in the agricultural arena, where Europe and the U.S. differ in areas such as genetically modified foods. Americans would gain much from bold presidential leadership. So would Obama. This proposal is a chance for him to recast his legacy, much like presidents before him have done.

Transatlantic relations are critical to prevent terrorism – including bioterror.

Daniel Hamilton, Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at Johns Hopkins University, June 11, 2003, Future of Transatlantic Relations, FDCH Congressional Testimony, p. lexis

It is unlikely that a successful effort to strengthen homeland security can be conducted in isolation from one's allies. The U.S. may be a primary target for Al-Qaeda, but we know it has also planned major operations in Europe. A terrorist WMD attack on Europe would immediately affect American civilians, American forces, and American interests. If such an attack involved contagious disease, it could threaten the American homeland itself in a matter of hours. The SARS epidemic, while deadly, is simply a "mild" portent of what may be to come. Bioterrorism in particular is a first-order strategic threat to the Euro-Atlantic community. A bioterrorist attack in Europe or North America is more likely and could be as consequential as a nuclear attack, but requires a different set of national and international responses. Europeans and Americans alike are woefully ill-prepared for such challenges. In the aftermath of the September 11 attacks, it has become very clear that controlling borders, operating ports, or managing airports and train stations in the age of globalization involves a delicate balance of identifying and intercepting weapons and terrorists without excessively hindering trade, legal migration, travel and tourism upon which European and American prosperity increasingly depends. Efforts to protect the U.S. homeland against cyberattack, for example, can hardly be conducted in isolation from key allies whose economies and information networks are so intertwined with ours. Unless there is systematic trans-European and trans-Atlantic coordination in the area of preparedness, each side of the Atlantic is at greater risk of attack.

Extinction results.

John D. Steinbruner, Brookings senior fellow and chair in international security, vice chair of the committee on international security and arms control of the National Academy of Sciences, Winter 1997, Foreign Policy, “Biological weapons: a plague upon all houses,” n109 p85(12), infotrac

Although human pathogens are often lumped with nuclear explosives and lethal chemicals as potential weapons of mass destruction, there is an obvious, fundamentally important difference: Pathogens are alive, weapons are not. Nuclear and chemical weapons do not reproduce themselves and do not independently engage in adaptive behavior; pathogens do both of these things. That deceptively simple observation has immense implications. The use of a manufactured weapon is a singular event. Most of the damage occurs immediately. The aftereffects, whatever they may be, decay rapidly over time and distance in a reasonably predictable manner. Even before a nuclear warhead is detonated, for instance, it is possible to estimate the extent of the subsequent damage and the likely level of radioactive fallout. Such predictability is an essential component for tactical military planning. The use of a pathogen, by contrast, is an extended process whose scope and timing cannot be precisely controlled. For most potential biological agents, the predominant drawback is that they would not act swiftly or decisively enough to be an effective weapon. But for a few pathogens - ones most likely to have a decisive effect and therefore the ones most likely to be contemplated for deliberately hostile use - the risk runs in the other direction. A lethal pathogen that could efficiently spread from one victim to another would be capable of initiating an intensifying cascade of disease that might ultimately threaten the entire world population. The 1918 influenza epidemic demonstrated the potential for a global contagion of this sort but not necessarily its outer limit.
Solvency

Status quo solves – we’re almost at SPR capacity – their evidence doesn’t say it has to be FULL, just that it has to be CREDIBLE

Matthew DiLallo, 3/27/13, “Do We Still Need the Strategic Petroleum Reserve?”, http://www.fool.com/investing/general/2013/03/27/do-we-still-need-the-strategic-petroleum-reserve.aspx, acc. 
Last week T. Boone Pickens put out a video blog post questioning whether we really needed to keep our vast Strategic Petroleum Reserves, or SPR, stocked with oil. According to Pickens, we have about 750 million barrels of crude oil just sitting in storage. Given the massive oil production growth we're seeing here in the U.S., he thinks that we should start trimming these reserves. My question is whether that's really a good enough reason to end this insurance policy.  Before we get to that question, let's get a quick refresher on the SPR. It was established in the aftermath of the 1973-1974 oil embargo to provide the U.S. economy with a temporary solution to alleviate future oil shocks. Currently, we have just shy of 700 million barrels of oil in the SPR and its current capacity is 727 million barrels of oil. The oil is stored in salt domes at four different sites along the Gulf Coast.

China

NO China war escalation

it is unlikely, this is from THEIR AUTHIR

Fisher, 10/31/2011 (Max – associate editor at the Atlantic, 5 Most Likely Ways the U.S. and China Could Spark Accidental Nuclear War, The Atlantic, p. http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2011/10/5-most-likely-ways-the-us-and-china-could-spark-accidental-nuclear-war/247616/#slide1)
But the U.S. and China have not yet clarified their red lines for nuclear strikes. The kinds of bizarre, freak accidents that the U.S. and Soviet Union barely survived in 1983 might well bring today's two Pacific powers into conflict -- unless, of course, they can clarify their rules. Of the many ways that the U.S. and China could stumble into the nightmare scenario that neither wants, here are five of the most likely. Any one of these appears to be extremely unlikely in today's world. But that -- like the Soviet mishaps of the 1980s -- is exactly what makes them so dangerous.
The Foxton evidence doesn’t say that Japanese alternative energy is key to global AE

Their Woods evidence is bullshit. Zero warrant for why Japan is key to alternative energy and Warming.

No Senkaku war—its just media hype. no military capability 

Park 12 International Affairs Review Sungtae Park is a M.A. Security Policy Studies student at the George Washington University’s Elliott School of International Affairs. He has also written articles for CSIS (Center for Strategic and International Studies) and Brandeis International Journal.http://www.iar-gwu.org/node/434
There are also logistical reasons why a war over the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands is unlikely. It is generally believed that neither China nor Japan at the moment has the military capability to wage a full-scale conventional war against the other. If China and Japan were to fight a war, the initial fighting would take place on water. The Chinese navy is mainly oriented towards coastal defense and does not have effective naval capabilities to project its power beyond the so-called “first island chain.”  The Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands are part of the first island chain, but the Chinese military would have to stretch its naval capability to the limit in order to fight a war at that point. Even China’s on-going naval modernization is primarily for defensive purposes. The Japanese navy, on the other hand, does have some capability to project its power, but it is very limited. The Japanese military also does not have adequate ground forces to conduct fighting on the Chinese mainland. Even if violence breaks out, such a conflict would be very limited in scope and is highly unlikely that it would turn into a general war or escalate to a nuclear conflict.  A more uncertain factor that must be considered is that the security treaty between the United States and Japan extends to the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands. The treaty makes it possible for the United States to become involved in a military conflict. So far, Washington has taken a neutral stance between China and Japan . The United States is opposed to any violent solution and shares concerns, particularly economic, with both China and Japan about the consequences of a general war. Any major conflict between China and Japan would kill the prospects of global economic recovery. Furthermore, because any conflict between China and Japan would be limited at best, any U.S. involvement due to its security obligation would most likely be limited as well.  In examining the potential for the use of military force, one must consider both intent and capability. Neither China nor Japan has the intent or the capability to fight a war over the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands. While the rhetoric between the two countries may be fierce, it remains subject to reality.

No escalation---China can’t project power, US intervention solves 

James Dobbins 12, directs the International Security and Defense Policy Center at the RAND Corporation, previously served as American Ambassador to the European Community and Assistant Secretary of State, August/September 2012, “War with China,” Survival, Vol. 54, No. 4, p. 7-24

Depending on the nature and severity of a conflict, US objectives could range from enforcing freedom of navigation against a Chinese effort to control maritime activities in the South China Sea, to helping the Philippines defend itself against an air and maritime attack, to supporting Vietnam and shielding Thailand (another treaty ally) in the event of a land war in Southeast Asia. Any likely contingency in the South China Sea or Southeast Asia would make demands on US air and naval power to assure friendly dominance of the battlespace. A war on land could create a demand for US land forces, especially special-forces and forced-entry capabilities. China’s current ability to project substantial power into the South China Sea region is limited; in particular, China’s land-based combat aircraft lack adequate range to operate efficiently so far from home. This assessment will change if China builds aircraft-carrier and air-refuelling capabilities in the coming years. Direct defence in the South China Sea and Southeast Asia should remain a viable strategy for the next 20 years. 

Sino-Japanese relations strong checks their scenario
Xinhua News 10 (Zhang Ning, Xinhua “China-Japan relations show signs of improvement: FM,” 12-17-2010, http://english.cntv.cn/20101217/105123.shtml)

BEIJING, Dec. 16 (Xinhua) -- Sino-Japanese relations have shown signs of improvement and development, Chinese Foreign Ministry spokeswoman Jiang Yu said Thursday. Jiang made the comment at a regular news briefing, attributing the improved ties to "the many meetings and contacts" between Chinese and Japanese leaders at multilateral occasions and the important consensuses they had reached. After a ship collision soured the bilateral ties, Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao and Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan had briefly met in Hanoi ahead of the East Asian Summit and on the sidelines of the Asia-Europe Meeting in Brussels. "Attaching great importance to the bilateral relations, China is willing to work with Japan to promote the mutually strategic relationship to new highs," Jiang said. Both sides should act in accordance with the principles of the four political documents, and maintain the healthy and stable development of the relationship, she said. The four political documents, namely the China-Japan Joint Statement on Comprehensively Advancing Strategic and Reciprocal Relations, the Sino-Japanese Joint Statement, the China-Japan Treaty of Peace and Friendship and the Sino-Japanese Joint Declaration, serve as the bedrock for developing friendly and cooperative relations between the two countries. China is willing to strengthen cooperation with Japan in security dialogue and step up mutual trust, Jiang said. She confirmed that China and Japan would hold their 12th security dialogue in Beijing in the near future. Two Japanese Coast Guard patrol ships and a Chinese trawler collided on Sept. 7 in waters off the Diaoyu Islands in the East China Sea, and Japan illegally detained the trawler's captain. China halted bilateral exchanges at and above the provincial and ministerial levels and suspended talks on expanding aviation services between the two countries.

No impact to Chinese rare earth metals – US supply checks

Bourzac, 10 (12/22/10, Katherine, Technology Review, “US Undermining China's Monopoly on Rare Earth Elements,” http://www.sott.net/articles/show/220384)

Full operations will start at a U.S. mine by the end of next year. Molycorp has secured the permits and funding needed to restart production at a mine in Mountain Pass, California, that would become the first U.S. source of rare earth elements in more than a decade. The mine is one of the world's richest deposits of these elements, which are critical for making components found in a wide range of technologies. On Tuesday, the company announced that it will partner with Hitachi Metals of Japan to turn materials from the mine into high-strength magnets, which are vital in electric vehicles, wind turbines, and many other products. China currently has a lock on the market for rare earth materials: in 2009 it provided 95 percent of the world's supply, or 120,000 tons. This concentration of supply has become a major issue in recent months, particularly after China temporarily blocked exports of these materials to Japan in September. A Critical Materials Strategy document issued by the U.S. Department of Energy last week points to the "risk of supply disruption" in the short term. Worldwide demand for rare earth elements was 125,000 tons in 2010 and is expected to rise to 225,000 tons by 2015. The mine is a 50-acre open pit about 50 miles outside Las Vegas, surrounded by a stark landscape of red-brown mountains, Joshua trees, and the occasional cactus. Molycorp has begun draining groundwater that seeps into the bottom of the pit and removing areas of rock called "overburden" to expose a layer of bastnäsite, a mineral rich in rare earth elements. Expansion of operations will push the mine from a depth of 500 feet to 1,000 feet in the coming years. By 2012, the revamped U.S. mine is expected to produce around 20,000 tons of rare earth materials per year. Molycorp plans to use new processing techniques that it claims are more environmentally friendly and less expensive than conventional methods. The Mountain Pass mine used to be the world's biggest supplier of rare earth elements, but it closed in 2004, after a 1998 wastewater leak and the arrival of Chinese suppliers that offered lower prices. (One reason for the lower prices is that nearly half the rare earths produced in China are made as a by-product of iron mining.) Molycorp expects to sell about 3,000 tons of rare earths this year, produced from ore stockpiled before the mine was closed. It is also gearing up for active mining, with financial support from an initial public offering this summer and recent investment from Japanese firm Sumimoto. The company's total projected production could meet the current demand for rare earths in the United States. Molycorp has not disclosed who its customers will be, but CEO Mark Smith said on a tour of the mine last week that it has inked contracts to sell 25 percent of the 20,000 tons of material it expects to produce during the first year of full-scale operations, in 2012, and has letters of intent to sell the rest. "We're focused on the U.S., Japanese, and European markets," he said. Under current permits, the company could potentially double production, to 40,000 tons a year, beyond 2012. Smith says demand is likely to exceed supply for some years to come, even if Lynas Corporation's Mount Weld mine outside Perth, Australia, begins production as expected in summer 2011. That company expects to produce 15,000 tons of rare earth elements a year by 2015.

Oil

Spare capacity is more than high enough to protect against a supply shock

Leonardo Maugeri, fellow, Geopolitics of Energy Project, Harvard University, OIL: THE NEXT REVOLUTION, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs,Discussion Paper #2012-10, 6—12, p. 64.

The oil market is already adequately supplied with spare capacity of around 4 mbd. This should be able to absorb a major disruption even from a major oil producer like Iran. Furthermore, global production capacity is regularly surpassing demand, in spite of the political and infrastructural problems of several producing countries. In fact, the mere dynamics of supply, demand, and spare capacity cannot explain the high level of oil prices today.
Saudi Arabia is stable – it can withstand attacks, oil disruptions, and other dire predictions – empirics prove

Maugeri ‘12—Research Fellow of the Geopolitics of Energy Project at the Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs; former top manager of Eni, the largest Italian oil company; former Visiting Scholar @ MIT; International Counselor of CSIS; Senior Fellow of the Foreign Policy Association (Leonardo, “Oil: The Next Revolution,” Discussion Paper 2012-10, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard Kennedy School, June 2k12, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Oil-%20The%20Next%20Revolution.pdf) 

Some may assign serious risks within Saudi Arabia’s oil sector and a high possibility of political instability, and therefore would revise my evaluation about its future oil production accordingly. However, the Saudi oil system is one of the most protected in the world, considering no major attack has ever been brought against it, and even the attempts to hit parts of it – such as in the 2006 raid against the biggest Saudi refinery – produced no result). Additionally, the Kingdom appears to be capable of coping with major accidents in a short period of time (thanks in part to the support of many countries, due to its key role for the global oil supply). In sum, a Saudi oil disruption would most likely be short-term (no longer than 6-12 months). It’s also worth pointing out that since the 1980s, several analyses have suggested the possibility of impending political crises and even radical upturn of the Saudi regime – either because of the death of a King, or because of the uprisings (particularly in the eastern region of the Kingdom), or because of a supposed chain-reaction phenomenon determined by international events (such as the Arab Spring). However, these dire analyses fell short of reality: the Kingdom has proved to be solid and capable to absorb challenges to its survival. 
No Saudi instability and no scenario for intervention – won’t cut off supplies

Glaser ‘11 (Professor of Political Science and International Relations Elliot School of International Affairs The George Washington University, “ Reframing Energy Security: How Oil Dependence Influences U.S. National Security,” August 2011, http://depts.washington.edu/polsadvc/Blog%20Links/Glaser_-_EnergySecurity-AUGUST-2011.docx)

In light of recent political upheaval across the region, which few experts foresaw, Saudi stability is now still harder to predict with any confidence. Recent reassessments have explored the factors that appear to sustain stability in Arab states—including the professionalism of the military, the ethnic composition of the regime and the military, state wealth, state control of the economy, and the quality of governance—many of which favor continued Saudi stability.
 Nevertheless, the possibility of a major uprising in Saudi Arabia has become harder to dismiss. In assessing the risks to the United States, a change in the Saudi regime should not be conflated with a long-term disruption of Saudi oil. Because Saudi prosperity depends quite heavily on selling oil, only the most extreme new regime poses this type of oil danger. 

Iran won’t dare close the strait 

Glaser ‘11 (Professor of Political Science and International Relations Elliot School of International Affairs The George Washington University, “ Reframing Energy Security: How Oil Dependence Influences U.S. National Security,” August 2011, http://depts.washington.edu/polsadvc/Blog%20Links/Glaser_-_EnergySecurity-AUGUST-2011.docx)
Although difficult to estimate the probability that Iran would attempt to close the strait, analysts have offered reasons for expecting the probability to be quite low: Iran would losethe oil revenuefrom its own exports; and Iran wouldlikely be deterred bythe probable costs of U.S. intervention, which could include the destruction of key military bases and occupation of some of its territory. Because so much oil flows through the strait, the United States would almost certainly respond to keep it open. 

No chance of war from economic decline---best and most recent data 

Daniel W. Drezner 12, Professor, The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, October 2012, “The Irony of Global Economic Governance: The System Worked,” http://www.globaleconomicgovernance.org/wp-content/uploads/IR-Colloquium-MT12-Week-5_The-Irony-of-Global-Economic-Governance.pdf
The final outcome addresses a dog that hasn’t barked: the effect of the Great Recession on cross-border conflict and violence. During the initial stages of the crisis, multiple analysts asserted that the financial crisis would lead states to increase their use of force as a tool for staying in power.37 Whether through greater internal repression, diversionary wars, arms races, or a ratcheting up of great power conflict, there were genuine concerns that the global economic downturn would lead to an increase in conflict. Violence in the Middle East, border disputes in the South China Sea, and even the disruptions of the Occupy movement fuel impressions of surge in global public disorder. 

The aggregate data suggests otherwise, however. The Institute for Economics and Peace has constructed a “Global Peace Index” annually since 2007. A key conclusion they draw from the 2012 report is that “The average level of peacefulness in 2012 is approximately the same as it was in 2007.”38 Interstate violence in particular has declined since the start of the financial crisis – as have military expenditures in most sampled countries. Other studies confirm that the Great Recession has not triggered any increase in violent conflict; the secular decline in violence that started with the end of the Cold War has not been reversed.39 Rogers Brubaker concludes, “the crisis has not to date generated the surge in protectionist nationalism or ethnic exclusion that might have been expected.”40

None of these data suggest that the global economy is operating swimmingly. Growth remains unbalanced and fragile, and has clearly slowed in 2012. Transnational capital flows remain depressed compared to pre-crisis levels, primarily due to a drying up of cross-border interbank lending in Europe. Currency volatility remains an ongoing concern. Compared to the aftermath of other postwar recessions, growth in output, investment, and employment in the developed world have all lagged behind. But the Great Recession is not like other postwar recessions in either scope or kind; expecting a standard “V”-shaped recovery was unreasonable. One financial analyst characterized the post-2008 global economy as in a state of “contained depression.”41 The key word is “contained,” however. Given the severity, reach and depth of the 2008 financial crisis, the proper comparison is with Great Depression. And by that standard, the outcome variables look impressive. As Carmen Reinhart and Kenneth Rogoff concluded in This Time is Different: “that its macroeconomic outcome has been only the most severe global recession since World War II – and not even worse – must be regarded as fortunate.”42

Economy is resilient to high oil prices—5 reasons
Decressin 12 (Jorg, IMF Research Department, 5/25/12, “Global Economy Learns to Absorb Oil Price Hikes” International Monetary Fund) http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/survey/so/2012/num052512a.htm
Despite a fourfold increase in oil prices over the past decade, the world has absorbed the price hikes with relatively little disruption due to fundamental changes in the workings of the global economy, and the use of macroeconomic policy to mitigate the effects of rises. During the current economic downturn, the price of oil hit over $100 a barrel, and prices rose close to levels only seen in the 1970s. But the increases have not triggered global recessions as they did in the 1970s and 80s.  In new research, IMF economists attribute this resilience to five underlying factors: 1. Stronger demand The reason for the current price hikes differs from the past. Increases in the 1970s and 1980s were caused largely by sharp disruptions to world supply. In contrast, a prime reason for the increases since 2000 has been stronger-than-expected demand from emerging market economies. The strong growth of emerging markets has benefited both them and the global economy: raising living standards and increasing their demand for products made abroad. A side-effect of this may have been an increase in oil prices, but this has not derailed the benefits of increased growth. 2. Central bank policies Central banks and economies have become more adept at dealing with price shocks. In the 1970s and 1980s, oil price rises triggered fears of inflation, and workers would try to protect themselves by demanding higher nominal wage increases. This had the effect of setting off wage-price spirals. Now, greater awareness of the impact of high wage increases—including lost employment and reforms to labor markets—have led to more job-friendly wage setting. Central banks have become more adept at convincing workers that oil price increases will not feed through into inflation. Today, headline inflation temporarily increases after an oil price increase, but nominal wages hardly respond. Workers have grown to expect this rise in headline inflation, and anticipate that it will be temporary. Given the experience of the past, more recently many oil-importing economies with strong central banks have experienced little impact on core inflation and wage increases, despite oil price rises. This has allowed central banks to be more supportive of promoting recovery in the economy after an oil price increase, rather than having to raise interest rates to dampen inflationary expectations. 3. Recycling the benefits of oil profits The revenues from oil exports are flowing back to oil-importing economies. This helps bring down interest rates for households and firms, and so supports investment and growth in these economies. 4. Greater efficiency Oil price shocks do not have the same impact as in the past because economies have become more efficient in the use of energy. The amount of energy it takes to produce a dollar of income has been steadily declining for 40 years. This decline in energy intensity is expected to continue. Major emerging markets are also becoming more efficient in the use of energy, and they are expected to continue to make efficiency gains. By 2030, the major regions of the world—the United States, China, and India—are projected to have the same energy intensity.  5. Diversification Countries have increasingly diversified their energy sources over recent decades. They import energy from many more places than in the 1970s. They also use more varied forms of energy. This makes them less vulnerable to disruptions from any one supplier or source of energy. The United States, for example, buys crude oil and gasoline from more than 40 countries and jet fuel from more than 25 countries. Countries have also increased their use of natural gas, and are importing it from many more countries. Norway has continued to grow in importance as an exporter of natural gas, and several new producers have emerged, including Qatar, Turkmenistan, Nigeria, Egypt, and Australia. By 2030, it is expected that energy use will be even more diversified. Oil, coal, and gas are predicted to each have a 30 percent world market share, with hydro, nuclear and renewables accounting for the remaining 10 percent. 
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The empirical depends upon a unitary subject which cannot exist – all understanding of the function of truth is rooted in the understanding of language

Ellie Ragland-Sullivan, Jacques Lacan and the Philosophy of Psychoanalysis, 1986 (Google Books)

Lacan also rejects any unitary claims to a scientific basis for psychoanalysis (such as the theories developed by Reich, Laing, Gestalt therapists, and others). The very need to define things in unitary terms is an Idealist tendency—an Imaginary thrust—which can only lead to a philosophical cul de sac. At the other extreme, psychiatrists, behaviorists, and experimental psychologists—who reduce psychoanalysis to a positive science based on empirical ob​servation and induction—end up in a certain theoretical obscurity. Lacan has always claimed that empiricism cannot constitute the foundations of a science because its criterion is the unity of the per​ceiving subject (Sheridan, Eciits, pp. 295-94}. Truth (arising from the Other) reenters the field of empirical science, albeit unconsciously, because the Cogito of the researcher is firmly rooted in her or his Desidero (Sheridan, Ecrits, p. 297). Moving beyond the empirical into language, Lacan claims that Freud's concepts only take on their full meaning in a field of lan​guage (Sheridan, Ecrits, p. 39). "First principles" require a dialecti​cal grasp of the meaning of psychoanalytic actions through words that resonate at every psychic level. The Lacanian analyst Stuart Schncidcrman hesitates even to use a locution like "pre-linguistic," as something which designates a child's experience—there being no way to describe "experience" outside of or before language. But the infant's experience of the world is indeed rich long before it speaks coherently. Words enable the analysand to present himself as one who makes meaning and can be understood (Sheridan, Ecrits, p. 9). An analyst has "ears" to hear the linguistic components to the analysand's un​conscious truth only through knowledge of the myths and conven​tions of the field of language that initially formed the signifying data in the analysand's Other (A). Lacan's training program for future ana​lysts has lived on and includes philosophy, logic, linguistics, his​tory, mathematics, and anthropology, subverting the empirical direc​tion of the human sciences and developing what Lacan has called the conjectural sciences (Sheridan, Ecrits, p. 145). The contemporary "scientific" direction of Anglo-American psychology, psychiatry, and psychoanalysis, however, finds Lacan's rationalist speculation and projective intuition to be contaminations of principle and, as such, insuperable.

Nothing about the recognition of lack precludes progressive political action – Robinson’s theory is reductivist
Thomassen, Department of Government, University of Essex, 2004 

(Lasse, The British Journal of Politics & International Relations Volume 6 Issue 4 Page 558 - November http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1467-856X.2004.00157.x?cookieSet=1)

(3) According to Robinson, Lacanian political theory is inherently conservative. ‘Lacanians’, Robinson writes, ‘urge that one reconcile oneself to the inevitability of lack. Lacanian politics is therefore about coming to terms with violence, exclusion and antagonism, not about resolving or removing these’ (p. 260). And, about Mouffe, he writes that, ‘as a Lacanian, Mouffe cannot reject exclusion; it is, on a certain level, necessary according to such a theory’ (p. 263). Such assertions are only possible if we believe in the possibility of opposing exclusion to a situation of non-exclusion, which is exactly what post-structuralists have challenged. Moreover, the post-structuralist (and Lacanian) view does not necessarily preclude the removal of any concrete exclusion. On the contrary, the acknowledgement of the constitutivity of exclusion shifts the focus from exclusion versus non-exclusion to the question of which exclusions we can and want to live with. Nothing in the poststructuralist (and Lacanian) view thus precludes a progressive politics. Of course, this is not to say that a progressive politics is guaranteed—if one wants guarantees, post-structuralist political theory is not the place to look. There are similar problems with Robinson’s characterisation of Zizek’s ‘nihilistic variety of Lacanianism’: ‘the basic structure of existence is unchangeable ... Zizek’s Lacanian revolutionism must stop short of the claim that a better world  can be constructed’ (p. 267). This, according to Robinson, ‘reflects an underlying conservatism apparent in even the most radical-seeming versions of Lacanianism’ (p. 268). Again, the constitutivity of exclusion and violence does not necessarily mean that ‘the new world cannot be better than the old’ (p. 268). The alternative to guaranteed progress is not necessarily conservatism or nihilism, and the impossibility of a perfect society does not exclude attempts at improvement—with the proviso that what counts as improvement cannot be established according to some transcendental yardstick.
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EU Trade Good: Impact 2NC

Deal key to enhanced economic relations --- key to overall relations.
NTV, 3-8, p. www.nebraska.tv/story/21554296/trade-agreement-may-help-in-economic-recovery
Enhancing sustainable growth and jobs is a key priority for Europe. That's why European Union leaders have agreed on a number of reforms to exit the economic crisis.   The United States and the European Union have recently announced that they would start free trade negotiations, forming the largest free trade zone in the world, and a future deal is expected to provide a strong boost to the economies on both sides of the Atlantic.   According to officials, the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership, announced in President Obama's State of the Union address, would be the biggest bilateral trade deal ever negotiated. A transatlantic trade agreement would impact Americans directly, affecting U.S. investments, job prospects and even Americans' 401K.  It would tap into the large potential for the U.S. and Europe to further strengthen their economic partnership to bring their economies back on track.   About half of the world's GDP and almost a third of global trade flows come from the EU and the U.S.  U.S. businesses make far more profits in Europe than anywhere else—over 20 times more than they have made in China. The transatlantic economic relationship sustains close to 15 million jobs. With trade between the U.S. and EU estimated at more than $3.5 billion per day, many believe fostering this relationship is vital.
Future conflicts in several areas of U.S.-EU relations are inevitable – only strengthened economic relations can maintain resiliency.

Johannes F. Linn, Visiting Fellow @ the Brookings Institution, 4-28-2004 [Trends and Prospects of Transatlantic Economic Relations: The Glue that Cements a Fraying Partnership? -- www.brookings.edu/views/papers/20040428 linn.pdf]

In sum, the world will become more multipolar in future and the demographic trends may well act to push the U.S. and Europe apart in terms of popular perceptions of and interest in each other. Moreover, there is clearly some potential for transatlantic conflict and disputes in all three areas – domestic policies, transatlantic economic relations, and global economic development. But I believe a strong case can be made that the commonality of interests by far outweighs the conflicts. In short, like Theo Sommer I believe transatlantic economic relations will be the glue that holds the partnership of America and Europe together even as conflicting interests in other areas may push them apart. The question then is, and the final question to be addressed in this paper, what is the appropriate institutional or governance framework for making sure the glue is applied for maximum benefit of the transatlantic partners and the rest of the world.

A broader trans-Atlantic agreement key to prevent a US/EU trade war that would devastate relations.

Stratfor, 9-21-2006 [Global Market Brief: Hints of a Trans-Atlantic Trade Grouping -- http://www.stratfor.com/ global_market_brief_hints_trans_atlantic_trade_grouping]

But the greater effect would be the changes such an agreement between two economic superpowers would impress upon the international system. With Doha falling apart, the most likely course for the global economy would be its bifurcation into competing NAFTA- and EU-led trading blocs that aggressively attempt to induct other economies into their respective regimes. Under such a scenario, the threat would constantly be of a trans-Atlantic trade war that could only be mediated by an increasingly discredited WTO. Economic friction on a global scale would be palpable and permanent, while political tension between Washington and Brussels would likely mount. TAFTA would obviously change that calculus. Instead of facing off, the United States and European Union would be partners in the most powerful economic grouping in history. Already the United States and European Union enjoy significant gravitas in negotiating bilateral trade deals with smaller -- which is to say, all other -- economies. With the two joined at the hip in TAFTA, their negotiating power would become nearly absolute, giving both players the ability to dictate terms to any state that sought to join their joint trade network.

And, Hamilton says poor relations makes cyber attacks inevitable – that causes accidental launch.

Stephen Cimbala, professor of political science at the Pennsylvania State University Delaware County Campus, Summer 1999, Armed Forces & Society: An Interdisciplinary Journal

The nuclear shadow over the information age remains significant. The essence of information warfare is in subtlety and deception: the manipulation of uncertainty. The essence of nuclear deterrence lies in the credible and certain threat of retaliation backed by an information environment accepted and trusted by both sides in a partly competitive, partly conflictual relationship. Nuclear assets may themselves become the targets of cyberwarriors. Triumphalism about the RMA in high technology conventional weapons overlooks asymmetrical strategies that might appeal to U.S. opponents. Among these might be the reciprocal use of information warfare to deny U.S. access in time of need to a timely nuclear response or to a credible nuclear threat. But even more problematic is the potential collision course between intentional information warfare and unintended side effects when cyberwar is waged against a nuclear armed state, especially one with a non-Western culture. Neither the status of nuclear forces in the new world order, nor all of the military implications of the information revolution, are apparent now. There are reasons to suppose that the strategies and technologies of information warfare will develop along one track, whereas efforts to control nuclear weapons spread and to establish the safety and security of existing nuclear arsenals will involve a different community of specialists and attentive publics. Nevertheless, there are sufficient grounds to be concerned that a too successful menu of information strategies may contribute to a failure of nuclear deterrence in the form of accidental/inadvertent war or escalation. Unplanned interactions between infowarriors and deterrers could have unfortunate byproducts.

Nuclear war.

Lachlan Forrow, MD, et al, “Accidental Nuclear War – A Post-Cold War Assessment”, New England Journal of Medicine, 1998, iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/20625/acciden_nuke_war.pdf

The direct toll that would result from an accidental nuclear attack of the type described above would dwarf all prior accidents in history. Furthermore, such an attack, even if accidental, might prompt a retaliatory response resulting in an all-out nuclear exchange. The World Health Organization has estimated that this would result in billions of direct and indirect casualties worldwide. 

Trade deal key to U.S. economic leadership.

Dallas News, 2-24, p. www.dallasnews.com/opinion/editorials/20130224-editorial-european-trade-would-boost-u.s.-and-obama.ece

A deal with Europe could change Obama’s standing in this arena. If he succeeds in crafting a European treaty, he could prove himself a champion of expanding America’s position in the world economy. A trade treaty with the EU, home to 500 million people, also would open up innumerable possibilities for American companies, agricultural producers and global traders, including here in Texas. As the accompanying chart shows, Texans already do a fair amount of trading with European nations. A treaty that lowers tariffs and duties could sharply expand those numbers and help grow the state’s economy.

A decline in relations prevents cooperation on China.

Fisher et al, Associate Director of the American Institute for Contemporary German Studies, 2003 (Cathleen, Transatlantic Dialogue on China: Final Report, No. 49, February, http://www.stimson.org/tadc/pdf/finalreport.pdf) 

The most significant obstacle to enhanced U.S.-European cooperation on China could be escalating tensions in transatlantic relations and a growing perception in the United States and Europe that the transatlantic partnership has become less necessary and more troubled in a changed and changing world. The negative rhetoric on both sides of the Atlantic is intensifying, with some commentators questioning the future of the transatlantic partnership. Europeans complain about American unilateralism and what they see as an arrogant and self-serving notion of national interest that leaves little room for accommodation of allied interests and concerns. Many are distrustful of American policies and approaches and increasingly concerned that tactical differences are becoming differences of philosophy and principle. Some are also worried about being dragged into conflicts over in the Middle East or other regions for the wrong reasons or due to misguided U.S. policies. U.S. officials, for their part, criticize the Europeans for insufficient investment in defense capabilities that renders Europe incapable of being a true partner in military operations outside of Europe, while other commentators discern a lack of strategic vision and level charges of European fecklessness and self-absorption.13 Although U.S. specialists in European affairs differ over the degree and severity of the current tensions in transatlantic relations, many express concern about growing mutual disaffection and the diffusion of mutually negative perceptions on both sides of the Atlantic. While the current spate of tensions may prove a passing phase, the possibility of a serious rift in U.S.-European relations should not be excluded. At the very least, U.S. and European relations could well remain fractious for the foreseeable future. Although the United States and Europe could continue to cooperate closely in the global war against terrorism, developments in Iraq, Iran, or in the Middle East could cause a severe rupture in U.S.-European relations, undermining their ability to manage differences on other vital issues in the future. Even short of a fundamental rift in the U.S.-European relationship, it could be very difficult to agree on compatible or even complementary policies on China in the face of festering disputes on other fronts. 

Bioterror

Asymmetric incentives and new technology make biowarfare comparatively the biggest threat

Thomas Preston, Professor, International Relations, Department of Political Science, Washington State University, FROM LAMBS TO LIONS: FUTURE SECURITY RELATIONSHIPS IN A WORLD OF BIOLOGICAL AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS, 2009, p. 4-11.

To understand the new security threat environment, it is necessary to view it not only from the perspective of great powers, like the U.S., but also from the perspective of smaller actors seeking to deter or constrain American power. Faced with an opponent possessing historically unprecedented levels of technical and conventional military superiority, these small state or nonstate terror groups have quickly learned—especially after the resounding nature of the military victories in the first two gulf wars and Kosovo—that it is impossible to successfully engage the U.S. in conflict on even terms and win (Cohen 1994; Hass 1999; Schmitt and Dao 2001; Easterbrook 2004). As former Indian army chief of staff Sundarji observed, the principal lesson of the Gulf War was that a state intending to fight the U.S. “should avoid doing so until and unless it possesses nuclear weapons” (Joseph and Reichart 1999, 2). As a result, weaker actors have begun adopting an asymmetrical approach to deal with American hyperpower. One based upon a logic of warfare as old as Sun Tzu and predicated on never seeking direct conflict in areas of U.S. superiority, but instead striking at areas of weakness. It is a strategy Scales (1999) describes as being an “adaptive enemy”—who relies on unconventional weapons and tactics to confront U.S. areas of vulnerability rather than strength. The successful guerrilla campaigns by the Vietcong in Vietnam during the 1960s, the mujahideen in Afghanistan during the 1980s, and the current efforts of Iraqi insurgent groups illustrate how far weaker opponents may still actively contest the battlefield with great power opponents by becoming adaptive enemies. Similarly, 9/11 and the anthrax attacks illustrated the potential of opponents to take advantage of great power vulnerabilities using nonconventional strategies. And of all the asymmetric strategies available, few rival the potential effectiveness or impact of nuclear and biological weapons. They represent the “Holy Grail” of asymmetry, weapons allowing actors, regardless of size, to exact tremendous, disproportionate damage upon larger opponents regardless of their relative military capabilities. For terror groups, the potential of WMDs for blackmail is immense, especially if target governments know the capability is real and immune to preemption. For small states, WMD hold out the hope of deterring direct threats to key central interests (e.g., territorial integrity, sovereignty, regime survival) through the ability to deliver devastating attacks upon an opponent’s military forces or homeland. This growing threat has been recognized by some within government circles (e.g., Joseph and Reichart 1999; Falkenrath et al. 1999). Testifying before the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence in February 2000, Vice Admiral Thomas Wilson, director of the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), noted that asymmetric threats pose one of the most critical challenges to U.S. security interests and over the next fifteen years, “the prospects for limiting proliferation are slim, and the global WMD threat to U.S.-allied territory, interests, forces, and facilities will increase significantly” (Military Threats 2000). Indeed, so great are the potential constraints such capabilities place upon American freedom of action that writers like Hass (1999, 129) warn that the U.S. “must prevent a situation from evolving in which it is deterred from intervening militarily because of the unconventional capabilities of regional adversaries,” even if this means pursuing preemptive military doctrines. At present, conventional military relationships between the U.S. and the rest of the world resembles one in which “the strong do as they will and the weak suffer what they must.” This unprecedented conventional dominance allows the U.S. to pursue with near impunity compellent or deterrent strategies through its unsurpassed ability to launch devastating attacks on opponents. As a result, potential opponents are revising their strategic thinking to seek ways to counteract this unilateral U.S. advantage. But, as Joseph and Reichart (1999, 20) note, “there is little or no information available regarding the employment doctrines of states with nuclear weapons and offensive BW programs.” Further, as Gray (1999, 164–65) warns, just because “the first major work of theory worthy of the name has yet to be written . . . on “strategy for biological warfare” . . . the absence of a strategic theoretical literature . . . does not mean that polities and sub-state groups will not figure out strategically effective ways to use [biological] agents for coercion in peacetime and success in war.” Indeed, Bracken (1999, 43) notes that in Clausewitzian terms, bioweapons “move the center of gravity of the battle from the front, where the United States has advantage, to the rear, where it does not.” Moreover, introducing the potential costs inflicted by WMDs into calculations may render many potential interventions abroad too costly to consider. Yet, while new nuclear states have historically been reticent about acknowledging any deployed capabilities (e.g., Israel, India, Pakistan, North Korea), there are times when they do choose to reveal them, describe their notions of use, and accept the consequences of international sanctions as a result (much as India and Pakistan did in 1998). Especially if such actions are perceived by policy makers to enhance their deterrent threats against powerful opponents (a likely explanation for North Korea’s nuclear admission). However, for bioweapons, the rules of the game differ substantially. No state publicly admits to possessing an offensive BW program or arsenal, since such acknowledgment carries with it a heavy stigma and nearly automatic sanctions from the international community. As a consequence, though intelligence sources suggest at least nine to twelve (possibly more) states have ongoing, active BW programs, these remain more opaque than even the most secretive nuclear programs. But, acknowledged or not, nuclear and biological weapons have the potential to alter security relationships between states. Further, the hypocrisy of the position taken by existing nuclear powers regarding additional members to the club undercuts any arguments regarding “safety” or “stability” that they make to nuclear aspirants. From the perspective of would-be nuclear states, American arguments about nuclear weapons being unnecessary for security are clearly contradicted by its own belief in the indispensability of its arsenal. As Under Secretary of Defense for Policy Walter Slocombe noted before the Senate Armed Services Committee in May 2000, “our overall nuclear employment policy [states that] the United States forces must be capable of and be seen to be capable of holding at risk those critical assets and capabilities that a potential adversary most values” (McKinzie et al. 2001, 12). In other words, the nation with the most powerful conventional military forces in the world, a hyperpower of unparalleled military superiority around the globe, argues it still needs nuclear weapons to guarantee its security. Given that states like Israel, North Korea, and Pakistan face far more powerful or numerous opponents without the overwhelming conventional superiority of the U.S., it is easy to see why Western protestations about the evils of nuclear weapons fall upon deaf ears. In fact, the same statement of U.S. security requirements given by Slocombe applies equally to smaller nuclear states as well—especially if they are to successfully create stable deterrent relationships with either regional or great power opponents. As Sundarji notes: Even for the sake of nebulous future threats, if the USA feels compelled now to hold on to a large nuclear arsenal, the message to regional powers with more live and immediate threats, some of them nuclear . . . [is] loud and clear. There is no alternative to nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles if you are to live in security and with honor. Those who cannot for whatever reasons go the nuclear and ballistic missile route . . . have every incentive to go clandestinely down the chemical and biological route.” (Sundarji 1996, 193) And, despite concerns regarding the peaceful intentions of those who may obtain nuclear arsenals, Goldstein (2000, 279) notes that while there are strong reasons to believe counterproliferation efforts “will not be fully successful, it is important to keep in mind that there is room for tempered optimism in thinking about the consequences of nuclear spread . . . both logic and the experience of the Cold War (especially as illustrated in the Chinese, British, and French cases) suggest that nuclear weapons may be a stabilizing influence on international politics because they are most easily married to strategies designed to preserve the status quo, and not easily employed for other purposes.” Indeed, Aron once described deterrence as “diplomacy which uses thermonuclear ‘terrorism’ to dissuade a possible aggressor from certain undertakings” (Gallois 1961, ix). Noting the hackneyed old bromide that “one man’s terrorist is another man’s freedom fighter,” the hypocrisy of the U.S. position on nuclear weapons suggests an equally true formulation of “one country’s illegitimate weapon of terror is another’s legitimate nuclear deterrent.” In reality, the appropriateness of these normative labels or rationalizations regarding legitimacy of possession remain immensely subjective notions, depending greatly upon whether one is an Athenian or Melian. WHAT ARE WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION? What are true weapons of mass destruction? The term is often used as a “grab bag” by politicians, journalists, and scholars for any type of weapon capable of killing a lot of people they disapprove of (either morally or because of the negative, visceral responses they induce). Unfortunately, this has generally meant chemical weapons have been included on the list, along with the more appropriate nuclear and biological weapons, by writers on security topics. However, for analytical purposes, this makes absolutely no sense given that the characteristics of chemical weapons relative to those of nuclear or biological weapons are as similar as chalk to cheese. Chemical weapons require massive quantities of agent to cause militarily significant effects on the battlefield or substantial casualties. In fact, during the First World War, chemical weapons were routinely employed before battles, with preparatory artillery bombardments consisting of millions of shells and hundreds of tons of chemicals being used by each side. Although the full tactical utility and effectiveness of chemical weapons during WWI is routinely misunderstood by modern-day analysts, who often have no more than a passing knowledge of the period, during the war itself, such weapons were immensely feared by troops. They caused substantial numbers of casualties (with many of the wounded suffering blindness or other serious physical ailments for the remainder of their lives), and substantially affected military operations (cf. Waitt 1943; Gilbert 1994; Keegan 1998; Cook 1999; Haber 2002; Arthur 2003). And the sophistication of chemical warfare increased as the war progressed, with only its conclusion in November 1918 preventing more extensive employment of chemical munitions on the battlefield that doubtlessly would have resulted in far higher casualties among the combatants. Simply put, the militaries of the day saw the value and effectiveness of chemical weapons as “force-multipliers” on the conventional battlefield and also the potential utility of such weapons against civilian targets. Yet, this does not make chemical weapons any more of a weapon of mass destruction than it does gunpowder or conventional artillery, which killed far more soldiers than all the chemical weapons put together during World War I. Chemical weapons are cumbersome, require large quantities to be effective, and demand immense logistical and delivery system capabilities to be effectively employed on a massive scale against civilian or military targets, especially over substantial distances. Obviously, such limitations do not apply to either nuclear or biological weapons. A more useful definition of weapons of mass destruction are “discrete weapons which have the potential, in small quantities, to kill tens or hundreds of thousands (perhaps millions) of people and/or cause immense physical or economic damage to an opponent’s infrastructure.” Using this definition, nuclear weapons provide the purest example of WMDs, with massive killing power housed in individual weapons capable of leveling cities. Though lacking the physical destructiveness of nuclear weapons, bioagents, if properly weaponized and deployed, can cause equivalent numbers of civilian casualties in city attacks and (depending upon the agent used) severe damage to an opponent’s infrastructure and economy due to the need for decontamination and other clean-up costs. In fact, a 1993 study by the U.S. Office of Technology Assessment goes even further to warn that bioagents are “true weapons of mass destruction with a potential for lethal mayhem that can exceed that of nuclear weapons” (U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment 1993, 73; emphasis added). As a 1996 report by the Pentagon’s Office of Counterproliferation and Chemical and Biological Defense noted: Biological weapons are the most problematic of the weapons of mass destruction (WMD). They have the greatest potential for damage of any weapon. They are assessable to all countries, with few barriers to developing them with a modest level of effort. The current level of sophistication of BW is comparatively low, but there is enormous potential—based on advances in modern molecular biology, fermentation and drug delivery technology—for making sophisticated weapons. . . . Genetic engineering give the BW developer a powerful tool with which to pursue agents that defeat the protective and treatment protocols of the prospective adversary. (Office of Counterproliferation 1996) Obviously, based upon these criteria, chemical weapons are not weapons of mass destruction by any reasonable definition and will not be included in subsequent discussions. THE CURRENT SECURITY CONTEXT Regardless of whether we like it or not, a new security environment is beginning to unfold for states as a result of the accelerating spread of nuclear and biological weapons know-how and technology, and the unstoppable pace of scientific and industrial advancement. In the realms of biomedical research and biotechnology, medical advancements and cures for disease have burst upon us at an unprecedented pace. Things that only a decade ago would have been in the realm of science fiction have become science fact, from mapping the entire human genome to using maps of genomes to artificially create life forms from their chemical components—as scientists recently did by manufacturing polio viruses from scratch. Unfortunately, all such technologies and breakthroughs are “Pandora’s boxes,” providing in equal measure the promise of alleviating human suffering and the ability to inflict immense harm. Though the Soviet BW program of the 1970s and 1980s, the largest the world has ever known, involved massive industrial infrastructures and employed the services of over 60,000 personnel at its height, the world of the twenty-first century—with its technological advancement and widespread availability of equipment and know-how—holds out the possibility for states (or even nonstate actors) to obtain impressive and extensive biowarfare capabilities with only small production facilities. What in the past would have required a massive, state-run BW program with substantial infrastructure and technical support can today be accomplished by state and nonstate actors alike in buildings the size of a standard garage using easily acquired, off-the shelf equipment and technically proficient personnel. The genie has been so far removed from the biowarfare bottle, and grown so huge, that thoughts of returning it to captivity are as great a fantasy as uninventing gunpowder! According to a variety of estimates, the number of countries currently possessing ongoing BW programs, or conducting offensive bioresearch, numbers anywhere from nine to nearly twenty (Department of Defense, Office of the Secretary of Defense 2001; Cirincione 2002; Central Intelligence Agency, Unclassified Report to Congress 2002). And even amongst those states acknowledging the kind of “defensive” bioresearch programs allowed by the Biological Weapons Treaty of 1972, the reality is all such work rests within a gray area, since any knowledge gained from defensive research can easily have offensive applications. Indeed, the difference between “offensive” and “defensive” biowarfare research is much like the difference between “offensive” and “defensive” weapons—they depend for their definition only upon which direction they are pointed and the motivations of their wielder. As for nuclear weapons, in addition to the “official” nuclear powers (Britain, France, China, Russia, and the United States) acknowledged by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), two declared nuclear powers (India and Pakistan) have conducted tests and several (Israel and North Korea) are widely assumed to possess nuclear arsenals of as few as eight to as many as 200 weapons. Moreover, given the widespread possession of nuclear technology and infrastructure arising from the civilian power industry elsewhere, it is estimated that nearly sixty states have the “capability” if not the motivation to become nuclear states were they to decide to do so (Cirincione 2002; Central Intelligence Agency 1993). Nuclear-capable nations like Japan or Germany, for example, could achieve nuclear status in months were they motivated— and the number of nuclear-capable states continues to rise. And, as the examples of Iran, North Korea, and Iraq illustrate, membership in the NPT or IAEA does not prevent states from expanding their nuclear capabilities by constructing clandestine facilities not open to inspection. We have now reached the point where counterproliferation policies based purely upon restricting access to technology and know-how have limited effectiveness in stopping most states from pursuing nuclear arsenals. Again, the genie has long since changed addresses and letters have ceased to be forwarded from the bottle. The tendency to underestimate the nature of the current bionuclear threat is greatly facilitated by the fact that most ongoing weapons programs are shrouded in secrecy and seldom acknowledged by states. Further, blatantly pursuing nuclear or biological weapons instantly brings down the full wrath of fearful opponents (thereby increasing tensions and possibly resulting in attack), greater international scrutiny and sanctions (which hurts the acquisition process as well as the economy), and serves to increase a state’s vulnerability in the short-term. For example, India and Pakistan both adopted clandestine, or opaque, nuclear programs during the 1980s and 1990s to avoid not only exacerbating tensions between themselves, but to evade the international sanctions and restrictions on imports that would have resulted from a more blatant program. Also, many states (though not all) who have pursued nuclear or biological weapons capabilities have been signatories to international treaties (such as the 1970 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty or the 1972 Biological Weapons Treaty) forbidding such actions. In fact, for states like Iraq, Iran, and North Korea, being signatories to the NPT has been a disadvantage, since it is used as a pretext by the international community (and especially the U.S.) to adopt harsh economic, or preemptive military policies against them for alleged treaty violations. It is hardly surprising that of the three most recent nuclear states (Israel, India, and Pakistan), all adopted clandestine approaches and denied the existence of active weapons programs until they reached advanced stages of development—with Israel still (as of this writing) denying (at least publicly) the existence of its arsenal. And as for bioweapons, they are universally condemned internationally and, hence, utterly denied by all states who pursue them. However, this veil of secrecy has resulted in a tendency by many analysts to underestimate the nature of the current bionuclear threat. In the absence of declared policy or capability, analysts are forced to rely upon intelligence assessments of capability—which can often be wildly inaccurate or politically motivated, as the Bush administration’s case for the war against Iraq illustrated quite vividly. At the same time, it is a serious mistake to dismiss analysis suggesting growing or potential WMD capabilities in countries just because of the political bias in one case. We tend to not like to hear bad news as a rule, and hope for the best. We also tend to selectively attend to information that we believe (or hope) to be true, while ignoring evidence to the contrary. Indeed, until only recently, much of the scholarly literature on bioweapons downplayed their value, effectiveness, or utility to either states or terrorist organizations— a position influenced in equal measure by nearly complete ignorance of biowarfare on the part of the writers and the strong personal repugnance they held toward such weapons. This should not be mistaken as an argument in favor of biowarfare, nor is it an expression of support for its morality. Rather, it is intended to warn against the tendency to ignore the threat potential which exists from the current spread of nuclear or biological weapons know-how due to our own personal or normative biases.

EU Trade Internals: PC Key

Political capital is key --- two arguments from the 1NC.

ONE, early game --- political capital at the start of negotiations will make or break the deal. The deal needs strong presidential leadership --- 1NC Business Day.
TWO, interest groups --- Obama needs political capital to keep labor and environmental groups in line --- 1NC Dallas New.
Will pass, but magnitude of the deal means political capital is key.

The Economist, 3-3, p. www.ft.com/cms/s/0/58040254-826e-11e2-8404-00144feabdc0.html#axzz2P2shPIcg

After almost four years of digging their way out of the global financial crisis, the US and the EU are eager to get their economies growing. Increased trade is crucial to a balanced plan for stimulating growth and job creation on both sides of the Atlantic. A comprehensive transatlantic trade and investment deal would not only lower barriers but also raise the level of confidence in the US and EU – sparking significant growth in the world’s two largest economies. This is a deal that must be done, it must be done now, and it must be done right. But in order to complete this pact, both sides are going to have to devote significant political focus to making tough choices in sensitive areas such as agriculture and domestic regulatory processes. Without addressing these vital issues, a deal will never happen. For our part, the US government has an obligation to aggressively pursue every opportunity to expand trade, boost the economy and create well-paid jobs here at home. For that reason I went to Brussels in October to meet European leaders, including José Manuel Barroso, European Commission president, and Karel De Gucht, EU trade commissioner, in an effort to jump-start negotiations. On my trip, and in follow-up meetings, I heard that there is some interest on the European side in pursuing a limited agreement that would set aside tough issues in order to conclude a quick deal on the easier ones. That is a recipe for failure. Any bilateral trade and investment agreement must be comprehensive and address the full range of barriers to US goods and services if it is to receive broad, bipartisan congressional support. The elimination of remaining tariffs will be an important piece of any final agreement. But Congress will not settle for an agreement that fails to address the areas likely to yield some of the most significant economic gains – in particular, the elimination of barriers to agricultural trade and ensuring that regulatory processes are streamlined and based on sound science. As a senator from a large agricultural state, I understand the critical importance to the US, including the Montana farmers and ranchers I work for, of eliminating unfair barriers that keep our agricultural products out of the European market without any scientific justification – for example, blocking genetically modified crops and beef and pork containing feed additives that have been deemed to be safe. America’s ranchers and farmers produce the highest-quality products in the world. As chairman of the committee overseeing US trade, I will support a deal only if it gives America’s producers the opportunity to compete in the world’s biggest market. To complete an agreement of this magnitude will require strong and sustained political leadership. An essential piece of the puzzle will be the selection of the US trade representative to succeed Ron Kirk. The representative’s office is lean and effective, and has a record of getting the job done. It needs an experienced leader with proved mastery of the details of trade negotiations, one who is ready to put in the miles to meet counterparts abroad and who is ready to empower staff. No one should underestimate the challenges that lie ahead in this negotiation. But I believe there is a strong chance that we can reach the sort of agreement that is needed by both sides, and send a signal to the rest of the world. After years of stalled trade negotiations, the US and EU must seize this chance to demonstrate leadership by showing that we can make the tough choices to boost the world economy. This agreement – now formally known as the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership – would be the biggest trade deal since the World Trade Organisation was founded nearly 20 years ago. It would be of such great value to both economies that it must be treated as a top priority for the US administration and Congress. It will certainly be one of the Senate finance committee’s. In the coming days we will be meeting to discuss how we can work together to accelerate the trade negotiations. There is widespread agreement that the potential benefits – including support for millions of American jobs – are simply too big to be left on the table. The support is there. It is time to act.

EU Trade Thumper Ans: General

Issues don’t cost political capital until they reach the finish line

Drum, 10 (3/30/2010, Kevin, Political Blogger, Mother Jones, http://motherjones.com/kevin-drum/2010/03/immigration-coming-back-burner)

Not to pick on Ezra or anything, but this attitude betrays a surprisingly common misconception about political issues in general. The fact is that political dogs never bark until an issue becomes an active one. Opposition to Social Security privatization was pretty mild until 2005, when George Bush turned it into an active issue. Opposition to healthcare reform was milduntil 2009, when Barack Obama turned it into an active issue. Etc.

I only bring this up because we often take a look at polls and think they tell us what the public thinks about something. But for the most part, they don't.1 That is, they don't until the issue in question is squarely on the tableand both sides have spent a couple of months filling the airwaves with their best agitprop. Polling data about gays in the military, for example, hasn't changed a lot over the past year or two, but once Congress takes up the issue in earnest and the Focus on the Family newsletters go out, the push polling starts, Rush Limbaugh picks it up, and Fox News creates an incendiary graphic to go with its saturation coverage — well, that's when the polling will tell you something. And it will probably tell you something different from what it tells you now.

Immigration was bubbling along as sort of a background issue during the Bush administration too until 2007, when he tried to move an actual bill. Then all hell broke loose. The same thing will happen this time, and without even a John McCain to act as a conservative point man for a moderate solution. The political environment is worse now than it was in 2007, and I'll be very surprised if it's possible to make any serious progress on immigration reform. "Love 'em or hate 'em," says Ezra, illegal immigrants "aren't at the forefront of people's minds." Maybe not. But they will be soon.

EU Trade Thumper Ans: Gun Control

Won’t spend capital – he’s given up 

Mendte 3/26 (Larry, “Mendte: President Obama And Gun Control”, http://kplr11.com/2013/03/26/mendte-president-obama-and-gun-control/, ) 

Larry Mendte asks if President Obama has given up on his fight.¶ Remember this ending to the state of the union last month. The president in front of the world demanding a vote for stricter gun control.¶ It was powerful, it was emotional.¶ And as it turns out it was all just theateras the presidential advocate quickly became a realist.¶ By all accounts that was the last real pushthe white house made for a ban on assault rifles, bullet heavy magazines and background checks.¶ The reality is the legislation never had a chance and the president bailed on itas soon it was obviousthat there wasn`t the will or the votes in congress.

Immigration Theory: A2 “Intrinsicness”

No budget fights

Fournier 3/21 (Ron, “Debunking 2 Myths: GOP Won't Raise Taxes and Budget Deal Is Dead”, http://www.nationaljournal.com/politics/debunking-2-myths-the-gop-won-t-raise-taxes-and-budget-deal-is-dead-20130321, )

The Republican Party’s tactical victory on sequestration spending cuts has created a narrow opening for a budget deal that could loosen Washington gridlock to the benefit of both the White House and the GOP. The outlines of an agreement have long been clear.Now, finally, there may be shared will to compromise.

No turns---liberals hate the plan and conservatives won’t give Obama credit for it  

Bryan Walsh, "Why Obama's Offshore Drilling Plan Isn't Making Anyone Happy," TIME, 11--9--11, 

http://science.time.com/2011/11/09/why-obamas-offshore-drilling-plan-isnt-making-anyone-happy/#ixzz26snhDbbI

Nonetheless, Obama has set a target of reducing U.S. oil imports by a third by 2025, and greater domestic oil production is going to have to be a part of that—including oil from the Arctic. Unfortunately for the President, no one’s likely to cheer him. Conservatives and the oil industry won’t be happy until just about every square foot of the country is available for drilling—though it is worth noting that oil production offshore has actually increased under Obama—and environmentalists aren’t going to rally to supportany sort of expanded drilling. With energy, as with so many other issues for Obama, it’s lonely at the center.

EU Trade Internals: A2 “Winners Win”

Health care proves winners don’t win, and the turn has a long timeframe
Dan Lashof, director, Climate Center, NRDC, “Coulda, Shoulda, Woulda: Lessons from Senate Climate Fail,” Natural Resources Defense Council, 7—28—10, http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/dlashof/coulda_shoulda_woulda_lessons.html
Lesson 2: Political capital is not necessarily a renewable resource. Perhaps the most fateful decision the Obama administration made early on was to move healthcare reform before energy and climate legislation. I’m sure this seemed like a good idea at the time. Healthcare reform was popular, was seen as an issue that the public cared about on a personal level, and was expected to unite Democrats from all regions. White House officials and Congressional leaders reassured environmentalists with their theory that success breeds success. A quick victory on healthcare reform would renew Obama’s political capital, some of which had to be spent early on to push the economic stimulus bill through Congress with no Republican help. Healthcare reform was eventually enacted, but only after an exhausting battle that eroded public support, drained political capital and created the Tea Party movement. Public support for healthcare reform is slowly rebounding as some of the early benefits kick in and people realize that the forecasted Armageddon is not happening. But this is occurring too slowly to rebuild Obama’s political capital in time to help push climate legislation across the finish line.

Political capital is key and zero-sum

Matthew N. Beckermann, Associate Professor, Political Science, UC-Irvine and Vimal Kumar, “How Presidents Push, When Presidents Win: A Model of Positive Presidential Power in US Lawmaking,” JOURNAL OF THEORETICAL POLITICS v. 23 n. 3, 2011, Ebsco.

2. The Wellsprings of Positive Presidential Power When it comes to presidents’ negative power, that is, the veto, its source is plain enough: the Constitution. By contrast, the wellsprings of presidents’ positive power are far less definite, far less durable. Although the Constitution authorizes the president to ‘recommend . . . measures as he shall deem necessary and expedient’ (Article 2, section 3), it does not require that lawmakers afford those measures any special consideration, or any consideration at all. Such a tenuous institutional anchor is what led Richard Neustadt to characterize presidents’ positive power as ‘hard to consolidate, easy to dissipate, rarely assured’ (Neustadt, 1990: ix). However, to say the wellsprings of positive presidential power are extra-constitutional and variable is not to say they are unknowable or idiosyncratic. In fact, Neustadt himself characterized their essence: ‘presidential power is the power to persuade’ (1990: xi) or ‘the power to bargain’ (1990: 32). Presidents’ positive position in lawmaking, then, is not a formal, constitutional role, but rather an informal lobbying role, one that Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson advocated, and all presidents since Franklin Roosevelt have implemented (see Collier (1997)). Harry Truman summarized the outlook: ‘The legislative job of the President is especially important…I sometimes express it by saying the President is the only lobbyist that [most] Americans have’ (25 October 1956).  As with all lobbyists, presidents looking to push legislation must do so indirectly by pushing the lawmakers whom they need to pass it. Or, as Richard Nesustadt artfully explained: The essence of a President’s persuasive task, with congressmen and everybody else, is to induce them to believe that what he wants of them is what their own appraisal of their own responsibilities requires them to do in their interest, not his…Persuasion deals in the coin of self-interest with men who have some freedom to reject what they find counterfeit. (Neustadt, 1990: 40) Fortunately for contemporary presidents, today’s White House affords its occupants an unrivaled supply of persuasive carrots and sticks. Beyond the office’s unique visibility and prestige, among both citizens and their representatives in Congress, presidents may also sway lawmakers by using their discretion in budgeting and/or rulemaking, unique fundraising and campaigning capacity, control over executive and judicial nominations, veto power, or numerous other options under the chief executive’s control. Plainly, when it comes to the arm-twisting, brow-beating, and horse-trading that so often characterizes legislative battles, modern presidents are uniquely well equipped for the fight. In the following we employ the omnibus concept of ‘presidential political capital’ to capture this conception of presidents’ positive power as persuasive bargaining.1 Specifically, we define presidents’ political capital as the class of tactics White House officials employ to induce changes in lawmakers’ behavior.2 Importantly, this conception of presidents’ positive power as persuasive bargaining not only meshes with previous scholarship on lobbying (see, e.g., Austen-Smith and Wright (1994), Groseclose and Snyder (1996), Krehbiel (1998: ch. 7), and Snyder (1991)), but also presidential practice.3 For example, Goodwin recounts how President Lyndon Johnson routinely allocated ‘rewards’ to ‘cooperative’ members: The rewards themselves (and the withholding of rewards) . . . might be something as unobtrusive as receiving an invitation to join the President in a walk around the White House grounds, knowing that pictures of the event would be sent to hometown newspapers . . . [or something as pointed as] public works projects, military bases, educational research grants, poverty projects, appointments of local men to national commissions, the granting of pardons, and more. (Goodwin, 1991: 237) Of course, presidential political capital is a scarce commodity with a floating value. Even a favorably situated president enjoys only a finite supply of political capital; he can only promise or pressure so much. What is more, this capital ebbs and flows as realities and/or perceptions change. So, similarly to Edwards (1989), we believe presidents’ bargaining resources cannot fundamentally alter legislators’ predispositions, but rather operate ‘at the margins’ of US lawmaking, however important those margins may be (see also Bond and Fleisher (1990), Peterson (1990), Kingdon (1989), Jones (1994), and Rudalevige (2002)). Indeed, our aim is to explicate those margins and show how presidents may systematically influence them.

� Gregory Gause, “Why Middle East Studies Missed the Arab Spring,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 90, No. 4 (July/August 2011), pp. 81-90; and Anthony H. Cordesman, “Understanding Saudi Stability and Instability: A Very Different Nation,” (CSIS: February 26, 2011), csis.org/publication/understanding-saudi-stability-and-instability-very-different-nation, accessed July 26, 2011.





