2NC Asian War Outweighs 

The impact is the most probable scenario for global nuclear war
Dibb 1. (Paul, Prof – Australian National University, Strategic Trends: Asia at a Crossroads, Naval War College Review, Winter, http://www.nwc.navy.mil/press/Review/2001/Winter/art2-w01.htm)
The areas of maximum danger and instability in the world today are in Asia, followed by the Middle East and parts of the former Soviet Union. The strategic situation in Asia is more uncertain and potentially threatening than anywhere in Europe. Unlike in Europe, it is possible to envisage war in Asia involving the major powers: remnants of Cold War ideological confrontation still exist across the Taiwan Straits and on the Korean Peninsula; India and Pakistan have nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, and these two countries are more confrontational than at any time since the early 1970s; in Southeast Asia, Indonesia—which is the world’s fourth-largest country—faces a highly uncertain future that could lead to its breakup. The Asia-Pacific region spends more on defense (about $150 billion a year) than any other part of the world except the United States and Nato Europe. China and Japan are amongst the top four or five global military spenders. Asia also has more nuclear powers than any other region of the world. Asia’s security is at a crossroads: the region could go in the direction of peace and cooperation, or it could slide into confrontation and military conflict. There are positive tendencies, including the resurgence of economic growth and the spread of democracy, which would encourage an optimistic view. But there are a number of negative tendencies that must be of serious concern. There are deep-seated historical, territorial, ideological, and religious differences in Asia. Also, the region has no history of successful multilateral security cooperation or arms control. Such multilateral institutions as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and the ASEAN Regional Forum have shown themselves to be ineffective when confronted with major crises.


Small conflicts with China could escalate into a nuclear conflict – err on the side of caution
Fisher 11 (Max, Associate Editor at the Atlantic, Editor of the International Channel, “5 Most Likely Ways the US and China Could Spark Accidental Nuclear War”) 
There's a near-infinite number of small-scale conflicts that could come up between the U.S. and China, and though none of them should escalate any higher than a few tough words between diplomats, it's the unpredictable events that are the most dangerous. In 1983 alone, the U.S. and Soviet Union almost went to war twice over bizarre and unforeseeable events. In September, the Soviet Union shot down a Korean airliner it mistook for a spy plane; first Soviet officials feared the U.S. had manufactured the incident as an excuse to start a war, then they refused to admit their error, nearly pushing the U.S. to actually start war. Two months later, Soviet spies misread an elaborate U.S. wargame (which the U.S. had unwisely kept secret) as preparations for an unannounced nuclear hit on Moscow, nearly leading them to launch a preemptive strike. In both cases, one of the things that ultimately diverted disaster was the fact that both sides clearly understood the others' red lines -- as long as they didn't cross them, they could remain confident there would be no nuclear war. 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.

Nuclear conflict with China is an EXISTENTIAL risk – causes nuclear winter
Wittner 11 (11/30/11 Dr. Lawrence, Prof of History Emeritus at SUNY Albany, “Is a Nuclear War with China Possible?”) 
But what would that "victory" entail? An attack with these Chinese nuclear weapons would immediately slaughter at least 10 million Americans in a great storm of blast and fire, while leaving many more dying horribly of sickness and radiation poisoning. The Chinese death toll in a nuclear war would be far higher. Both nations would be reduced to smoldering, radioactive wastelands. Also, radioactive debris sent aloft by the nuclear explosions would blot out the sun and bring on a "nuclear winter" around the globe -- destroying agriculture, creating worldwide famine, and generating chaos and destruction. Moreover, in another decade the extent of this catastrophe would be far worse. The Chinese government is currently expanding its nuclear arsenal, and by the year 2020 it is expected to more than double its number of nuclear weapons that can hit the United States. The U.S. government, in turn, has plans to spend hundreds of billions of dollars "modernizing" its nuclear weapons and nuclear production facilities over the next decade. 



Relations Impact: Heg 

Cooperation with China is key to continued U.S. leadership in Asia
Pollack 1. (Jonathon A., US Naval War College, American Perceptions of Chinese Military Power, 1-11 http://www.nwc.navy.mil/apsg/papers/Chinese%20Military%20Power2.htm)
Slowly but inexorably, the Chinese are acquiring the requisite military capabilities that will enable Beijing to assume a more pivotal role in shaping the future security contours of East Asia.  These capabilities are not fully realized at present, nor would they automatically translate into a more assertive state intent on intimidating its neighbors.  But the emergence of China as a more capable military power is a core component of East Asia’s ineluctable strategic realignment.  China seems determined to assume what it sees as its rightful place in the regional political and security order.  Its position will be rooted both in its future military capabilities and in the political-economic role it has already begun to assume throughout the region, including with important U.S. allies and security partners. These developments underscore the centrality of future U.S.-Chinese relations to the regional order as a whole.  The United States has substantial incentives to seek larger security understandings with Beijing, given that China will ultimately have the capability to challenge or to complicate American strategic primacy in East Asia.  American policymakers have yet to achieve closure on how best to ensure long term U.S. interests in a region of genuine strategic import to the United States, but where U.S. strategy cannot reflexively assume (as in Europe) a coalition of the like minded.  Nor is there a clear consensus on what the United States deems within the legitimate scope of China’s future military capabilities, or whether both countries will prove able to reconcile their respective security interests over the longer run. The United States hopes to preserve its current strategic advantage, which presumes the absence of a major power adversary (or adversaries) who by intention, action, or capability could put U.S. vital interests at risk.  The pivotal policy question, therefore, is how to retain America’s existing advantage without incurring strategy and resource commitments that are neither warranted nor sustainable.  This will require a prudent hedging option, but without this option proving self-fulfilling.  In essence, the United States seeks fallback without lock in.  A benign outcome with China, though clearly preferable, cannot be assumed.  But an insurance strategy in relation to China must not render meaningful security collaboration with Beijing impossible.  Squaring this circle will remain among the preeminent international challenges the United States will face in the decades to come.
Power projection in Asia is key to prevent escalating great-power wars in regional hotspots
Auer and Lim 1. (James E., Director, Center for U.S.-Japan Studies, and Robyn, Prof IR, Nanzan University, THE MARITIME BASIS OF AMERICAN SECURITY IN EAST ASIA, NWC Review, Winter) 
American policy toward East Asia must be based on an understanding of how the region’s strategic geography bears on the interests of the United States as the dominant maritime power. The western Pacific has resumed its role as the focus of world economic growth, but it is not “all economics now.” East Asia is the one part of the world where great-power war remains thinkable. That is because it is the only region where the Cold War left a residue of unresolved great-power strategic tensions. Hanging off the eastern edge of Eurasia, the Korean Peninsula (half-island) continues in its historical role as the focus of great-power rivalry—albeit on the basis of new configurations of interest. Tension between the United States and China is growing in relation to the island of Taiwan, a flourishing democracy located in a key position on the “first island chain,” running down the East Asian littoral. Farther offshore, China and other regional states contest the ownership of the scattered reefs and archipelagoes of the East and South China Seas.  These strategic tensions on the East Asian littoral must engage the interests of the dominant maritime power and all those who rely on its protection. The United States has obligations to protect the maritime security of Japan, the world’s second-largest economy. That is a matter of great convenience to both parties, as well as to the wider region, since the U.S.-Japan security treaty provides Japan with maritime protection in ways that do not disturb Japan’s neighbors. Freedom of the seas is also an essential interest of the United States in its strategic capacity as the global offshore balancer.  THE UNITED STATES AS GLOBAL OFFSHORE BALANCER . . .  In May 1940, with most of Western Europe’s coastline in Hitler’s hands and Britain threatened with invasion, the United States inherited the British role as the global offshore balancer. No longer could America enjoy the “free security” provided for so long, de facto, by the Royal Navy. Since then strategic circumstances have changed, but strategic interests are remarkably enduring. The United States, having become the offshore balancer, must take a close interest in what is happening strategically on the opposite shores of its great ocean moat. Unless America can maintain a balance of power at both ends of Eurasia and ensure freedom of the seas, it cannot wage war much beyond its own southern and northern borders.1  Long before it became the global offshore balancer, America had a vital interest in the balance of power in the western Pacific. The United States became a Pacific power when it acquired Hawaii and the Philippines in 1898. Its need to see a balance of power struck across the Pacific Ocean was understood by President Theodore Roosevelt, who was much influenced by Alfred Thayer Mahan. Roosevelt knew that the Philippines was the nation’s Achilles’ heel: it was too close to Japan and too far from Hawaii. In 1905, he brokered the Treaty of Portsmouth, which concluded the Russo-Japanese War after the parties had fought to exhaustion. The equilibrium struck at Portsmouth did not last, because Japan had continental ambitions that clashed with America’s interest in the “Open Door” to China. Soon, the U.S. Navy was gaming conflict with Japan. The Pacific War was not inevitable, but it had its roots in America’s refusal to grant Japan a free hand in East Asia.  Ever since Portsmouth, the balance of power in East Asia has been up for grabs. Throughout last century’s global strategic contests—the two world wars and the Cold War—the East Asian balance remained unsettled. The collapse of Soviet power brought equilibrium to Western Europe but not to the East Asian littoral. For reasons of history, culture, and domestic politics, the United States has been facing the wrong way strategically since it won the Cold War—toward Europe rather than the western Pacific. Still fighting the last war, America risks forgetting to deter the next. The United States, because it is the offshore balancer, cannot tolerate a bid for hegemony over Eurasia or any of its critical parts. China, not Russia, is the current chief aspirant. To concede hegemony to China would mean that the United States would have little influence over what happens in East Asia and would be forced to operate there on terms set by Beijing. History’s lesson is that a maritime power cannot concede dominance over vital seas to any rising power with a continent-sized base on the opposite shore. To do so invites strangulation and ultimately invasion. In its long history as the offshore balancer, the United Kingdom stood at greatest risk of invasion—in 1588 and 1940—when a state dominant on the continent developed sufficient maritime power to threaten the British in their island redoubt. . . . AN OCEAN AWAY FROM THE EAST ASIAN LITTORAL The Pacific is the widest of the world’s oceans, larger than the Indian and Atlantic Oceans combined. Located as it is in the Western Hemisphere, the United States cannot hope to maintain a balance of power across the vast reaches of the Pacific unless it has access to bases on or just off the East Asian littoral. That is why America’s alliance with Japan rests on a congruence of strategic interests: in return for providing the United States with bases—which also provide access for a range of regional contingencies—Japan is afforded maritime and nuclear protection. Japan is an industrialized but resource-poor archipelago barely off the littoral, dependent on long sea routes for vital energy imports from the Persian Gulf. The uncontested exercise of hostile maritime power by any littoral state would rapidly bring Japan to heel, without need for invasion. The United States, in the interests of its own security and that of Japan, cannot grant China a free hand in East Asia. It simply cannot afford to accept that in East Asia its “ability to ensure regional stability through forward presence and the deployment of naval power may be nearing an end.”2  WHY TAIWAN MATTERS Taiwan is the current locus of great-power strategic tension, as Berlin was during the Cold War. The preservation of Berlin’s independence was a strategic interest of the United States, one that justified the risk of war with Moscow. Force-balances matter. By providing military capacity adequate to protect the Western Europeans from Soviet attack, and demonstrating the will to fight if necessary, the United States ensured that it did not have to go to war with the Soviet Union. America’s possession of nuclear weapons played a critical role in deterring Soviet assertions (based on proximity) of hegemony over Eurasia—the 1948 Berlin airlift providing an early test.  For similar reasons, preservation of Taiwan’s de facto independence is an American interest that justifies risking war with China. China sees Taiwan as a renegade province that it has the right to bring to heel, by force if necessary. No one in the current leadership in Beijing wants to go down in history as having lost Taiwan, which all see slipping away. But if China were to succeed in taking Taiwan by force or threat, it would be well on the way to hegemony over East Asia. Japan would lose confidence in U.S. protection and might opt to go it alone, developing long-range maritime power and a nuclear capability. That would be likely to destabilize the region, as others became afraid of Japan and started to arm against it. Only by maintaining adequate force levels in the western Pacific, and demonstrating the will to use them if necessary, can the United States deter Chinese assertions of regional hegemony made on the basis of proximity. No doubt, this would have been readily comprehended by the geostrategist Nicholas Spykman, that great Yale Dutchman, who died in 1942. MUDDLED THINKING AND ITS CONSEQUENCES Strategic geography is enjoying an overdue revival in the United States, but the United States has not produced another Spykman. Recent analysts of East Asia’s strategic geography are muddled in their approaches. Zbigniew Brzezinski, for example, is mistaken when he says that America should focus on moving the pieces around the Eurasian chessboard.3 To the contrary, as the offshore balancer the United States must concentrate on controlling the waves on either side of the board. Brzezinski’s flawed logic helped underpin the misguided eastward expansion of Nato. It gave reassurance where none was needed, and on a basis unnecessarily antagonistic to Russia. It also played into the hands of Beijing, by distracting America’s attention from the more pressing strategic problems of East Asia. Brzezinski’s mistaken assumption that America must seek geostrategic consensus with China in order to gain a political foothold on the Asian mainland also helped generate President William Clinton’s bizarre notion of “strategic partnership” with China. That notion received support from the dominant school in American political science, which has fostered concepts of “bipolarity” between the United States and China, leading to supposedly shared interests.4 Because they thought that bipolarity was inherently stable, the “structuralists” thought the Cold War would go on for ever. They did not see that in the late 1970s the Soviets were out to win. Unlike, however, the political scientists and his own predecessors, President Ronald Reagan did correctly perceive Soviet intentions. Reagan also understood the importance of forthrightly confronting the enemy. That goal informed his strategic programs, including the Strategic Defense Initiative. Current imaginings of U.S.-China bipolarity are as misguided as the bipolarity concept was during the Cold War. Their anti-Soviet alliance of convenience having dissolved, the United States and China now represent opposed poles of strategic interest in the western Pacific. True, they have some common interests on the Korean Peninsula—for example, that there should be no war and that neither Korea should acquire nuclear weapons. However, after the Koreas are reunited, China and the United States will have even fewer shared interests in the western Pacific. China already advocates the withdrawal of U.S. forces from the Korean Peninsula, as a first step to seeing them removed from the entire western Pacific. Nor do East Asia’s strategic tensions arise from so-called “security dilemmas”—those analytical dei ex machina—as the arms control fraternity believes.5 The advocates of arms control treat China and Japan as equally likely to cause problems. What they fail to see is that China has strategic ambitions, while Japan has strategic anxieties.6 Japan is already starting to feel Chinese strategic pressure on its energy lifeline from the Gulf. Strategic tensions arise from collisions of interest, not from simple misunderstanding, accident, and so on; they are not amenable to resolution by confidence-building measures, preventative diplomacy, or other arms control panaceas. Deterrence prevents war. Why must these essential lessons of strategic history be constantly relearned?  MARITIME POWER AND GEOSTRATEGIC ASYMMETRIES Today’s Sino-U.S. tensions represent the latest round of the historic competition between maritime and continental powers. Currently, China has little ability to project power beyond its frontiers. Still, its strategic geography means that China does not have to become a “peer competitor” of the United States in order to collide with its vital interests. The United States can remain an Asian Pacific power only as long as it can project maritime force across the vast reaches of the Pacific Ocean. It no longer has bases in the Philippines. Because China, in contrast, enjoys the advantages of proximity, it does not need to develop maritime power commensurate with that of the United States in order to make the South China Sea a Chinese lake. Uncontested exercise of maritime power in the South China Sea would allow Beijing to plant its foot on Japan’s resource jugular; then, calculating that Japan could feel compelled to comply, China might insist that Japan evict the United States from its bases there.

Relations Impact: Prolif
US Sino relations key to solve global nonproliferation 
Ching 9. [Frank, journalist, “China key to US foreign policy success” Japan Times] 
But the next president must recognize that China is not just a relationship to be managed. It is perhaps the key relationship that the United States must sustain if Obama is to achieve success in virtually all his other foreign policy priority areas.  In the 21st century, there is no relationship more important to the U.S. This does not mean that Washington can give up its network of alliances in Europe and in Asia. Those alliances are important. But Washington must give greater recognition of China's role in the coming decades.  It also does not mean that the U.S. should no longer stand up for democracy and human rights. In fact, the inauguration of Obama and the shutting down of the Guantanamo detention center should help restore Washington's moral stature and put it in a stronger position to support human rights around the world since it should no longer be accused of hypocrisy.  An Obama administration will certainly understand that the U.S.-China bilateral relationship is a complex web of relationships, and the overall relationship cannot be held hostage to any one strand of it, no matter how important.  This is because, in the 21st century, cooperation between Washington and Beijing in vital, not just for those two countries but for the rest of the world as well. Nuclear nonproliferation and climate change, for example, cannot be tackled without Chinese cooperation while, with such cooperation, there is real hope of progress. 
Relations Impact: Warming
U.S.-Chinese cooperation is critical to solve global warming
Saunders 1. (Philip, Dir – East Asian Nonproliferation Program, Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Can 9-11 Provide a Fresh Start for Sino-U.S. Relations?, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/reports/sino911.htm)
Global warming is an issue that can only be addressed through global cooperation, but cooperation has been elusive. Developing countries insist that developed countries are responsible for the problem and have resisted any binding commitments. Yet China is currently the second largest emitter of carbon dioxide, and will surpass the United States to become the largest emitter by 2020. China's continuing dependence on coal as its main source of energy will exacerbate the problem. Efforts to address the problem of global warming without Chinese participation are unlikely to succeed. At the same time, the solution in the Kyoto protocol (no restrictions on developing country emissions) is clearly unacceptable to Congress and has been used to justify U.S. rejection of the protocol. An effective solution requires U.S. and Chinese participation, which is unlikely if this deadlock cannot be resolved. The two countries could also cooperate on other environmental issues, including mitigating the air pollution caused by coal and ways for Chinese industries to adopt energy-efficient, low pollution technology.
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Obama is winning but it’s not locked up – there’s time left. 
Baltimore Sun 10-1. ["Obama-Romney: It's not over yet" -- www.baltimoresun.com/news/opinion/editorial/bs-ed-obama-romney-20121001,0,3464307.story]
Things certainly seem to be breaking President Barack Obama's way of late. A slew of new polls last week showed gains for him in crucial battleground states, most notably Ohio, the one state no Republican has ever won the presidency without. Mr. Obama won't repeat his feat of taking Indiana, and North Carolina may be a stretch, but polls in Florida, Virginia, Nevada and elsewhere suggest the possibility that this election might not even be that close.¶ But before Obama supporters start measuring the White House for second-term drapes, they may want to consider the strong possibility that the race is far from over. There's enough time left and enough volatility in this race and in the world for Mitt Romney to eke out a victory on Nov. 6. Here are a few things that could scramble this race:

Romney is energized, Obama is still ahead – it’s not locked up. 
Robinson 10-4. [Eugene, columnist for the Washington Post, "Robinson: Barack Obama gives Mitt Romney an opening, but the election isn't over yet" Newsday -- www.newsday.com/opinion/robinson-barack-obama-gives-mitt-romney-an-opening-but-the-election-isn-t-over-yet-1.4075027]
It wasn't a disaster, from Obama's point of view, but it was a bad night and a missed opportunity. Even if the debate had been no better than a draw, Obama probably could have spent the rest of the campaign running out the clock. Now Romney and the Republicans have a new spring in their step. They believe they can win.¶ The basic outline of the contest -- the president holding a modest lead and superior Electoral College prospects -- remains unchanged. Obama has bounced back before. But no, this ain't over.

Obama likely to win but polls underestimate how tight the race will get
Caldwell 9-30. [Leigh Ann, political reporter, "Pollster: Obama and Romney race will tighten" www.cbsnews.com/8301-3460_162-57523126/pollster-obama-and-romney-race-will-tighten/]
On "Face the Nation" Sunday, Larry Sabato from the University for Virginia Center on Politics predicted that the presidential race will get closer before election day.¶ "I would just caution, the fundamentals of this election call for a close election. I really think the election is going to tighten. Yes, President Obama is ahead, and probably has the best chance to win, but this is going to be a tighter race than the polls show right now," he said.¶ Sabato said he thinks the election is even tighter now than it appears and that it's "almost impossible" for him to win by 2008 margins.¶ " I'll tell you, it's caused me to question some of the polls because based on everything I know about Virginia and everything I'm seeing, I think the real margin is actually quite close," he said. "I would give President Obama, spot him two or three points, you know he won by six last time in Virginia. Think of the conditions in the country. It's almost impossible to imagine him winning by the same margin in Virginia or nationally so my projection is he gets considerably fewer electoral votes than he got last time. He got 365. I'll be surprised if he gets above 320 or so, maximum under the best conditions."

Now is key – voters are tuning in. 
Thomas 10-6. [Ken, AP writer, "Obama enjoys money surge; Romney in Fla." Delmarva Now News -- www.delmarvanow.com/viewart/20121007/NEWS01/310070027/Obama-enjoys-money-surge-Romney-Fla-]
“There is exactly one month left to go until Election Day,” Obama campaign manager Jim Messina said in an email pitch. “The stakes are too high for us to take our foot off the gas now.” The president was scheduled to launch a lucrative and celebrity-studded fundraising swing to Los Angeles and San Francisco today and Monday followed by a campaign rally in battleground Ohio.¶ Republicans and Romney himself have seemed invigorated by his spirited leadoff debate performance against a subdued president, which played out for a huge national TV audience, estimated at more than 67 million, just as voters at-large are tuning in to the campaign.

It’s not over. 
Tobin 10-5. [Jonathan, Senior Online Editor, "Did the Denver Debate Matter? Swing State Polls Say Yes as Romney Surges" Commentary -- www.commentarymagazine.com/2012/10/05/did-the-denver-debate-matter-swing-state-polls-say-yes-as-mitt-romney-surges/]
But these polls still show that what has happened is that a race that seemed on the verge of being over is up for grabs. So long as Romney is competitive in Florida, Virginia and especially Ohio, he can still win the presidency. Democrats who were hoping to put the election to bed early must make their peace with the fact that the election is back to being a nail-biter.
L


SMRs unpopular – NIMBY attitude would kill their popularity.
Taso ‘11 (Firas Eugen Taso, “21st Century Civilian Nuclear Power and the Role of Small Modular Reactors”, Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy; Tufts University, May 2011 http://search.proquest.com.ezproxy1.lib.asu.edu/docview/877618836, 8-2-12)
Paolo Ferroni also mentions that SMRs would not solve the public concern over nuclear power. To the general public, they would still be nuclear facilities, something that they do not understand and fear. Unless they were proven and demonstrated, opposition would exist even for the smaller demonstration projects. The NIMBY attitude would likely preclude SMRs from being a game changer for nuclear power, unless something changes dramatically, not only incrementally, in public perception.


Link turns case: public support is key to SMR deployment
ITA’ 11 – International Trade Administration (U.S. Department of Commerce, February. Manufacturing and Services Competitiveness Report. “The Commercial Outlook for U.S. Small Modular Nuclear Reactors.” http://trade.gov/mas/ian/build/groups/public/@tg_ian/@nuclear/documents/webcontent/tg_ian_003185.pdf)

One additional obstacle is beyond the scope of this report but could play a significant role in whether SMRs are commercially deployed: public opinion. To the extent that the smaller profile of SMRs results in their deployment closer to population centers, public opposition to their deployment might rise. Deployment at existing sites, or in industrial applications away from residential areas, however, might minimize the impact of public opinion. Education about the safety features of SMRs and nuclear reactors in general could also ameliorate this concern.

Independent voters are the largest voting bloc --- spending kills support
Schoen 12. [Douglas, pollster for President Clinton, “The Forgotten Swing Voter” Politico -- February 8 -- http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=7ED8592F-2122-4A55-AA3B-C5460134BE4A]
Neither party focuses on issues that matter most to people: reviving the economy, promoting job creation, balancing the budget, reducing debt and taking on entitlements. Both Republicans and Democrats are virtually ignoring the concerns of swing voters, now close to 20 percent of the electorate, and independents, now at least 40 percent of the electorate and, according to Gallup, the single largest voting bloc. These two groups share similar interests. And both give Republican and Democratic leaders net negative ratings. Independents disapprove of how Obama is doing his job, 52 percent to 37 percent, according to a recent New York Times/CBS poll. Just 31 percent had a favorable opinion of Obama, with two-thirds saying he has not made progress fixing the economy. Six in 10 independents say Obama does not share their priorities for the country. The president’s improved standing in the recent Washington Post poll has probably been overstated and has more to do with Romney’s weakness than with some dramatic turnaround in Obama’s own numbers. A majority of independents still disapprove of his job performance and a clear majority of the electorate disapproves of his handling of the economy, his performance in creating jobs and his efforts to balance the budget. Independents have similar negative impressions of leading GOP presidential candidates Romney and Gingrich, according to a recent Washington Post poll. Independents look unfavorably on Romney, 51 percent to 23 percent, and have an unfavorable impression of Gingrich, 53 percent to 23 percent. Another ominous sign for Romney, still the presumed nominee, is that voter turnout decreased about 15 percent in Florida’s primary from four years ago, and almost 40 percent of the voters said they were not satisfied with the current field. It’s crucial the GOP candidates address these voter concerns. A recent national survey I conducted sheds light on who the swing voters are and what they want from government — which meshes closely with the independents’ policy preferences. I isolated swing voters by looking at those voters who supported Bill Clinton in an imaginary trial heat against Romney but didn’t support Obama in a trial heat against Romney. This came to 15 percent of the electorate. In a two-way race for president between Clinton and Romney, an overwhelming majority prefers Clinton, 60 percent to 24 percent. Meanwhile, between Obama and Romney, voters split almost evenly — with Obama at 45 percent and Romney at 43 percent. A detailed assessment of swing voters shows that they are not liberal Democrats. Over three-quarters (76 percent) are moderates or conservatives, and close to two-thirds (65 percent) are Republicans or independents. Slightly less than half (49 percent) are Southerners. This data underscore the voters’ desire for politicians who advocate for bipartisanship and coalition-building in a polarized country. The substantial degree of support for Clinton versus Romney shows that the more bipartisan, centrist and fiscally conservative the appeal, the broader the support. A Third Way survey conducted after the midterms supports my findings. Sixty percent of voters who supported Obama in 2008, but voted Republican in 2010, feel that Obama is too liberal. About 66 percent say that Obama and the Democrats in Congress tried to have government do too much. A USA Today/Gallup Poll released late last year also shows that the electorate believes Obama is too far left ideologically. Americans were asked to rate their own ideology as well as that of the major presidential candidates on a 5-point scale. Most rated themselves at 3.3 (slightly right of center), and Obama at 2.3 (left of center) — further away than all other major presidential candidates. A majority of Americans, 57 percent, see Obama as liberal, while only 23 percent see him as moderate. Indeed, recent polling shows that independents want to rein in the size and scope of government. Gallup reports that 64 percent of independents say Big Government is the biggest threat to the country. Which may be one reason for Santorum’s growing support. Three-quarters are dissatisfied with the size and power of the federal government, while just 24 percent are satisfied. Other polling shows that these voters want policies that emphasize economic growth and budget reduction. In the wake of the crippling economic downturn, 82 percent believe it is extremely or very important to expand the economy, according to recent Gallup polling. Seventy percent say the federal budget deficit should be cut by a combination of spending cuts and modest tax increases — with many polls showing these voters feel spending cuts are key. Independents do not support more government spending. My polling last year shows independents believe government should refrain from spending money to stimulate the economy, given the large deficit we face, 62 percent to 24 percent. Independents, according to Gallup, are looking for government to expand the economy (82 percent), and promote equality of opportunity (69 percent). They are not looking for government to promote equality of outcome, since just 43 percent say they want to reduce the income gap between the rich and the poor. By 50 percent to 47 percent, they say the divide between the rich and the poor is an acceptable part of the economic system. So it’s clear what these voters are looking for, and also that neither party is addressing their concerns. To be sure, independent voters want conciliation and compromise. Some are more conservative and market-oriented. Others are ready to accept government stimulus spending for our economic recovery. But all share the desire for economic growth, job creation and a path to fiscal stability. The two parties cannot continue to ignore swing voters. Without them, it will be difficult, if not impossible, to win in November. Moreover, to win without addressing their concerns will almost certainly promise four more years of the same gridlock.

Independents want reduction in nuclear power – linked to business interest corruption. 
Shahan 12. [Zach, Site Director & Publishing Services Manager at Important Media, “76% of Americans Want Clean Energy Instead of Nuclear, Natural Gas, & Coal” Clean Technica -- May 15 -- http://nuclear-news.info/2012/06/04/usa-public-opinion-wants-clean-energy-connects-nuclear-with-corrupt-politics/]
The ORC International survey, conducted for the nonprofit and nonpartisan Civil Society Institute (CSI), found that 76% of Americans (58% of Republicans, 83% of Independents, and 88% of Democrats) want to see ”a reduction in our reliance on nuclear power, natural gas and coal, and instead, launch a national initiative to boost renewable energy and energy efficiency.” (And who knows what the remaining 24% are smoking?)¶ Not only that, the public has clearly picked up on the fact that corrupt politics is a key reason we don’t have more of that. 82% of Americans (69% of Republicans, 84% of Independents, and 95% of Democrats) agree with this statement: “The time is now for a new, grassroots-driven politics to realize a renewable energy future.


Obama backing off nuke power – it’s political suicide in the election.
Levine 9-7. [Greg, former managing editor of Firedoglake, and contributing writer for Truthout, former strategic consultant, doing branding, positioning, and communications for numerous media concerns, consumer products and services companies, political campaigns, not-for-profits, and civic and quasi-governmental organization,former public interest lobbying and organizing on Capitol Hill, specializing in extradition law, intelligence abuse, and first amendment issues, “Obama Drops Nuclear from Energy Segment of Convention Speech” Capitoilette -- http://capitoilette.com/2012/09/07/obama-drops-nuclear-from-energy-segment-of-convention-speech/]
In the wake of Fukushima, where hundreds of thousands of Japanese have been displaced, where tens of thousands are showing elevated radiation exposure, and where thousands of children have thyroid abnormalities, no one can be cavalier about promising a safe harnessing of the atom. And in a world where radioisotopes from the breached reactors continue to turn up in fish and farm products, not only across Japan, but across the northern hemisphere, no one can pretend this is someone else’s problem.¶ Obama and his campaign advisors know all this and more. They know that most industrialized democracies have chosen to shift away from nuclear since the start of the Japanese crisis. They know that populations that have been polled on the matter want to see nuclear power phased out. And they know that in a time of deficit hysteria, nuclear power plants are an economic sinkhole.¶ And so, on a night when the president was promised one of the largest audiences of his entire campaign, he and his team decided that 2012 was not a year to throw a bone to Obama’s nuclear backers. Obama, a consummate politician, made the decision that for his second shot at casting for the future, nuclear power is political deadweight.

Public ignorance means spin is key. 
Wood 12. [Elisa, energy reporter, "What Voters Don't Know About Energy" AOL Energy -- August 8 -- energy.aol.com/2012/08/08/what-voters-don-t-know-about-energy/?icid=trending1]
"We are having all of these big political debates over fossil fuels and a good portion of the population doesn't even know what they are talking about," said Jean Johnson, a senior fellow at Public Agenda and author of the book, "Who Turned Out the Lights?"¶ It's not surprising really; voters are distracted and few have the time or interest to delve into energy complexities. The ailing economy looms as a larger preoccupation.¶ "They have busy lives. They are not sitting over EIA [US Energy Information Administration] books looking at statistics," said Rayola Dougher, senior economic advisor for the American Petroleum Institute, which has a Vote4Energy media campaign underway.¶ As energy becomes politicized this lack of understanding makes the electorate increasingly malleable to the sound bite and easily swayed on issues that have significant economic and environmental ramifications, according to Public Agenda, which recently published a citizens energy guide.¶ This tendency to waffle comes at a particularly bad time. The energy industry is undergoing vast changes that will affect the country for decades; it wants consistent policy and direction before making large investments – and for good reason.¶ "With energy decisions, it takes a long, long, long time to see a result. A power plant lasts 40 to 50 years. They are huge and expensive. You don't build them every day. Even in terms of oil exploration – you don't just find it in Alaska, and we have it in our car tomorrow," Johnson said.¶ The problem is further exasperated by the tendency of political parties and special interest groups to reduce energy to simple black and white arguments that draw passion. Those who propose complex solutions find it difficult to be heard above the din.

Plan forces Obama to take a strong stand – guarantees loss of EITHER the base or swing voters. 
Schnur 12. [Dan, director of the Jesse M. Unruh Institute of Politics at the University of Southern California, “The President, Gas Prices and the Pipeline” New York Times -- April 9 -- http://campaignstops.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/04/09/the-president-gas-prices-and-the-keystone-pipeline/]
Like every president seeking re-election, Barack Obama walks the fine line every day between the discordant goals of motivating his party’s strongest loyalists and reaching out to swing voters for their support. A few weeks ago, that pathway took him to a tiny town in Oklahoma, where, caught between the anti-drilling demands of the environmental community and the thirst for more affordable gasoline from unions, business owners and drivers, the president announced his support for building half of an oil pipeline.¶ The economic impact of rising energy prices in itself is considerable, but the psychological toll on voters is just as significant, as tens of millions of motorists are reminded by large signs on almost every street corner of the financial pain of filling their gas tanks. Obama and his political lieutenants are acutely aware that this growing frustration has the potential to complicate an election year that otherwise seems to be shifting in the incumbent’s favor.¶ As a result, Obama has been hitting the energy issue hard in recent weeks, at least as hard as a candidate can hit when forced to navigate between two almost mutually exclusive political priorities. The result is a president who talks forcefully of the benefits of wind and solar power while also boasting about the amount of oil the nation produces under his leadership.¶ There are times when this gets slightly uncomfortable. Obama recently called for increased exploration along the Atlantic Coast but stopped short of calling for expanded drilling in that region. This is the energy policy equivalent of admitting to an experiment with marijuana but not inhaling.¶ Where the issue becomes more tangible and therefore trickier for Obama is when the multiple choices become binary. The debate over the proposed XL Keystone Pipeline that would transport Canadian oil through the nation’s heartland to the Gulf of Mexico crystallizes the choices involved and forces a shades-of-gray conversation into starker hues of black and white.¶ Obama recognizes that the devoted environmentalists who represent a critical portion of the Democratic party base need some motivation to turn out for him in the fall. But he also understands that centrist voters who support him on a range of other domestic and foreign policy matters could be lured away by a Republican opponent who either promises relief at the gas pump or who can lay blame at the White House doorstep for those higher prices. Even more complicated is the role of organized labor, which has poured immense amounts of support into Obama’s re-election but also prioritizes the job-creation potential of the pipeline.


Anti-nuclear environmentalist groups take every advantage to protest nuke power – plan sets them off. 
Gamble 11. [Jack, nuclear industry engineer, “Antinuclear Activists Will Try to Equate Hiroshima with Fukushima” Nuclear Fissionary -- July 25 -- http://nuclearfissionary.com/2011/07/25/antinuclear-activists-will-try-to-equate-hiroshima-with-fukushima/?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+NuclearFissionary+%28Nuclear+Fissionary%29]
But that won’t stop the antinuclear fear mongers from writing editorials and planning protests of nuclear power on the 66th anniversary of the Hiroshima bombing on August 6, 2011.¶ What better way to manipulate the headlines than to put their fear mongering spin on a historical anniversary? This is exactly what they’ve done with Hurricane Katrina, the BP Oil Spill, wildfires, floods, 9/11, and any other major events for the last few decades. When you have no shame and sell fear for a living, I suppose there is little standing in your way.


Americans don’t think it’s clean energy and don’t want to pay for it. 
Mariotte 12. [Michael, Executive Director of Nuclear Information and Resource Service, “Nuclear Power and Public Opinion: What the polls say” Daily Kos -- June 5 -- http://www.dailykos.com/story/2012/06/05/1097574/-Nuclear-Power-and-Public-Opinion-What-the-polls-say]
Conclusion 2: Americans do not think nuclear power is “clean” energy, and still don’t want to pay for it.¶ Jumping back to ORC International, their March 2012 poll found this:¶ About two out of three Americans (66 percent) – including 58 percent of Republicans, 65 percent of Independents, and 75 percent of Democrats -- agree that the term “‘clean energy standard’ should not be used to describe any energy plan that involves nuclear energy, coal-fired power, and natural gas that comes from hydraulic fracturing, also known as ‘fracking.’”¶ and this:¶ About three out of four Americans (73 percent) agree that “federal spending on energy should focus on developing the energy sources of tomorrow, such as wind and solar, and not the energy sources of yesterday, such as nuclear power.” Fewer than one in four (22 percent) say that “federal spending on energy should focus on existing energy sources, such as nuclear, and not emerging energy sources, such as wind and solar.”¶ Meanwhile, the New York Times in May reported on a Harvard/Yale poll (also behind a paywall), conducted in 2011 but released in May 2012, that found that Americans are willing to pay an average of $162/year more for clean energy than they are paying now—an average 13% increase in electric bills. But when clean energy was defined as including nuclear power or natural gas, that support plummeted.¶ This is consistent with findings over the past decade, which have shown that nuclear power has typically ranked well below renewable energy sources, especially solar and wind, in public opinion, at times battling with coal for least-favorite U.S. energy source.



NRG

Energy key – lobbies pushes it to the top of the public’s agenda. 
Boman 12. [Karen, staff writer, “API: Poll shows US voters link energy development, economic recovery” Rigzone E&P News -- August 14 -- http://www.rigzone.com/news/oil_gas/a/119997/API_Poll_Shows_US_Voters_Link_Energy_Development_Economic_Recovery]
The poll results are the fruit borne of API's Vote for Energy campaign, a multi-million dollar effort launched in January to encourage discussion of U.S. energy policy and issues, said API President and CEO Jack Gerard in a conference call Tuesday.¶ With 92 percent of voters polled saying that energy security and domestic oil and gas production are important issues for the November presidential election, API continues to lobby for a true all of the above energy policy with action and vision, not just lip service from the administration, Gerard said during the call.¶ The results show that voters "clearly get" the issue of how oil and gas development can impact the nation's economy, Gerard said, pointing to the expansions in U.S. industries such as steel that have been made possible by expanded exploration and production activity.¶ Now, API has taken its campaign to swing states Colorado, Virginia, Florida, North Carolina and Ohio, where both President Obama and Republican presidential candidate Mitt Romney have been campaigning, to encourage discussion about the United States' energy future and the impact that oil and gas activity can have on the economy.
Lobbies ensure energy is front and center in the election. 
Dlouhy 12. [Jennifer, Washington correspondent, “Big Oil raises voice as election nears” Houston Chronicle -- August 14 -- http://www.chron.com/business/article/Big-Oil-raises-voice-as-election-nears-3788595.php]
With less than three months until Election Day, the American Petroleum Institute is stepping up its advertising in key battleground states with a goal of making sure voters are thinking about energy policy when they head to the polls.¶ The new round of print and online ads by Big Oil's top trade group will target voters in Colorado, Florida, North Carolina, Ohio and Virginia - battlegrounds that could help determine who lives in the White House for the next four years.¶ Institute President Jack Gerard said the group wants to encourage a "realistic, robust debate" about energy issues - and get politicians to commit to substantive action.

AT: Dreyfuss 10-4 “Syria Thumper” --- Georgetown 


Romney attacks on foreign policy fail. 
Cook, 12 (Charlie, Cook Political Report, National Journal, 5/7, http://cookpolitical.com/node/12467)
A second piece of advice for Romney: Shut up about foreign policy. It’s clearly not your forte. You sound shrill at best and, at worst, uninformed. Romney isn’t going to beat Obama on foreign policy. It will be on the economy. Polls show that Obama gets considerably better job-approval ratings on handling foreign policy than on anything else. For Romney, the bad news is that Obama is rated reasonably well on foreign policy. The good news is that voters don’t seem to be voting on foreign policy.

AT: China Won’t Sell Off

Wrong 
Dorsch 9  (7/7, Gary, holds a Bachelor of Science in Finance from Arizona State University. Worked on the trading floor of the Chicago Mercantile Exchange for nine years as the chief Financial Futures Analyst for three clearing firms, Oppenheimer Rouse Futures Inc, GH Miller and Company, and a commodity fund at the LNS Financial Group, members of the CME and CBOT.  Worked on the domestic and foreign equities trading desk for Charles Schwab and Company, the largest discount broker in the United States, for almost eleven years.  As a transactional broker for Charles Schwab's Global Investment Services department, he handled thousands of customer trades in 45 stock exchanges around the world, “How Long Can the U.S. Dollar Defy the Law of Gravity?” http://www.marketoracle.co.uk/Article11862.html)
In the midst of the longest and deepest, post World-War II recession, America’s financial position with the rest of the world has deteriorated sharply. Three decades of massive trade deficits have turned the United States from the world’s top lender to the world’s largest debtor, - and dependent upon the whims of the so-called emerging nations, laden with huge foreign currency reserves, to finance the bailout of Wall Street Oligarchs, and President Barack Obama’s social programs.  Foreigners own roughly half of the US-government’s publicly traded debt, or $3.47-trillion, representing nearly 25% of the size of the US-economy, the highest level in history. If foreign lenders were to significantly reduce their purchases of US-Treasury notes, without even dumping their current holdings, US long-term interest rates could zoom higher, and the US-dollar could crumble.  That would deal a double whammy to the US-economy. Higher yields on Treasury debt could translate into higher mortgage borrowing rates for homebuyers, - weighing on the housing market, while a weaker US-dollar could lift the price of crude oil to above $70 per barrel, inducing an “Oil Shock” to the world economy. This nightmare scenario has been relegated to the den of doomsayers and fear mongrels, yet is starting to become an increasingly realistic proposition.

Time have changed – Best studies conclude support for the dollar isn’t unconditional 
Wade 5 (Ibrahim, Prof – Fletcher School Law and Diplomacy, Weak Dollar and Strong Bush, 3-11, http://portland.indymedia.org/en/2005/05/316703.shtml)
This tendency is confirmed by a survey carried out by Central Banking Publications of the 67 central banks. More than two-thirds of the institutes reduced the dollar share in their currency reserves in the last third of 2004. This share at 70 percent was very high though 10 percent less than thirty years ago. Nick Carver, one of the authors of this study, concluded: â€œThe enthusiasm of the central banks for the dollar is obviously cooling. American should no longer rely on their unconditional support.â€ (3) Oil-producing countries that transact a good share of their foreign purchases in the Euro zone are not enthusiastic that the higher price of their raw material is largely shattered by the fall in value of the key currency. Some Arab states fear that their US assets could be frozen one day in the realm of combating terrorism. Monetary policy is an inexact discipline that takes unexpected turns again and again. The advantages with a devaluation course will be consumed by the negative consequences. In view of its powerlessness to break the depreciation of its currency, US leaders are now discovering that the dollar weapon could turn against them.

Mutual dependence is a myth- China has alternatives to T-bills – prefer our evidence because it’s most qualified 
Stiglitz 5 (Joseph, Fmr World Bank Chief Economist, Financial Times, 7-26)
There is a myth of mutual dependence: China needs to export goods to the US, which needs China¹s money to finance its deficit. But China could easily make up for the loss of exports to America  and the wellbeing of its citizens could even be improved  if some of the money it lends to the US was diverted to its own development. China has huge investment needs. If its government is going to lend money, why not finance its own development? Why not fund increased consumption at home, rather than that of the richest country in the world, to pay for a tax cut for the richest people in the richest country, or to fight a war which most view as anathema? But the US could not so easily make up for the gap in funding without large increases in interest rates, and these could play havoc with the economy. 


Turns heg
Looney 3 [Robert, Prof. Nat'l. Sec. Affairs @ Naval Postgraduate, Strategic Insights, "From Petrodollars to Petroeuros: Are the Dollar's Days as an International Reserve Currency Drawing to an End?" Vol. II, Iss. 11, November, http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/nov03/middleEast.asp]
Political power and prestige. The benefits of "power and prestige" are nebulous. Nevertheless, the loss of key currency status and the loss of international creditor status have sometimes been associated, along with such non-economic factors as the loss of colonies and military power, in discussions of the historical decline of great powers. Causality may well flow from key currency status to power and prestige and in the opposite direction as well.[8]  On a broader scale, Niall Ferguson[9] notes that one pillar of American dominance can be found in the way successive U.S. government sought to take advantage of the dollar's role as a key currency. Quoting several noted authorities, he notes that    [the role of the dollar] enabled the United States to be "far less restrained…than all other states by normal fiscal and foreign exchange constraints when it came to funding whatever foreign or strategic policies it decided to implement." As Robert Gilpin notes, quoting Charles de Gaulle, such policies led to a 'hegemony of the dollar" that gave the U.S. "extravagant privileges." In David Calleo's words, the U.S. government had access to a "gold mine of paper" and could therefore collect a subsidy form foreigners in the form of seignorage (the profits that flow to those who mint or print a depreciating currency).  The web contains many more radical interactions of the dollar's role. Usually something along the following lines:    World trade is now a game in which the U.S. produces dollars and the rest of the world produces things that dollars can buy. The world's interlinked economies no longer trade to capture a comparative advantage; they compete in exports to capture needed dollars to service dollar-denominated foreign debts and to accumulate dollar reserves to sustain the exchange value of their domestic currencies…. This phenomenon is known as dollar hegemony, which is created by the geopolitically constructed peculiarity that critical commodities, most notably oil, are denominated in dollars. Everyone accepts dollars because dollars can buy oil. The recycling of petro-dollars is the price the U.S. has extracted from oil-producing countries for U.S. tolerance of the oil-exporting cartel since 1973.[10]    America's coercive power in the world is based as much on the dollar's status as the global reserve currency as on U.S. military muscle. Everyone needs oil, and to pay for it, they must have dollars. To secure dollars, they must sell their goods to the U.S., under terms acceptable to the people who rule America. The dollar is way overpriced, but it's the only world currency. Under the current dollars-only arrangement, U.S. money is in effect backed by the oil reserves of every other nation.[11]  While it is tempting to dismiss passages of this sort as uninformed rants, they do contain some elements of truth. There are tangible benefits that accrue to the country whose currency is a reserve currency. The real question is: if this situation is so intolerable and unfair, why hasn't the world ganged up on the United States and changed the system? Why haven't countries like Libya and Iran required something like euros or gold dinars in payment for oil? After all, with the collapse of the Bretton Woods system in 1971 the International Monitary Fund's Standard Drawing Rights (unit of account) was certainly an available alternative to the dollar.[12] 



AT: No Escalation

Even Small US China Trade Disputes Escalate- China Will Overreact
LA Times, 7/18/05
But Gerald Curtis, an expert on Japan at Columbia University, fears that the rising emotions in Washington and China's relative inexperience in global diplomacy could escalate the trade conflicts. "This is brand new stuff for China, and the danger of their overreacting, misinterpreting or drawing the worst possible conclusions about American attitudes toward China are very real," he said.

Rational Interests Won’t Prevent Trade Conflict Escalation- Both Sides Will Miscalculate
CSM, 6/16/05
Neither side seems to grasp the dangers of such a deterioration in relations. "The White House doesn't have a handle on it," says Harald Malmgren, an economic consultant in Washington, D.C. It's an "out-of-control issue." Cont… Both sides believe the other side has too much to lose to permit a trade fight, says Mr. Malmgren, who helped negotiate the Kennedy Round of world trade liberalization decades ago. The US figures China needs access to American consumers for the host of manufactured goods it exports and will make concessions to safeguard that arrangement. On the other side, China sees the US wanting to continue to supply Chinese consumers with its farm products, and to protect its huge corporate investments already in China. But Malmgren figures both Washington and Beijing assessments hinge on major miscalculations. Top Chinese officials have minimal knowledge of economic issues, he says. They aren't aware of the political dynamics in Washington. Moreover, they are preoccupied with keeping their capitalistic boom going at home and keeping a lid on domestic dissent.

Small conflicts with China could escalate into a nuclear conflict – err on the side of caution
Fisher 11 (Max, Associate Editor at the Atlantic, Editor of the International Channel, “5 Most Likely Ways the US and China Could Spark Accidental Nuclear War”) 
There's a near-infinite number of small-scale conflicts that could come up between the U.S. and China, and though none of them should escalate any higher than a few tough words between diplomats, it's the unpredictable events that are the most dangerous. In 1983 alone, the U.S. and Soviet Union almost went to war twice over bizarre and unforeseeable events. In September, the Soviet Union shot down a Korean airliner it mistook for a spy plane; first Soviet officials feared the U.S. had manufactured the incident as an excuse to start a war, then they refused to admit their error, nearly pushing the U.S. to actually start war. Two months later, Soviet spies misread an elaborate U.S. wargame (which the U.S. had unwisely kept secret) as preparations for an unannounced nuclear hit on Moscow, nearly leading them to launch a preemptive strike. In both cases, one of the things that ultimately diverted disaster was the fact that both sides clearly understood the others' red lines -- as long as they didn't cross them, they could remain confident there would be no nuclear war. 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.



AT: No US- China War
Chinese trade conflicts is the most likely scenario for military conflict.
Landy 7 Ben Landy, Director of Research and Strategy at the Atlantic Media Company, publisher of the Atlantic Monthly, National Journal, and Government Executive magazines, April 3, 2007, http://chinaredux.com/2007/04/03/protectionism-and-war/#comments,) 
The greatest threat for the 21st century is that these economic flare-ups between the US and China will not be contained, but might spill over into the realm of military aggression between these two world powers.  Economic conflict breeds military conflict. The stakes of trade override the ideological power of the Taiwan issue. China’s ability to continue growing at a rapid rate takes precedence, since there can be no sovereignty for China without economic growth. The United States’ role as the world’s superpower is dependent on its ability to lead economically.  As many of you will know from reading this blog, I do not believe that war between the US and China is imminent, or a foregone conclusion in the future. I certainly do not hope for war. But I have little doubt that protectionist policies on both sides greatly increase the likelihood of conflict–far more than increases in military budgets and anti-satellite tests.


Internal: Label Kills Relations 

Currency Manipulator label wrecks relations – spills over and guts coop on other key issues
Lardy, 10  (Nicholas, Peterson Institute International Economics, 4/1, http://www.piie.com/publications/interviews/pp20100401lardy.pdf)
Nicholas R. Lardy suggests the Obama administration may avoid labeling China a currency “manipulator” to keep ¶ cooperation going on other issues. ¶ Edited transcript, recorded April 1, 2010. © Peterson Institute for International Economics.¶ Steve Weisman: It’s the beginning of April and a new chapter with US-China relations. This is Steve ¶ Weisman at the Peterson Institute for International Economics with Nicholas Lardy, ¶ senior fellow at the Institute, to talk about the events of the next couple weeks and the ¶ weather surrounding US-China relations. Thanks Nick.¶ Nicholas Lardy: Thank you, Steve.¶ Steve Weisman: April fifteenth is the supposed deadline by which time the Treasury Department and ¶ the Obama administration must decide on whether to label China a manipulator of its ¶ currency. What do you think will happen?¶ Nicholas Lardy: I think it’s extremely unlikely that they will label China a manipulator this time around. ¶ There are just too many issues in play, too many risks and outcomes in other domains ¶ that would be adversely affected.¶ Steve Weisman: What other domains?¶ Nicholas Lardy: Three come immediately to mind. One is the Chinese efforts to bring North Korea back ¶ to the six-party talks, the talks that have been suspended now for several months. Second ¶ is the willingness of China to support tougher sanctions on Iran. They have supported ¶ sanctions in the past; it’s fairly clear they have not been very effective. The administration ¶ would like to get tougher UN sanctions and they need Chinese support to do that, and ¶ there’s some indication the Chinese are willing to move on that front. Thirdly is the ¶ participation of the Chinese president in the nuclear talks, which begin in Washington just ¶ a few days before April fifteenth. Up until today, the Chinese were being very coy, saying ¶ they had not yet made a decision about whether or not their president would actually ¶ participate or whether they would send some lower level diplomat to represent them.

The label would tank relations 
Palmer 10. [2/11 -- Doug, journalist, “Obama Risks China's Ire If Pushes Too Hard On Yuan” Reuters -- http://www.bernama.com/bernama/v5/newsworld.php?id=474995]
But over a year since taking office, Obama's administration is still weighing whether to launch formal action over China's currency in what could be the biggest -- and riskiest -- challenge by Washington to Beijing's economic policies.  Although there is agreement among Western economists the Chinese yuan is substantially undervalued, labeling China a currency manipulator could backfire on the United States, making it unlikely Obama will take that step soon.  "The Chinese might react quite badly to that. Maybe eventually, the U.S. may have to do it. But the question is whether it can do some things in the meantime to ensure it has more friends on its side," said Arvind Subramanian, a senior fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics.  Obama brought concerns about China's exchange rate back to the top of the U.S. economic agenda last week when he said countries that undervalue their currency put the United States at a huge competitive disadvantage.  The Peterson Institute, a Washington-based think-tank, estimates the yuan is undervalued by as much as 25 percent to 40 percent, effectively subsidizing China's exports and taxing its imports at the expense of other countries.  China says its currency policy is an internal matter, driven mainly by the need to maintain rapid economic growth and provide jobs. It has held its currency, the renminbi , at about 6.83 to the dollar since July 2008.  Obama's comments have focused attention on whether he will formally label China as a currency manipulator in a semi-annual Treasury Department report due on April 15, a move that would likely inflame bilateral relations with China.

Label sours relations 
Global and Mail 3-15-10. 
Even if revisiting the currency could give a boost to the global economy, Mr. Wen's latest remarks are a reminder that a timetable for change will ultimately come from Beijing, not Washington. And as the chorus grows louder in the U.S. for the Obama administration to formally designate China a currency manipulator, it is clear the bitter spat will continue to sour U.S.-China relations. 

Label tanks relations- Beijing is girding for a fight 
NYT 10. [3/13 -- “China's Wen Gives No Ground on Calls For Yuan Rise” http://www.nytimes.com/reuters/2010/03/13/business/business-us-china-parliament.html]
The United States, the European Union and others have long been critical of China's yuan regime. The chances of a dangerous confrontation are increasing ahead of an April 15 decision by President Barack Obama's administration about whether to formally label China as a currency manipulator in a semi-annual Treasury Department report.  Adding to the pressure, Senator Charles Schumer said on Friday that he plans to move forward legislation aimed at stopping China from "manipulating" its currency.  Without directly mentioning the United States, Wen made clear that Beijing was in no mood to submit to any demands from Washington and might even be girding for a fight. 

Obama Losing = Currency Manipulator Label


Election pressures will cause Obama to cave and label china a currency manipulator if he’s losing
THE ECONOMIST 10. [“A turn for the worse; trade figures” Aug 21 -- lexis]
The new numbers mean that frustration with China is only likely to intensify as unemployment remains stubbornly close to 10%. America's bilateral trade deficit with China grew by nearly $4 billion from May to June, while China's July trade surplus swelled to $28.7 billion—the highest level for 18 months. Meanwhile, China's currency spent the following week falling against the dollar, giving back much of the ground the yuan had gained since China, under intense pressure from America, allowed it to rise.   With an election looming and the recovery looking pallid, politicians may grasp for whatever villains are available. Chuck Schumer, a Democratic senator from New York, continues to push legislation that would force the Treasury to declare China a currency manipulator, subject to punitive tariffs. Mr Schumer and the Senate majority leader, Harry Reid, have both expressed a desire to put a bill onto the legislative calendar for September, when Congress returns. Mr Obama has so far been unwilling to support such measures, but his resolve may hinge on the mood of the electorate. Without a fall in unemployment, it will continue to sour. 


Romney Win  China Bashing 

GOP victory leads to China bashing over multiple issues – causes sanctions
Gerstein 11. [Josh – Politico, “The GOP's China syndrome”, 11/22, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1111/68952.html]
Mitt Romney says America is at war with China — a “trade war” over its undervalued currency. “They’re stealing our jobs. And we’re gonna stand up to China,” the former Massachusetts governor declared in a recent Republican presidential debate, arguing that the United States should threaten to impose tariffs on Chinese imports. When Romney steps on stage tonight for another debate, this one devoted to foreign policy, that kind of China-bashing is likely to be a favorite theme. With a moribund economy and relatively little traction for other international issues, the threat posed by cheap Chinese imports and Chinese purchases of U.S. debt is an irresistible target. The problem, China experts are quick to point out, is that those attacks often fly in the face of the business interests Republicans have traditionally represented, not to mention the record many of the candidates have either supporting trade with China — or actively soliciting it. Just last year, for example, Romney slammed President Barack Obama for growth-killing protectionism after he put a 35 percent tariff on Chinese tires because of a surge of cheap imports. And, Romney wrote in his book, “No Apology: The Case for American Greatness,” “Protectionism stifles productivity.” And though Texas Gov. Rick Perry predicted at a debate this month that “the Chinese government will end up on the ash heap of history if they do not change their virtues,” a picture posted on the Internet shows a smiling Perry on a trade mission to Shanghai and Beijing posing with Chinese Foreign Minister Yang Jiechi after presenting him with a pair of cowboy boots. Nor has Perry been shy about encouraging Chinese investments in Texas: In October 2010, he appeared at the announcement of a new U.S. headquarters for Huawei Technologies to be located in Plano, Texas, despite lingering concerns among U.S. security officials that Huawei-made telecommunications equipment is designed to allow unauthorized access by the Chinese government. “There’s a certain pandering going on,” said Nicholas Lardy of the Peterson Institute for International Economics, who adds that the GOP rhetoric is squarely at odds with the views of the U.S. establishment, which believes a showdown with China over the trade issue “will make things worse, not better.” Not all of the 2012 GOP presidential hopefuls have taken to publicly pummeling Beijing. The only bona fide China expert in the group, former Ambassador to China Jon Huntsman, has criticized Romney for being cavalier and simplistic in his talk of tariffs. “You can give applause lines, and you can kind of pander here and there. You start a trade war if you start slapping tariffs randomly on Chinese products based on currency manipulation,” Huntsman said at a recent debate. “That doesn’t work.” Former Sen. Rick Santorum also rejected the idea of slapping tariffs on Beijing if it won’t buckle on the currency issue. “That just taxes you. I don’t want to tax you,” Santorum said. Newt Gingrich says he wants to bring a world of hurt down on Beijing for alleged Chinese cyberattacks on the U.S. and theft of intellectual property, though he’s vague about how. “We’re going to have to find ways to dramatically raise the pain level for the Chinese cheating,” the former house speaker declares. And Herman Cain talks of a threat from China, but says the answer is to promote growth in the U.S. “China’s economic dominance would represent a national security threat to the USA, and possibly to the rest of the world,” Cain wrote in May in the Daily Caller. “We can outgrow China because the USA is not a loser nation. We just need a winner in the White House.” Romney’s rhetoric has been particularly harsh. “It’s predatory pricing, it’s killing jobs in America,” he declared at the CNBC debate earlier this month, promising to make a formal complaint to the World Trade Organization about China’s currency manipulation. “I would apply, if necessary, tariffs to make sure that they understand we are willing to play at a level playing field.” The Romney campaign insists those tariffs are entirely distinguishable from the tire duties Obama imposed in 2009. “The distinction between Obama’s tire action and what Gov. Romney is proposing is simple,” said a Romney aide who did not want to be named. “President Obama is not getting tough with China or pushing them unilaterally, he is handing out political favors to union allies. [Romney’s] policy focuses on fostering competition by keeping markets open and the playing field level.” Romney, who helped set up investment bank Bain Capital, has long been a favorite of Wall Street, so his stridency on the China trade issue has taken some traditional conservatives — for whom free trade is a fundamental tenet — by surprise. National Review said Romney’s move “risk[ed] a trade war with China” and was “a remarkably bad idea.” In fact, many business leaders give Obama good marks for his China policy. “What the Obama administration has done in not labeling China as a ‘currency manipulator’ is correct,” said one U.S. business lobbyist who closely follows U.S.-China trade issues and asked not to be named. “We’re very leery of a tit-for-tat situation,” he added, while acknowledging that the anti-China rhetoric is “good politics.”

Romney results in escalating protectionist wars with China
WSJ 11. [Wall Street Journal -- “Mitt Romney’s 59 Economic Flavors” September 7  --http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111904537404576554692126810066.html?mod=googlenews_wsj]
By far the most troubling proposal is Mr. Romney's call for "confronting China" on trade. This is usually a Democratic theme, but Mr. Romney does Mr. Obama one worse by pledging to have his Treasury brand China a "currency manipulator" if it doesn't "move quickly to bring its currency to full value." He'd then hit Beijing with countervailing duties. Starting a trade war is a rare policy mistake that Mr. Obama hasn't made, but Mr. Romney claims it is a way to faster growth. His advisers say he doesn't favor a 25% tariff on Chinese goods as some in Congress do, but once a President unleashes protectionist furies they are hard to contain. His economic aides say this idea comes directly from Mr. Romney himself, which is even less reassuring. It looks like a political maneuver to blunt the criticism he'll receive because some of Bain Capital's companies sent jobs overseas, or perhaps this is intended to win over working-class precincts in Pennsylvania and Ohio. But giving Americans the impression that a trade war will bring those jobs back to the U.S. is offering false hope. It also distracts from the other fiscal and regulatory reforms that are needed to attract capital and create jobs.
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