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A. Definitions

restriction according to WordNet in 2012 (http://www.thefreedictionary.com/restriction)- the act of keeping something within specified bounds (by force if necessary); "the restriction of the infection to a focal area"
On indicates DESTINATION Merriam Webster 12 ON - used as a function word to indicate destination or the focus of some action, movement, or directed effort <crept up on him> <feast your eyes on this> <working on my skiing> <made a payment on the loan>
Energy production is the extraction of primary energy forms—Their evidence assumes Energy End-Use

Sagar, Oliver, and Chikkatur 06

[Ambuj Sagar is a senior research associate in the Science, Technology, and Public Policy program at the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University. Honyan He Oliver is a research fellow in the Science, Technology, and Public Policy program at the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University.  Ananth Chikkatur is a research fellow in the Science, Technology, and Public Policy program at the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University. “ARTICLE: Climate Change, Energy, and Developing Countries” 7 Vt. J. Envtl. L. 1]

n1 The energy sector encompasses activities relating to the production, conversion, and use of energy. Energy production includes the extraction of primary energy forms such as coal, oil, and natural gas, or growing biomass for energy uses. Energy conversion pertains to the transformation of energy into more useful forms: this includes the refining of petroleum to yield products such as gasoline and diesel; the combustion of coal in power plants to yield electricity; the production of alcohol from biomass, etc. Energy end-use encompasses the final use of energy forms in industrial, residential, commercial, transportation and other end-uses.

B. Violations – the affirmative removes a restriction on WHO CAN INVEST in natural gas – not a restriction on WHERE NATURAL GAS PRODUCTION can take place
C. Prefer our interp

1 – Limits – They justify removing restrictions on any particular country – they could EXEMPT Russia, China, Uzbekistan

2 – Justifies effectual affs - Allowing indirect restrictions also means the aff can alter the overall economy in order to increase production – this means the aff can be extremely effectually topical and have nothing to initially do with energy
Smith 6 (smith.cox.smu.edu/papers_research/OPEC%20(Palgrave).doc) Teece (1982) and Crémer and Salehi-Isfahani (1980) advanced the idea that the limited domestic revenue needs (“absorptive capacity”) of some OPEC members imposed an indirect restriction on production. The higher the price, the lower the volume of oil exports required to achieve a requisite amount of revenue. The result would be a backward-bending supply curve that links lower oil output to higher prices in a manner that implies no coordination among OPEC members. One problem with this argument, as Adelman (1982) pointed out, is that the absorptive capacities of OPEC members seemed to increase faster than export revenues. Griffin’s (1985) subsequent empirical tests found little statistical support for the target revenue hypothesis
Voting Issue – If it were not the affirmative could run the same case year after year or unbeatable truths
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Obama winning – electoral vote counts. 

Bombay 9-21. [Scott, Editor-in-Chief of the National Constitution Center, "Swing state polls put Obama closer to election-day win" Constitution Daily -- blog.constitutioncenter.org/2012/09/swing-state-polls-put-obama-closer-to-election-day-win/]

Expect a flurry of campaign activity in nine battleground states until Election Day: The latest polls show President Barack Obama closer to clinching the presidential race, unless the GOP can stem the tide in a handful of swing states.¶ While national polls might show a tight race for the total popular vote total, surveys in swing states show a growing gap between President Obama and Mitt Romney.¶ Key states such as Ohio and Florida have been bombarded for months with TV ads and candidate appearances. Recent polls show two other states have moved back toward the Obama column, and a third is likely to follow soon.¶ The results put Obama at 260 projected electoral votes, with 270 needed to win. Challenger Mitt Romney has a projected 191 electoral votes.¶ For our consensus poll analysis, we refer to the web site Real Clear Politics, which tracks campaign polls locally and nationally.¶ The significance of the events weren’t lost ABC journalist George Stephanopoulos, who appeared on Piers Morgan’s CNN talk show last night.¶ When asked upfront by Morgan about the race, Stephanopoulos said the big development was the constant importance of the swing state campaigns.¶ As any student could tell you on this Constitution Week, it’s all about the Electoral College when it comes to presidential races. So while national polls may be for “show,” the Electoral College race is for “the dough.”¶ Even though the difference between Obama and Romney is “too close to call” in the popular vote, the projected Electoral College race isn’t nearly as close, when it comes to consensus polls.¶ For example, the most recent Gallup poll puts the general election in a deadlock, with each candidate tied—ironically—at 47 percent.¶ Other national polls show Obama with a slight lead, with an average lead of 3.1 percent.¶ The Real Clear Politics consensus of polls in swing states shows a much different picture.¶ In percentage terms, Obama has 46 percent of the projected electoral vote total of 538 votes, compared with 35.5 percent for Romney. That is a difference of 11.5 percent in electoral votes, versus 3 percent in the current consensus poll of national votes from Real Clear Politics.¶ In the past two weeks, Michigan and then Wisconsin moved back into the list of states leaning to Obama, based on polling data.¶ That puts Obama’s total at 247 projected electoral votes. Virginia, with its 13 electoral votes, seems like the next state to move toward the Obama column, unless the GOP can stem the tide.¶ At 260 electoral votes, the Democrats would only need to take one or two of the remaining seven swing states to win the presidency.¶ To be sure, a lot can change between now and Election Day, and polls have margins of error. Also, internal polls conducted by candidates can differ greatly from public polls.
Plan massively unpopular – China bashing talking point empirically proven. 

Yingzi 10. [Tan, reporter, "US likely to give nod to CNOOC deal, despite opposition" China Daily -- www.chinadaily.com.cn/bizchina/2010-10/14/content_11409139.htm]

Several proposed Chinese investment projects in the US have encountered political obstacles this year. Some Congress members blamed China for the high US unemployment rate and regard the emerging economy's global expansion as a national security threat.¶ China has appeared as a "scapegoat" for the wobbly US economy in the fierce campaign for November's midterm elections. At least 29 candidates have aired advertisements blaming their opponents for being too sympathetic to China, the New York Times reported on Saturday.¶ Strong political opposition to the CNOOC deal is likely, given the recent congressional objections to Anshan Iron and Steel Group's investment in a small US steel company, said Scissors from the Heritage Foundation.

***Note: CNOOC = China energy giant

The aff obliterates the Obama campaign 

Hadar 12. [Leon, Washington Correspondent, "China bashing par for the course in heat of US elections" Business Times -- March 15 -- globalparadigms.blogspot.com/2012/03/china-bashing-par-for-course-in-heat-of.html]

He made it clear that he saw the issue as integral to his election-campaign narrative of rebuilding the American manufacturing base and strengthening US global economic competitiveness vis-a-vis China and other leading economic powers. The perception that unfair trade practices by the Chinese were responsible for their success in getting American manufacturers to move their operations to China and in having the upper hand in trade competition with the US is shared by many Americans and has been exploited by the leading Republican presidential contenders. Hence, former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney has engaged in China-bashing during the election campaign, accusing Mr Obama  of failing to stand up to China in the global economic arena and pledging that, if elected as president, he would retaliate against Chinese trade practices by imposing economic sanctions against Beijing. At the same time, both Republican and Democratic lawmakers have urged the White House to take punitive action against China in response to Beijing's continuing effort to undervalue the yuan to improve the ability of Chinese exporters to out-compete American manufacturers. In fact, the notion that China was posing a threat to US economic interests is also very popular among members of the trade unions, a powerful political force in the Democratic Party as well as among blue-collar workers. The unemployment rate remains very high among blue-collar workers, who tend to be concentrated in critical electoral 'swing' states such as Ohio and Pennsylvania. The recent New York Times/CBS News opinion poll suggests that the support for Mr Obama  among these voters has slipped to an all-time low, and could continue to fall as oil prices continue to rise. The results of the same poll also point to rising dissatisfaction among all voters with his management of the economy. During his State of the Union Address in January, he announced the formation of a new trade task force that would investigate China's trade practices while calling on the Chinese to remove market restrictions to American exporters and respect international business standards. He reiterated these positions during his meetings with Chinese Vice-President Xi Jinping last month. Demonstrating that he would continue to protect the interests of American business and workers by standing firm vis-a-vis China makes a lot of political sense for Mr Obama.  So does Chinese politicians' resistance to this American pressure in a year when the Chinese Communist Party chooses its new leadership.

Romney jacks Russia relations 
Lyman 12. [John – editor-in-chief of International Policy Digest, “Romney’s Foreign Policy and Russia” International Policy Digest -- March 30 -- http://www.internationalpolicydigest.org/2012/03/30/romneys-foreign-policy-and-russia/]

U.S.-Russian relations transcend the United Nations and other multilateral institutions. The United States relies on Russian assistance in counterterrorism, Afghanistan, shoring up loose nuclear material in the former Soviet Republics, international narcotics trafficking, WMD proliferation and reducing American and Russian nuclear stockpiles, which has become a cause celeb for Mr. Obama. Obama has calculated that the Russians would be amendable to significant reductions in their nuclear stockpiles if he negotiates with the Russians in good faith over missile defense. This process was started several years ago in an effort to “reset” U.S.-Russian relations, when Obama ordered a different configuration to the missile defense system – the European Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA) – planned for construction in Eastern Europe. The original system envisioned a radar base that was to be built in the Czech Republic with interceptors housed in Poland. The EPAA is designed to intercept ballistic missiles launched from “rogue” nations from interceptors housed in Poland and now Romania. The Russians have been highly critical of the system first announced by the Bush administration as they claim it would undermine their own nuclear deterrent. “This is not a matter of hiding the ball,” Mr. Obama said. “I want to see us gradually, systematically reduce reliance on nuclear weapons.” Now that Mr. Romney has antagonized the Russians, he might find it difficult to negotiate with them over a whole host of issues, much less getting Russia on board with prodding the Iranians to return to the negotiating table or facilitating America’s withdrawal from Afghanistan if he defeats Mr. Obama in November.

extinction

Allison and Blackwill 10-31, Graham, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School and a former assistant secretary of defense in the Clinton administration, Robert, Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations and served as U.S. ambassador to India and as deputy national security adviser for strategic planning in the Bush administration [“10 Reasons Why Russia Still Matters,” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1011/67178_Page2.html]
That central point is that Russia matters a great deal to a U.S. government seeking to defend and advance its national interests. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin’s decision to return next year as president makes it all the more critical for Washington to manage its relationship with Russia through coherent, realistic policies. No one denies that Russia is a dangerous, difficult, often disappointing state to do business with. We should not overlook its many human rights and legal failures. Nonetheless, Russia is a player whose choices affect our vital interests in nuclear security and energy. It is key to supplying 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan and preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. Ten realities require U.S. policymakers to advance our nation’s interests by engaging and working with Moscow. First, Russia remains the only nation that can erase the United States from the map in 30 minutes. As every president since John F. Kennedy has recognized, Russia’s cooperation is critical to averting nuclear war. Second, Russia is our most consequential partner in preventing nuclear terrorism. Through a combination of more than $11 billion in U.S. aid, provided through the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction program, and impressive Russian professionalism, two decades after the collapse of the “evil empire,” not one nuclear weapon has been found loose. Third, Russia plays an essential role in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile-delivery systems. As Washington seeks to stop Iran’s drive toward nuclear weapons, Russian choices to sell or withhold sensitive technologies are the difference between failure and the possibility of success. Fourth, Russian support in sharing intelligence and cooperating in operations remains essential to the U.S. war to destroy Al Qaeda and combat other transnational terrorist groups. Fifth, Russia provides a vital supply line to 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan. As U.S. relations with Pakistan have deteriorated, the Russian lifeline has grown ever more important and now accounts for half all daily deliveries. Sixth, Russia is the world’s largest oil producer and second largest gas producer. Over the past decade, Russia has added more oil and gas exports to world energy markets than any other nation. Most major energy transport routes from Eurasia start in Russia or cross its nine time zones. As citizens of a country that imports two of every three of the 20 million barrels of oil that fuel U.S. cars daily, Americans feel Russia’s impact at our gas pumps. Seventh, Moscow is an important player in today’s international system. It is no accident that Russia is one of the five veto-wielding, permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, as well as a member of the G-8 and G-20. A Moscow more closely aligned with U.S. goals would be significant in the balance of power to shape an environment in which China can emerge as a global power without overturning the existing order. Eighth, Russia is the largest country on Earth by land area, abutting China on the East, Poland in the West and the United States across the Arctic. This territory provides transit corridors for supplies to global markets whose stability is vital to the U.S. economy. Ninth, Russia’s brainpower is reflected in the fact that it has won more Nobel Prizes for science than all of Asia, places first in most math competitions and dominates the world chess masters list. The only way U.S. astronauts can now travel to and from the International Space Station is to hitch a ride on Russian rockets. The co-founder of the most advanced digital company in the world, Google, is Russian-born Sergei Brin. Tenth, Russia’s potential as a spoiler is difficult to exaggerate. Consider what a Russian president intent on frustrating U.S. international objectives could do — from stopping the supply flow to Afghanistan to selling S-300 air defense missiles to Tehran to joining China in preventing U.N. Security Council resolutions. So next time you hear a policymaker dismissing Russia with rhetoric about “who cares?” ask them to identify nations that matter more to U.S. success, or failure, in advancing our national interests.
CP 1

The United States Federal Government should exclude natural gas production from Exon-Florio reviews
Oil prices are high now

Mufson 9-14-12 [Steven, Washington Post staff writer covering energy and other financial news. He has worked at the Post since 1989 and has been its chief economic policy writer, Beijing correspondent, diplomatic correspondent and deputy editor of the weekly Outlook section, “Oil prices hit four-month high,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/oil-prices-hit-four-month-high/2012/09/14/b09829ca-fe9f-11e1-b153-218509a954e1_story.html]

Oil prices hit their highest levels in more than four months on Friday, bolstered by the Federal Reserve’s steps to strengthen the U.S. economy and by anxiety about the specter of confrontation over Iran’s nuclear program. The global oil balance is already tighter than forecasters expected just a few months ago, because of disruptions in oil output from nations outside the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries and by the effectiveness of sanctions against Iran, which is exporting about 750,000 to 1 million fewer barrels a day than it was a year ago. “The story has been one of a strong stock market, a weaker dollar and continuing geopolitical events,” said Adam Sieminski, head of the federal Energy Information Administration. He said political strife in Syria, Yemen and Sudan cut off some supplies while the latest price surge was “driven by central bank moves in both the U.S. and Europe” and by “optimism about the economy, which changes expectations about what demand will be going over the course of the next six to 12 months.” The price for the West Texas Intermediate grade of crude oil for October delivery briefly rose above $100 a barrel on Friday before closing at $99, up 69 cents. The widely used European benchmark Brent crude closed at $116.66 a barrel, up 78 cents. Since late June, the price of crude oil has climbed about 25 percent, fueling a 16-cent increase in the average price of regular gasoline and adding to the economic headwinds facing President Obama in the final weeks of the election campaign.
Plan replaces foreign oil – shoots down oil prices
GERAGHTY ’12 – Contributing editor to the National Review. He writes the Campaign Spot; periodically guest hosts the nationally syndicated Hugh Hewitt Show (Geraghty, Jim. “Surprise! Domestic Production Can Lower Gas Prices After All.” March 27, 2012. http://www.nationalreview.com/campaign-spot/294524/surprise-domestic-production-can-lower-gas-prices-after-all#)
The good folks at the Independent Petroleum Association of America — a trade group representing represents more than 6,000 independent oil and natural gas producers and service and supply companies across the U.S. – have put forth a new report discussing the relationship between domestic production and gasoline prices. Their report reinforces what common sense would suggest: that while oil is traded on a global market, the pre-tax cost of gasoline is relatively cheaper when you are near the source and the refinery. Oil produced here in the United States has an easier time getting to a U.S. refinery – making it cheaper to produce than oil that has to be shipped here from overseas. They begin by pointing out: First of all, gasoline is not crude oil. Before crude oil becomes gasoline, it must undergo a series of transformations, which refineries play a crucial role. Although gasoline is not the only petroleum product that helps keep the U.S. economy running, it does account for nearly half of U.S. petroleum consumption (which is understandably why it receives the most attention in the media). While petroleum products overall, including diesel fuel and jet fuel, make up 93 percent of energy used in U.S. transportation, gasoline alone accounts for more than 60 percent of U.S. transportation energy. Here’s the key difference: domestic crude can be up to $20/barrel cheaper than imported crude oil. American oil production has helped lower the price of many of our domestic crude streams in comparison to internationally-priced Brent and other imported grades. As a result, relatively abundant supplies in the mid-continent have in recent times put market prices for West Texas Intermediate (WTI) crude at some $10-$20/barrel cheaper than imported Brent crude. As of mid-March, the difference was running at about $20/barrel. Further up the supply chain, Bakken crude itself was trading some $17-18 below WTI several weeks ago. Because of increased U.S. oil production, mid-continent refiners have seen lower costs for increased domestically-supplied inputs, while East Coast (and Caribbean) refiners have largely been faced with the higher cost of imported foreign crude oil.

Low oil prices will destroy Russia’s economy
SHELIN ’12 – Political Columnist (Shelin, Sergey. “Putin Without Oil “. April 30, 2012. http://en.novayagazeta.ru/business/52381.html)
Russia’s economic dependence on the oil trade is not just important, it is critical The traditional Prime Minister’s farewell speech delivered to the state Duma by Vladimir Putin was for the most part, boring with one major exception. He listed various programs, projects and promises, but never once indicated that they are only feasible if oil prices continue to rise year on year. In response to a timid and planted question by a deputy of his own United Russia party, the president-elect dismissed any link regarding the success of their plans being reliant on future oil revenue. “All the initiatives I have set forth are in no way dependent on oil or gas revenues… Even if the price falls to $70 a barrel, we will be able to fulfill all of our commitments to the Russian people.” This statement overwhelmingly contradicts the common belief that the Russian economy is heavily dependent on its oil exports. This view is also misleading. The oil trade is not just important for Russia, it is vital. In the first quarter of 2012, the average price of Urals Crude was $117 a barrel; compare that with Q1 2010 when the price barely touched $70. In Q1 2012, Russia’s exports totaled $135 billion and imports made up $73 billion, a healthy margin of $62 billion. However, due to negative balance of payments, services and other economic parameters the Russian current account stands at a more modest $42 billion. Moreover, since the net outflow of private capital from Russia for the same three months was $35 billion, the country’s economy is more or less breaking even. If oil prices were to fall down to the 2010 mark of $70 a barrel, and along with it other energy resources that make up more than 70% of all Russian exports, then total revenue would fall by some $40 billion, from the current $135 billion to $95 billion. In addition, Q1 2010 saw Russian imported goods totaling $46 billion and export of private capital touching $15billion, 1.6 and 2.3 times lower than today’s figure respectively. If world oil prices do indeed crash, it is believed that Russians will panic and the country’s private capital exports will accelerate dramatically. A drop in oil prices will not be matched by the required cut in imports and to restore fiscal balance the Kremlin will have to decide whether to raid their foreign reserves or cut their expenditure on imports by half. The result would lead to a sharp devaluation of the ruble, a drop in consumer confidence and a surge in inflation.

Extinction

Filger 9 (Sheldon, Author and Writer @ the Huffington Post, Former VP for Resource Development at New York’s United Way, “Russian Economy Faces Disastrous Free Fall Contraction,” http://www.globaleconomiccrisis.com/blog/archives/356)

In Russia historically, economic health and political stability are intertwined to a degree that is rarely encountered in other major industrialized economies. It was the economic stagnation of the former Soviet Union that led to its political downfall. Similarly, Medvedev and Putin, both intimately acquainted with their nation’s history, are unquestionably alarmed at the prospect that Russia’s economic crisis will endanger the nation’s political stability, achieved at great cost after years of chaos following the demise of the Soviet Union. Already, strikes and protests are occurring among rank and file workers facing unemployment or non-payment of their salaries. Recent polling demonstrates that the once supreme popularity ratings of Putin and Medvedev are eroding rapidly. Beyond the political elites are the financial oligarchs, who have been forced to deleverage, even unloading their yachts and executive jets in a desperate attempt to raise cash. Should the Russian economy deteriorate to the point where economic collapse is not out of the question, the impact will go far beyond the obvious accelerant such an outcome would be for the Global Economic Crisis. There is a geopolitical dimension that is even more relevant then the economic context. Despite its economic vulnerabilities and perceived decline from superpower status, Russia remains one of only two nations on earth with a nuclear arsenal of sufficient scope and capability to destroy the world as we know it. For that reason, it is not only President Medvedev and Prime Minister Putin who will be lying awake at nights over the prospect that a national economic crisis can transform itself into a virulent and destabilizing social and political upheaval. It just may be possible that U.S. President Barack Obama’s national security team has already briefed him about the consequences of a major economic meltdown in Russia for the peace of the world. After all, the most recent national intelligence estimates put out by the U.S. intelligence community have already concluded that the Global Economic Crisis represents the greatest national security threat to the United States, due to its facilitating political instability in the world. During the years Boris Yeltsin ruled Russia, security forces responsible for guarding the nation’s nuclear arsenal went without pay for months at a time, leading to fears that desperate personnel would illicitly sell nuclear weapons to terrorist organizations. If the current economic crisis in Russia were to deteriorate much further, how secure would the Russian nuclear arsenal remain? It may be that the financial impact of the Global Economic Crisis is its least dangerous consequence.

CP 2
Text: The President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology should direct the Department of Energy to include a Quadrennial Energy Review as an addendum to the Quadrennial Technology Review. The President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology should direct the Department of Energy to include a recommendation to exclude crude oil and natural gas production from Exon-Florio reviews as part of the Quadrennial Energy Review.

DOE recommendations cause enactment – AND – Even if it fails – private actors will change their behavior

DOE 11 (REPORT&ON&THE&FIRST QUADRENNIAL QTR TECHNOLOGY!REVIEW, http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/ReportOnTheFirstQTR.pdf) 

An important finding of this Review is that the Department impacts the energy sector and energy-technology innovation through activities other than targeted, technologydevelopment initiatives. Public comments indicated that DOE’s informational and convening roles are among its most highly valued activities. Information collected, analyzed, and disseminated by DOE shapes the policy and decisions made by other governmental and private-sector actors. That expertise in energy-technology assessment gives DOE the standing to convene participants from the public and private sectors to coordinate a collective effort. The Department’s energy-technology assessments are founded upon its extensive R&D capabilities. By supporting precompetitive R&D and fundamental engineering research, DOE builds technical capabilities within universities and its national laboratories and strengthens those capabilities in the private sector. Also heard clearly from external stakeholders was that DOE’s technology-development activities are not adequately informed by how consumers interact with the energy system or how firms decide about technologies. As a result, DOE will integrate an improved understanding of applied social science into its technology programs to better inform and support the Department’s investments.
This recommendation will get enacted after the election and the counterplan trades-off political points necessary to enact other initiatives in the QTR

Tollefson -11 (Jeff Tollefson, DOE releases first Quadrennial Technology Review, September 27, 2011, http://blogs.nature.com/news/2011/09/doe_releases_first_quadrennial_1.html)

The US Department of Energy (DOE) released its inaugural Quadrennial Technology Review on Tuesday, laying out a longer-term strategic agenda to help integrate energy research and development programmes. Modelled on the Defense Quadrennial Review, an influential analysis that sets the tone and direction of US defence policy, the document explores the energy department’s role in driving basic energy research and helping shift more mature technologies into the commercial sector. The review sets priorities in six areas (pictured, top right) in order to create a multi-year framework that can be incorporated into planning and budget discussions. Under each of the six umbrellas can be found a range of potential technological solutions — from better batteries to biofuels and carbon sequestration — that will need to be deployed in concert in order to meet demand for energy, increase domestic supplies and reduce greenhouse-gas emissions. The agency is aiming for technologies that can create jobs and have a substantial impact — on the order of 1% of US consumption — over the course of two decades. “The timescale of energy is decades,” Energy Secretary Steven Chu said during the public release in Washington. “We need to take a long view.” In truth, the administration doesn’t have a lot of choice but to take the long view. The bulk of its energy and environmental agenda (remember the global warming legislation?) has fallen prey to partisan politics and an epic financial crisis. Moving forward, the administration will have to fight for even the most basic investments in clean energy R&D, a sad reality only made worse by the scandal over the failed solar manufacturer Solyndra. And although nobody would argue with efforts to craft a strategic plan to guide energy investments (which can rise and fall according to political whim on an annual basis), the first quadrennial review largely hews to the current course without making any radical recommendations for change. “Frankly it seems almost self evident to us,” said Steve Koonin, undersecretary for science. — Unlike the military, which can in a sense create its own market for new technologies, DOE necessarily plays a transitional role in technology development. All of its R&D is geared toward commercial deployment, and there’s only so much government can do to create private markets, which depend not just on science and technology but also public sentiment and risk perception, not to mention the full suite of macro- and micro-economic forces. For that reason, the document recommends setting up a permanent group within the DOE that can focus on energy markets, business, policy analysis and, most intriguingly, social sciences. Both for perspective and as a reminder, we will end with a spectacularly ambitious list of goals set by the administration of Barack Obama. To say that achieving these goals will be difficult is an understatement; clearly the rate of progress will need to increase substantially in the out years, which of course highlights the danger of long-term thinking that is not backed by legislation. Only one of these initiatives could conceivably be guided to fruition by the current administration — and then only if Obama wins re-election next year. Here they are, taken verbatim from the Quadrennial Technology Review: - Reducing oil imports by one-third by 2025. - Supporting the deployment of 1 million electric vehicles on the road by 2015 - Making non-residential buildings 20% more energy efficient by 2020 - Deriving 80% of America’s electricity from clean-energy sources by 2035. - Reducing greenhouse-gas emissions by 17% by 2020 and 83% by 2050, from a 2005 baseline.
This trade-off would occur with biofuels

Fuel Cell Insider 11 (DOE Quadrennial Technology Review Gets Stakeholder Input, http://www.fuelcellinsider.org/?p=615)

Hydrogen fuel cells were certainly addressed by the panel members, but usually after the audience members brought them up first.  As one audience member, citing a 2010 McKinsey & Company report, rightly pointed out, fuel cell vehicles would be cheaper to own and operate by 2030 than both plug-in (PHEV) and battery electric vehicles (BEV).   Additionally, the cost of installing hydrogen infrastructure is significantly cheaper compared to electrical outlets for PHEVs and BEVs.  Battery electric vehicles, however, are strongly supported by Energy Secretary Steven Chu, who spoke to the workshop during the afternoon luncheon.  Secretary Chu commented that the DOE would continue to support hydrogen research, but it wasn’t clear how forcefully.  The Secretary stated that the top priorities in his mind are energy efficiency measures and advanced biofuels.  If this is the case, then fuel cells should definitely have a role to play in advancing the Department’s future energy goals – combined heat and power (CHP) applications have been demonstrated to improve efficiency in stationary applications by as much as 80-90%, and today’s fuel cells are capable of running on biofuels, among them methanol, ethanol, and biodiesel.

While it is clear that fuel cells are not front and center for the DOE, they are not completely off their radar either.  It is not known to what extent the QTR will feature hydrogen and fuel cells, but yesterday’s comments and discussions certainly made it clear that fuel cells are an essential, proven option that the Department should consider as part of a suite of energy technologies going forward.  It should also be noted that though some of the panelists seem content with picking a few technologies and funding them at maximum levels, another sentiment seemed to prevail at the end of the day that said playing favorites with energy technology would be counterproductive, not only to DOE’s prior research investments, but to the private industries who have invested billions of dollars in a host of energy options.
US lead biofuels would cause extinction

Ziegler 12 (Fuelling World Hunger: How The Global Biofuel Industry Is Creating Massive Destruction, Jean, http://www.infowars.com/fuelling-world-hunger-how-the-global-biofuel-industry-is-creating-massive-destruction/)
The global expansion of the biofuel industry – in which agricultural land and crops are used to produce fuel for transport vehicles rather than food for humans – is a major factor driving the dramatic escalation of food prices worldwide. In a new book, Massive Destruction [2], French author Jean Ziegler [3] shows how the biofuel industry and wider agroindustry are threatening to inflict hunger on the world on an unprecedented scale. This is no blind accident, says Ziegler. It is the deliberate result of policies implemented by governments beholden to powerful agribusiness corporations in their pursuit of private profit. In that way, the resultant increasing levels of world hunger can be described as a form of “calculated murder”. Ironically, the biofuel industry is being promoted by corporations and governments as a sustainable, “ecofriendly” alternative to fossil fuels. In reality, it is just another form of the same reckless exploitation of resources that results from insatiable elite private profit under capitalist economic production. The biofuel industry stems from a marriage of agribusiness and oil corporations who know full well that this new global enterprise is inflicting massive environmental destruction and human suffering. Over the past five years, the world has witnessed skyrocketing food prices, which is putting millions more people at risk of hunger – all because they simply can no longer afford to buy food. This is a shocking indictment of an economic system that puts the imperative of private profit above the daily survival of human beings. Chief among the factors causing this inflation in food prices is the stellar rise of the global biofuel industry. So how can such a destructive industry continue to be promoted in the face of its own consequent human suffering? The short answer is because the public is largely unaware of the political and economic practicalities. The following are excerpts from Professor Ziegler’s book, translated by Siv O’Neall [4], which helps to uncover the realities of the biofuel industry. Three major factors contribute to the scarcity and the ever-increasing price of food commodities. Land grabbing for the cultivation of sugar cane and other plants, especially in the US, for the production of biofuels (ethanol), is one major cause of the scarcity of food since it deprives the small land owners of their land and reduces the amount of food for everybody. Also the loss of arable land for the production of biofuel has contributed to the scandalous increase in food prices. Less land, less food – so higher prices. Added to that is also the fact that biofuels even increase the damage to the earth that their advocates so loudly and dishonestly claim to reduce. A D V E R T I S E M E N T The speculation in food commodities as well as in arable land must also be forcefully denounced as a major contributing factor in the dramatic increases in basic food prices that we have seen since mid-2007. Thus, not only are the small farmers deprived of their land, often with no, or very little, compensation , but also, with the skyrocketing food prices, they cannot even afford buying the food they need for survival. The third cause is desertification of land and soil degradation which is only hastened by the increased replacement of biological farms by huge monocultures for biofuel or for Genetically Modified Organism cultures that demand enormous amounts of water. Rivers and lakes are drying out and an ever-increasing number of people in the world are lacking access to clean drinking-water. The Lie “Green gold” has for several years been considered as a magic and profitable complement to “black gold”. Food-production trusts that dominate the trade in biofuels, in support of new products, make an argument that might appear irrefutable: the substitution of fossil fuel by energy derived from plants would be the ultimate weapon in the fight against the rapid deterioration of the climate and the irreversible damage this does to the environment and humans. Here are some figures: Over 100 billion liters of bioethanol and biodiesel will be produced in 2011. The same year, 100 million hectares of agricultural crops will be used to produce biofuels. Global production of biofuels has doubled over the past five years, from 2006 to 2011. Climate degradation is a reality. Globally, desertification and land degradation now affect more than 1 billion people in over 100 countries. Dry areas – where arid and semi-arid regions are particularly susceptible to degradation – represent over 44% of arable land on the planet. Destruction of ecosystems and degradation of large agricultural areas in the world, especially in Africa, is a tragedy for small farmers and animal breeders. In Africa, the UN estimates that there are 25 million “environmental refugees” or “environmental migrants”, that is to say human beings who have been forced to leave their homes because of natural disasters (floods, droughts, desertification ) and who eventually have to fight for survival in the slums of large cities. Land degradation fuels conflicts, especially between animal breeders and farmers. Transcontinental companies producing biofuels have persuaded the majority of world public opinion and substantially all of the Western states that energy produced from plants is the miracle weapon against climate degradation. But their argument is a lie. It ignores the methods and the environmental costs of biofuel production, which requires both water and energy. All over the planet, clean water is becoming increasingly scarce. One out of three persons is reduced to drinking polluted water. Some 9,000 children under ten are dying every day from drinking water that is unfit for consumption. According to the WHO, one-third of the world population still lacks access to safe water at an affordable price, and half of the world population has no access to clean water. Approximately 285 million people live in sub-Saharan Africa without regular access to clean water [5]. And, of course, it is the poor who suffer most severely from the lack of water. However, when you consider the water reserves that exist in the world, the production every year of tens of billions of gallons of biofuel is a real disaster. Some 4,000 liters of water are required to produce 1 liter of bioethanol. Barack Obama’s obsession Biofuel producers, some the world’s most powerful multinational corporations, have their headquarters in the US. Each year they receive billions of dollars of government aid. In the words of President Barack Obama in his State of the Union Address in 2011: for the United States, the bioethanol and biodiesel program is “a national cause,” a cause of national security. In 2011, subsidized by $6 billion of public funds , US trusts will burn 38.3 % of the national corn harvest, against 30.7 % in 2008. And since 2008, corn prices on the world market have increased by 48%. The United States is by far the most dynamic industrial power and also the top producer in the world. Despite a relatively low number of inhabitants – 300 million, compared with 1.3 billion and more in China and India – the United States produces just over 25% of all industrial goods manufactured in one year on the planet. The raw material of this impressive machine is oil. The US on a daily average burns 20 million barrels, or about a quarter of the world production. Some 61% of this volume – slightly more than 12 million barrels per day – is imported [6]. For the US president, this dependence from abroad is obviously a concern. And most worrying is the fact that most of this imported oil comes from regions where political instability is endemic or Americans are not well regarded – in short, where production and export to the United States are not guaranteed. George W Bush was the initiator of the biofuel program. In January 2007, he set the goal to be reached: in the next ten years, the US had to reduce by 20% its consumption of fossil fuels and multiply by seven the production of biofuels. Burning millions of tons of food crops on a planet where every five seconds a child under ten dies of hunger is obviously scandalous. The tank of a midsize car holds 50 liters. To make 50 liters of bioethanol, 358 kg of corn have to be destroyed. In Mexico and in Zambia, corn is the staple food. With 358 kg of corn, a Zambian or a Mexican child can get enough to eat for one year. The curse of sugar cane Not only do biofuels each year consume hundreds of millions of tons of corn, wheat and other foods, and not only does their production release into the atmosphere millions of tons of carbon dioxide, but, in addition to this, they cause social disasters in the countries where the transcontinental companies that manufacture the biofuel become dominant. Take the example of Brazil. The struggle of the workers in the engenho [7] Trapiche is a suitable example. The vast lands that are barely visible in the evening mist were once state lands. They were, just a few years ago, agricultural plots of land, 1 to 2 hectares in size cultivated by small subsistence farmers. The families lived in poverty, but they were secure, enjoyed a certain degree of wellbeing and relative freedom. Through influential relations with the federal government in Brasilia and their significant capital , the financiers have obtained the “decommissioning”, that is to say the privatization of these lands. The small bean and cereal farmers who lived here were deported to the slums of Recife. The few exceptions were those farmers who agreed, for a pittance, to become sugar cane cutters. And today, those laborers are overexploited. In Brazil, the biofuel production program is considered a priority. And sugar cane is one of the most profitable commodities for the production of bioethanol. The Brazilian program for a rapid increase in the production of bioethanol has a curious name: the Pro-alcohol plan. It is the pride of the government. In 2009, Brazil consumed 14 billion liters of bioethanol (and biodiesel) and exported 4 billion. The aim of the government is to export over 200 billion liters. The Brasilia government wants to increase to 26 million hectares the cultivation of sugar cane. In the struggle against the bioethanol giants, the powerless cane cutters on the Trapiche plantation do not have a chance. The Brazilian Pro-alcohol implementation plan has led to the rapid concentration of land in the hands of a few indigenous barons and of transnational corporations. This monopolization increases inequalities and exacerbates rural poverty (as well as urban poverty, as a result of migration from rural areas). In addition, the exclusion of smallholders threatens the country’s food security, since they are the ones who can guarantee sustenance agriculture. As for rural households headed by women, they have less access to land and suffer greater discrimination. In short, the development of the production of the “green gold” on the agro-export model tremendously enriches the sugar barons but impoverishes the small farmers, the sharecroppers and “the boiafrio” [8] even further. It has actually signed the death warrant for small and medium family farms – and thus the country’s food sovereignty. But aside from the Brazilian sugar barons, the Pro-Alcohol program naturally creates profits for the transnational companies, such as Louis Dreyfus, Bunge, Noble Group, Archer Daniels Midland, and for the financial groups belonging to Bill Gates and George Soros, as well as the sovereign wealthfunds China. In a country like Brazil, where millions of people are demanding the right to own a piece of land, where food security is threatened, land grabbing by transnational corporations and sovereign wealth funds [9] is one additional scandal. To gain new grazing land, large landowners and managers of transcontinental companies burn Brazil’s forests. Tens of thousands of hectares each year. The destruction is final. The soils of the Amazon basin and of Mato Grosso [10], covered with primary forests, have only a thin layer of humus. Even in the unlikely event that the leaders of Brasilia would be seized by a sudden fit of lucidity, they could not recreate the Amazon rainforest, “the lungs of the planet”. According to a scenario accepted by the World Bank, at the current rate of burning, 40% of the Amazon rainforest will be gone by 2050. To the extent that Brazil has gradually replaced the culture of food crops by sugar cane, it has entered the vicious circle of the international food market: forced to import food that it does not produce itself, the global demand has thus amplified… which in turn causes an increase in prices. The food insecurity, of which a large part of the Brazilian population are the victims, is thus directly related to the Pro-alcohol program. This particularly affects the areas where sugar cane is cultivated, since the staple foods based almost exclusively on imported commodities are subject to significant price fluctuations. Many small farmers and agricultural workers are net buyers of food because they do not have enough land to produce a sufficient amount of food for their families. Thus, in 2008, the peasants could not buy enough food due to the sudden explosion in prices. In addition, in order to reduce costs, producers of biofuel exploit migrant workers by the millions, according to a model of ultra-liberal capitalist agriculture. They are not only paid pittance wages, but they work inhuman schedules, offered minimal support infrastructure, and the working conditions are bordering on slavery. Conclusion If the world is to be saved from the grip of neoliberalism, and from the immense greed and total callousness of the “new masters of the world” [121], we must act now. We have to see clearly with eyes and minds wide open how these predators are rapidly taking the people and the world hostage in their absurd attempt to increase their own wealth and dominate the planet. We must come together and work tirelessly, not losing hope, not losing sight of the goal of saving the earth. We must not be deluded by the deafening propaganda machines. We must stand firm and together. There may yet be a way out of the inferno.

Adv 1

No escalation – bickering over individual policies inevitable
Bezverkhy 9/19 (“China, US Trade War in the Offing?”)

China and the US are in litigation the World Trade Organization. Is a great Pacific trade war on the horizon? The US accuses China of illegally subsidizing domestic motor manufacturers. China accuses the Americans of imposing prohibitive tariffs on 24 Chinese-made manufactured items. Secretary of the Russian-Chinese Commerce Chamber Sergei Sanakoyev sees domestic politics behind the dispute: “Economic and image issues are very sensitive in the relationship, as China is bracing for leadership change, and the US, for its November elections. This means the mutual accusations are in fact spurred by domestic politics.” Director of China studies at Moscow’s High Economics School Dr Alexei Maslov disagrees: “The Chinese-American dispute over cars, car parts and tires dates back to 2009 and is about protecting markets, rather than boosting election or re-election chances. Obama is not the first US President to mount barriers to Chinese trade. Many remember George W. Bush acting in this way.” In the event the sides fail to settle their disputes within two months, the WTO will attempt arbitration. Mr Sanakoyev expects the dispute to linger, but categorically dismisses speculation of a trade war on the horizon: “So far, Chinese-American economic bickering has not resulted in trade wars. And it never will, because the two economies are very closely intertwined. A trade war would simply destroy both.”

China Upset over TWENTY-FOUR tariffs – plan only a drop in the bucket
Bezverkhy 9/19 (2012, China, US: trade war in the offing?, http://english.ruvr.ru/2012_09_19/China-US-trade-war-in-the-offing/)


China and the US are in litigation the World Trade Organization. Is a great Pacific trade war on the horizon? The US accuses China of illegally subsidizing domestic motor manufacturers. China accuses the Americans of imposing prohibitive tariffs on 24 Chinese-made manufactured items. Secretary of the Russian-Chinese Commerce Chamber Sergei Sanakoyev sees domestic politics behind the dispute: "Economic and image issues are very sensitive in the relationship, as China is bracing for leadership change, and the US, for its November elections. This means the mutual accusations are in fact spurred by domestic politics." Director of China studies at Moscow’s High Economics School Dr Alexei Maslov disagrees: "The Chinese-American dispute over cars, car parts and tires dates back to 2009 and is about protecting markets, rather than boosting election or re-election chances. Obama is not the first US President to mount barriers to Chinese trade. Many remember George W. Bush acting in this way." In the event the sides fail to settle their disputes within two months, the WTO will attempt arbitration.

Global Free trade collapse inevitable

Warner 9/20 (2012, THE TELEGRAPH, Jeremy, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/china/9555708/We-mustnt-fall-for-The-Great-Illusion-again.html)

However, the modern techniques, from export subsidies to industry bailouts and discriminatory legal requirements, are no less invidious for it. My particular favourite is the Chinese habit of using VAT rebates to favour particular export sectors. Rates VAT on imported components are varied so as to subsidise selected industries in a manner which boosts the exporter’s profitability, enabling him to undercut foreign competition. This is fast becoming China’s preferred mercantilist tool, a quite effective alternative to the previous policy of artificially depressing the exchange rate.

In any case, the watchdog Global Trade Alert has tracked a huge upsurge in such measures since the economic crisis began – free trade, it seems, is among the first casualties of recession. To begin with, these restrictions were grudgingly tolerated, perhaps on the basis that everyone was as guilty as each other. But recently there has been a change in attitude, with a number of high-profile complaints filed with the WTO. Mitt Romney has pledged to brand China a “currency manipulator” should he be elected president in the US, a move that would automatically trigger a trade war. Not to be outdone, President Obama has accused China of illegally subsidising auto part sales. Tit-for-tat counter-claims by China are expected to be filed shortly. Even Britain, an open economy by almost everyone else’s standards, is not beyond reproach. A “buy British” bias is being introduced in public procurement, while Vince Cable’s attempt to copy the apparent successes of German and French industrial policy should be read as an erosion of the previous open-borders approach to economic advancement. The backdrop to all this is that the big exporting nations have been producing far more than they are capable of consuming, and then dumping the excess on world markets. The resulting trade and capital imbalances reached their inevitable nemesis in the financial and economic crisis of the past five years. This has proved effective in correcting the imbalances – surpluses have fallen and deficits have shrunk – but the cause is more to do with depressed demand in once-buoyant consumer nations than a change in approach among the big producers. The upshot is ever more global supply chasing a largely stagnant or declining pool of demand. In such circumstances, trade tensions are more or less bound to ratchet up in a highly dangerous fashion. It feels like a very slippery slope. Angell didn’t see catastrophe approaching, despite it staring him in the face. The present slide towards the abyss is more obvious still; we've got the historical precedents to act as warning lights. But it doesn't seem to make us any more alert to the dangers. Mankind's capacity for willful self destruction never ceases to amaze.

Adv 2
FDI is high now – 

· Our evidence assumes oil and natural gas

Star Telegram 9/21/12 (“Chinese Investors Meet US Companies At Cowboys Stadium”) 
While Chinese companies have made some big investments in the U.S. energy sector in recent years, such as the oil company Sinopec's $2.2 billion stake in Devon Energy shale fields in January, China isn't a big player in what's called foreign direct investments. That refers to a party in one country investing in hard assets -- such as a factory or real estate -- in another country. Rhodium Group, a research firm, said China made $3.6 billion in foreign direct investments (FDI) in the United States in the first half of the year and expects the full year to top last year's record of $5.7 billion. Last year, total FDI in the United States was $228 billion, according to the Organization for International Investment. Arlington Mayor Robert Cluck said events such as Friday's are valuable because they bring potential business partners together face to face. Among the estimated 400 participants, he said, "several people will talk and make something happen." After spending two days in North Texas, the Chinese investors are scheduled to visit California, Oregon, Wisconsin and Florida, depending on where their interests lie, said Michael Zolandz, partner at SNR Denton, a law firm that co-sponsored the event. He said most of the investors are looking to invest between $2 million and $20 million in established but growing enterprises.
Your evidence is also from 2011 which doesn’t assume new energy investments 

No impact to econ collapse; recession proves.

Thomas P.M. Barnett, senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC, “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” 8/25/2009, http://www.aprodex.com/the-new-rules--security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis-398-bl.aspx

When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: * No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); * The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); * Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); * No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); * A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and * No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.) Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed. Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis? If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism. At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please! Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order.
Adv 3
Relations are resilient, but the cooperation that their impacts assume is impossible

Harry Harding 11, founding dean of the School of Leadership and Public Policy at the University of Virginia, “Are China and the U.S. on a collision course?”, June 14, http://thinkingaboutasia.blogspot.com/2011/06/are-china-and-us-on-collision-course.html

In my judgment, it is highly unlikely for the relationship between the US and China to be primarily cooperative, at least in the short to medium term. The differences in values, political systems, interests, levels of development, and perceptions of the existing international order are simply too great for the two countries to find common ground on all issues, or even to find a mutually agreeable allocation of costs and benefits when they try to pursue common interests. Only a common interest that was massively compelling – say a widespread pandemic, another financial crisis, a global outbreak of terrorist activity targeted at both countries, or increasingly severe consequences of climate change – might produce a predominantly cooperative relationship. Fortunately, an essentially confrontational relationship is also unlikely, especially if one is primarily concerned with the risks of military conflict. The high degree of economic interdependence between the two countries has already created a relatively resilient relationship. The cost of military conflict, especially given the fact that both China and the US are nuclear powers, will be a significant deterrent against military conflict. Equally important, the probability of the most worrying of the trigger events identified above– a unilateral declaration of independence by Taiwan – is presently quite low, as is the risk that China would try to compel unification through the use of force.
Tons of alt causes

Auslin ‘11 (Michael, AEI’s Director of Japan Studies, Associate Professor @ Yale, “ The Trust Gap in U.S.-China Relations,” 7/14/2011, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304911104576443553760800950.html, EMM)

Both China and America have canceled scheduled meetings and exchanges numerous times over the years. The latest freeze lasted for 18 months, beginning in January 2010 over proposed arms sales to Taiwan, and fully ending this week with the visit of Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, to China. The roster of incidents that have caused cancellations reads like a list of persistent diplomatic sore spots: the Tiananmen massacre, Chinese harassment of U.S. reconnaissance planes, and the accidental 1999 U.S. bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade. The main irritant, however, is Taiwan. America's continued support for Taiwanese security remains a major lever with which Beijing attempts to pressure Washington. Any mooted sale of advanced weaponry to Taiwan results in a rupture in military and sometimes political ties. Only with the Obama Administration making clear its opposition to such sales in the past month did the Mullen visit get approval. One would then think that ties should have warmed since then. Yet another major irritant has since been introduced into the relationship: the South China Sea. Months of fencing over China's increased rhetoric and assertive presence in the waters of Southeast Asia have resulted in no common ground. Indeed, during Adm. Mullen's visit, the Chinese defense minister led off his public remarks with a criticism of recent U.S. naval exercises with its longtime ally, the Philippines, and an assertion that the U.S. should spend less on its military. 
No Iran prolif- poor centrifuges and effective sanctions make it slow at best

Albright et al ’12 [David Albright, former IAEA inspector and founder/president of the non-governmental Institute for Science and International Security, Paul Brannan, Senior Analyst at Institute for Science and International Security, Andrea Stricker, proliferation assessor at ISIS, Christina Walrond, Research Analyst at ISIS, Houston Wood, Professor of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering at the University of Virginia, “Preventing Iran From Getting Nuclear Weapons: Constraining Its Future Nuclear Options,” March 5, http://isis-online.org/uploads/isis-reports/documents/USIP_Template_5March2012-1.pdf]

Iran could have developed its centrifuge and other nuclear capabilities much further than it has by now. Given the status of its nuclear program in 2002, when the then-secret Natanz centrifuge enrichment site was publicly revealed, Iran could have already produced nuclear weapons by now. Of course, its nuclear programs’ technical shortcomings are well documented in IAEA safeguards reports and ISIS analyses. The suspension in Iran’s program from 2003-2006 negotiated by Britain, France, and Germany also contributed importantly to the delay in Iran’s nuclear programs. But these self-inflicted problems and the suspension do not fully explain why despite enormous expenditures and decades of effort, Iran’s centrifuge program continues to face significant delays. Ten years after construction started at Natanz, Iran has installed fewer than 20 percent of the 50,000 centrifuges planned for this facility, and the bulk of these machines continue to operate poorly (see figure 4). As mentioned earlier, one of the remarkable successes of the effort to prevent Iran from getting nuclear weapons is the collection of measures to delay, thwart, and deter Iran’s acquisition of a nuclear weapons capability that are in line with United Nations Security Council resolutions calling on Iran to suspend its uranium enrichment program and agree to more international transparency of its nuclear activities. Granted, these measures have not led Iran to submit to the Security Council’s requests, but for several years they essentially achieved a freeze in the total number of centrifuges Iran installed and complicated its efforts to build and deploy more advanced centrifuges. As a result, Iran’s future nuclear options are more limited now than just a few years ago. Its programs are better understood by the international community and are more vulnerable to disruption and delay. These sets of actions build upon the fact that Iran has faced serious domestic technical hurdles in its efforts to create a capability to quickly make nuclear explosive materials and a deliverable nuclear weapon. A major challenge for Iran is its difficulty in finding outside assistance in overcoming bottlenecks in its efforts. It is by no means self-sufficient in making all the goods it needs for its nuclear programs nor is it able to solve problems encountered in its deployment of nuclear technologies. In 2011, its centrifuges at the FEP performed worse than during the previous year. While Iran managed to increase its monthly output of low-enriched uranium during this time, the number of centrifuges needed to produce this product increased disproportionately compared to the previous year. Figure 5 shows how the average enrichment capability of the IR-1 centrifuges in the FEP has decreased in 2011. Iran is currently facing many obstacles as it seeks vital goods abroad for its nuclear programs. U.N. Security Council sanctions along with domestic and regional sanctions have complicated its smuggling operations. Sanctions laws are now more standard and universal; they are being better implemented and enforced. Countries are having more success at interdicting illegal shipments to Iran. Supplier companies and governments also cooperate more effectively in thwarting Iran’s illegal smuggling efforts. The United States is effectively using sting operations against Iran’s smuggling networks and many countries have on-going intelligence operations to detect and disrupt its illicit procurement attempts. There remain significant gaps, notably, the weak implementation of U.N. Security Council sanctions by China. China remains vulnerable to Iran’s smuggling of vital goods for its nuclear program. Smugglers use front companies to buy from Chinese suppliers or Western high technology subsidiaries located within its borders. There remain many concerns about Iran’s continued ability to transship goods through countries with weak implementation of sanctions or trade controls, commonly called countries of ―transit concern.‖ Nonetheless, many countries that make the goods Iran needs to build and expand its nuclear facilities are now far more united in implementing U.N. Security Council bans on supplying Iran’s nuclear programs. 10 Iran’s centrifuge program depends on high-tech imports, including high quality maraging steel (grade 300 or 350), high quality carbon fiber, vacuum pumps, and vacuum measuring equipment. But these goods are no longer easy for Iran’s smuggling networks to obtain. As a result, Iran has faced a shortage of the raw materials it needs to build significantly more of its current generation of IR-1 centrifuges at its enrichment sites. The IAEA reported in its February 2012 Iran safeguards report that Iran had recently placed 6,177 empty IR-1 outer casings at the FEP and 2,088 empty IR-1 outer casings at the Fordow enrichment site. Outer casings are relatively easy to manufacture and installation is just a matter of bolting them to the floor, explaining how Iran could have installed such a quantity within a few weeks. But their installation normally would imply that Iran is getting ready to install the sensitive and difficult to make rotor assemblies. One of the key raw materials in short supply for the IR-1 centrifuge is maraging steel (grade 300). It is used to make the sensitive, thin-walled bellows, three of which are used in each rotor assembly. The current question is whether Iran can actually build over 8,000 more rotor assemblies. Did Iran obtain more maraging steel through smuggling or did it create its own indigenous capability to make high quality maraging steel? Or is Iran bluffing, unable to build this many centrifuge rotor assemblies? Is it asserting a new threshold under which it will not go? Iran is also focusing its efforts on building advanced centrifuges that are expected to perform far better than the IR-1 centrifuges currently deployed at the Natanz FEP. But Iran’s efforts to manufacture these advanced centrifuges likewise face shortages of vital raw materials. In the case of the bellows of one advanced centrifuge design, Iran has sought to substitute carbon fiber for maraging steel, a raw material found in current Iranian centrifuges but one that has become difficult to acquire internationally. Iran likely believes it has a better chance of obtaining adequate carbon fiber abroad. But carbon fiber is also increasingly more difficult for Iran to acquire internationally due to trade controls and sanctions; its recently announced domestic efforts to make carbon fiber are not likely to yield a fiber adequate for use in centrifuges any time soon. Moreover, Iran’s attempt to use different materials for components of its advanced centrifuges, for example, carbon fiber bellows and high strength aluminum instead of maraging steel end caps, could be risky and have unintended consequences, such as increased rates of machine failure. Sanctions are forcing Iran to make less than desirable design choices and these choices further slow its progress and increase the technological risks that complicate any Iranian decision to dash to the bomb.
