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States can easily finance the plan- tons of options
Kubert and Sinclair ’11 [Charles Kubert is director of the Clean Energy Group's RPS Implementation Project and headed the State-Federal RPS Collaborative, and Mark Sinclair, Clean Energy States Alliance, “State Support for Clean Energy Deployment: Lessons Learned for Potential Future Policy,” 

State and utility EE/RE programs have a wide range of financial incentives and tools available to address market and financing inefficiencies. Direct incentives and grants have been the foundation of these EE/RE programs since their inception because they reduce up-front capital costs and shorten financial paybacks while being relatively easy to administer, adaptable, and widely accessible. Loans, interest rate subsidies, and various types of credit enhancement could be used to fill commercial lending gaps and improve access to credit for EE/RE investments. States are also now exploring alternative financing tools that are designed around the unique characteristics of EE/RE projects—high up-front costs but long useful lives and minimal maintenance and fuel costs—such as feed-in tariffs and property assessed clean energy (PACE) programs.
State funding is flexible- finance agencies are taking interest in energy
Milford et al ’12 [Lew Milford is a non-resident senior fellow at Brookings and president of Clean Energy Group. Mark Muro is a senior fellow and director of policy for the Metropolitan Policy Program at Brookings. Jessica Morey is a consultant to Clean Energy Group. Devashree Saha is a senior policy analyst at the Brookings Metropolitan Policy Program. Mark Sinclair is executive director of Clean Energy States Alliance, “Leveraging State Clean Energy Funds for Economic Development,” January, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2012/1/11%20states%20energy%20funds/0111_states_energy_funds.pdf]

Development finance agencies are state, county and municipal agencies and authorities that provide or support economic development financing programs, including tax-exempt and taxable bonds, credit enhancement programs, and direct debt and equity investments. Throughout the U.S. over 50,000 state and local agencies exist to help finance development. 25 Tax-exempt bonds have been used to invest in three quarters of the U.S. infrastructure representing a $3 trillion industry. To date, these agencies have not been that active in the clean energy space, although a few municipalities have financed solar projects through bond offerings. 26 But there is a growing interest from this sector to become more involved in clean energy financing. Their entry into clean energy could bring much needed public and private capital. 27
States Solve Market Certainty 

State incentives and regulation resolve key disputes and provide market certainty for clean coal
Richards & Barnes, ‘9 (A. James, Professor School of Public and Environmental Affairs, Kenneth R. , Associate Professor School of Public and Environmental Affairs, “Toward “Climate Friendly” Coal”, May 2009, http://www.indiana.edu/~spea/faculty/policy_briefs/coal_barnes.pdf )

States Must Participate in the Design of Regulations for CCS
While the federal government will bear the primary responsibility for establishing incentives for CCS by controlling the overall emissions of CO2 , it will share with state governments the responsibility for developing regulations to govern the safety, liability, and property rights issues related to the actual implementation of this new technology. Since we don’t know much about the risks, costs, and effectiveness of large-scale CCS projects, stakeholders must undertake the initial demonstration projects in a flexible regulatory environment where both regulators and industry learn from experience. Under the Safe Drinking Water Act Underground Injection Control Program, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is developing regulations for a whole new class of underground injection wells – those intended for use in the long-term storage of CO2 . Rules will be necessary for how CO2 capture translates into allowances, site characterization, and injection well design, allowed injection quantities for a given site, reservoir pressure limits, and the purity of the injected CO2 stream. But deployment of the CCS technology, especially when it involves onshore injection, could also implicate real property rights, a realm traditionally reserved for the states. While the CO2 in a CCS operation will be injected into a single or limited number of injection wells, it eventually spreads quite broadly, potentially permeating pore space below the surface owned by thousands of landowners. The potential for conflict between owners of surface and mineral estates on the one hand, and CCS operators on the other, are substantial. States will have to sort out this sticky property rights issue before developers will be comfortable investing the billions of dollars that are likely to be required to build the first CCS-equipped plants. There are also liability issues. Because only governments can make credible commitments for hundreds of years, it may be necessary for the state (or federal) government to accept the long-term liability of storage sites after they have been closed and secured. The policies (and therefore the associated regulatory constraints) will need to be site-specific, and participating companies will face complex permitting, operational, and closure processes. 

State incentives for clean coal solve market investment
Reitze & Durrant ‘11 
(Arnold W.  Reitze Jr . is Professor of Law, S .J . Quinney College of Law, University of Utah, and member of the University of Utah’s Institute for Clean & Secure Energy; J .B. and Maurice Shapiro Professor Emeritus of Environmental Law, The George Washington University . Marie Bradshaw Durrant is an attorney with Holland & Hart in Salt Lake City and a former Legal Fellow with the University of Utah Institute for Clean & Secure Energy, “Control of Geological Carbon Sequestration in the Western United States”, May 2011, http://repository.icse.utah.edu/dspace/bitstream/123456789/11094/1/state_sequestration_eli_may_2011.pdf)

II. Conclusion 
Because of the federal government’s failure to enact legislation regulating CO2 or establish a national GHG capand-trade program, regional and state actions are becoming increasingly important . 402 While the fate of national and global actions to combat climate change are uncertain, much time, money, and planning has been invested by state and regional bodies to define, regulate, and promote CCS . The review of western states’ initiatives shows that even states with such different stances on climate change and government regulation as California and Texas support CCS and have enacted extensive and often similar legislation to regulate it . Funding for CCS has increased dramatically over the past decade, and although it still faces substantial technological and financial hurdles, some of the political and legal hurdles are being addressed in several states . The adoption of a cap-and-trade program for GHGs will give California an advantage in implementing CCS and clean coal technologies . By making carbon emissions a major cost item for electricity generators, cap and trade will make CCS more attractive and economically practical . If the choice is between investing in yearly allowances to continue the status quo or investing in new technology, large coal-fired plants may have the needed incentive to adopt CCS . However, analyses of CCS needs to take into account the regulatory burdens and the uncertainty generated by the social/political atmosphere surrounding the continued use of coal and other hydrocarbons . Coal is still a major energy source for many states and regions that cannot easily or immediately be replaced . Increasing demand for energy may also counter several states’ efforts to eliminate coal from their energy portfolios . One commentator’s conclusion may be unavoidable: “For now, the only way to meet the world’s energy needs, and to arrest climate change before it produces irreversible cataclysm, is to use coal—dirty, sooty, toxic coal—in more-sustainable ways .” 403 Whether California’s self-imposed cap-and-trade program or Texas’ and Wyoming’s industry-friendly regulations will be more conducive to advancing CCS remains to be seen

Solvency: International Perception 

State action is immediately perceived internationally --- remedies signaling advantages even in the absence of federal policy changes
Northrop 8. [Michael, Program Director for Sustainable Development at the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, with David Sassoon, Yale Environment 360, June 3, http://e360.yale.edu/content/feature.msp?id=2015]
Individually, the size of many of these state economies rivals those of most countries. State climate policy initiatives — though not yet implemented on a national scale — are collectively among the most advanced anywhere in the world. They provide a profound but largely unrecognized platform for national action, and for a potential reassertion of global environmental leadership by the United States. Indeed, state climate initiatives have provided hope to those in the global community who have waited patiently for the United States to engage meaningfully in international climate efforts.




xt –Legal Barriers
No CCS for COAL – regulatory barriers

Gerrard 8 – heads the New York office of Arnold & Porter LLP. He formerly chaired the section of environment, energy and resources of the American Bar Association. He is editor of “Global Climate Change and U.S. Law” (ABA 2007) [Michael, May 23, 2008, New York Law Journal, “Carbon Capture, Sequestration Raises Myriad Legal Issues,” http://apps.americanbar.org/abapubs/globalclimate/docs/Arnold-&-Porter-LLP_Carbon-Capture-Sequestration-Raises-Myriad-Legal-Issues_New-York-Law-Journal_052308.pdf]

Capture The first step is to capture the CO2 before it leaves the smokestack. For power plants, the most prominent technology to accomplish this is integrated gasification combined cycle (IGCC). This technology is still in the early stages of deployment. There are only two electric power plants in the United States today that use IGCC —the Cinergy/Duke Energy Wabash River Station in Indiana and Tampa Electric’s Polk Station in Florida. Neither is running on coal alone and, in October 2007, Tampa Electric suspended its plan to build a second IGCC plant, citing continued regulatory uncertainty. Several other IGCC plants are in the permitting or planning stages. Under the Clean Air Act, air pollution control equipment must meet “best available control technology” (where new source review is applicable) or “lowest achievable emissions rate” (where prevention of significant deterioration rules apply). The EPA has not deemed IGCC to be required under these standards. 2 The developers of several coal-fired power plants have struggled to get the necessary approvals for IGCC. In November 2007 the Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council rejected an application for a 793 megawatt plant with IGCC because new state legislation required applications for power plants generating more than a certain level of GHGs to include a “carbon sequestration plan,” and the applicant merely pledged to prepare a plan at some future time when sequestration becomes a proven technology for use by power plants. The council found this did not meet the requirements of the statute. 3


---EXT No Warming

Their quals argument don’t apply here
Wilson ’12 (GLOBAL WARMING: THE SATELLITES DON'T LIE March 3, 2012 7:48 AM | 7 Comments James A. Wilson 

Over the summer Forbes Magazine published NASA satellite data indicating the alarmist predictions - even the UN computer models on which they were based - are dead wrong. The study, reported in the peer reviewed journal, Remote Sensing, correlates data from 2000 through 2011. It shows two phenomena surprising to the apostles of doom in the scientific and political community. There is much less heat being trapped in the atmosphere by greenhouse gases - or any other cause - than the models portend, and a lot more of it is being released naturally into space. This is especially true over the oceans. James M. Taylor, a senior fellow for environmental policy at The Heartland Institute and managing editor of Environment and Climate News authored the Forbes article. Credentials don't get any more impeccable.

Consensus of NASA and NOAA satellite data shows no warming
Wilson ’12 (GLOBAL WARMING: THE SATELLITES DON'T LIE March 3, 2012 7:48 AM | 7 Comments James A. Wilson 

The latest satellite gathered information is consistent with NOAA and NASA data showing humidity and the formation of cirrus clouds has lagged far behind alarmist predictions as well. These findings, and those of NASA's ERBS satellite show similar patterns of heat exhange for the years 1985 to 1999. In other words, we are simply not going to hell in a climate change hand basket.


---Negative Feedbacks Solves

History proves that water vapor is a negative feedback- this renders their evidence obselete
McShane 8 (Owen, the chairman of the policy panel of the New Zealand Climate Science Coalition and director of the Center for Resource Management Studies, 4-4-8, The National Business Review (New Zealand), “Climate change confirmed but global warming is cancelled”, Lexis)

The climate is not highly sensitive to CO2 warming because water vapour is a damper against the warming effect of CO2. That is why history is full of Ice Ages - where other effects, such as increased reflection from the ice cover, do provide positive feedback - while we do not hear about Heat Ages. The Medieval Warm Period, for example, is known for being benignly warm - not dangerously hot. We live on a benign planet - except when it occasionally gets damned cold. While I have done my best to simplify these developments they remain highly technical and many people distrust their own ability to assess competing scientific claims. However, in this case the tipping point theories are based on models that do not include the effects of rain and clouds. The new Nasa Aqua satellite is the first to measure the effects of clouds and rainfall. Spencer's interpretation of the new data means all previous models and forecasts are obsolete. Would anyone trust long-term forecasts of farm production that were hopeless at forecasting rainfall? The implications of these breakthroughs in measurement and understanding are dramatic to say the least. The responses will be fun to watch.


---EXT Can’t Solve



China is a greater cause of warming- destroys all solvency
Wortzel ‘8 (Former Director of Asian Studies at the Heritage Foundation (Larry et al, Report to Congress of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, Nov, p. google)

China argues that developed countries are the primary cause of climate change and therefore places primary responsibility for re ducing emissions on those countries rather than on China and other developing countries, a concept identified as ‘‘common but differentiated responsibilities.’’ 190 The United States is the largest historical greenhouse gas emitter and far exceeds China in emissions per capita.191 However, in the past two years China has overtaken the United States in total production of greenhouse gas emissions. All projections indicate that, in the absence of major energy consumption changes in China, both China’s aggregate emissions and its share of global emissions will continue to increase dramatically for the foreseeable future. The consequent reality is that it will be impossible for the international community to resolve the climate change problem by sufficiently reducing emissions unless China contributes to the effort. The solution also is unachievable unless the United States—as currently the world’s second largest emitter and the largest historical emitter of greenhouse gases— makes a substantial contribution. Any efforts to address this problem will require global participation by developed and developing nations.


Too late
Rahn 11 (Richard W. Rahn, 1/25/2011 (senior fellow at the Cato Institute, The Washington Times, “Obama's regulatory reform test,” Lexis)
The Obama Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has ruled that carbon dioxide is a pollutant and, as a result, has been holding up the permitting of new power and manufacturing plants. If this continues, it will cause a significant drop in U.S. economic growth and job creation, yet it will have no measurable benefit. China, India and many other countries are rapidly increasing CO2 emissions, overwhelming whatever actions the United States may take. Even if all new CO2 emissions were stopped globally, it would be decades before there would be even a minor effect on global temperatures. Now, new research is indicating that sunspot activity is much more important than CO2 when it comes to influencing the earth's temperature. The EPA ban is nothing more than national economic suicide. Let us see if Mr. Obama has the courage to tell the EPA to stop.

---EXT Irreversible

More evidence- there’s too much CO2 in the air even if we stop
Hansen ‘8 (Hansen, head of NASA Goddard Institute and professor of Environmental Sciences, Columbia University, 2008 (James E. Hanson. Head of the NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies in New York City and adjunct professor in the Department of Earth and Environmental Science at Columbia University. Al Gore’s science advisor. Introductory chapter for the book State of the Wild. “Tipping point: Perspective of a Scientist.” April. http://www.columbia.edu/~jeh1/2008/StateOfWild_20080428.pdf)  
The upshot of the combination of inertia and feedbacks is that additional climate change is already “in the pipeline”: even if we stop increasing greenhouse gases today, more warming will occur. This is sobering when one considers the present status of Earth’s climate. Human civilization developed during the Holocene (the past 12,000 years). It has been warm enough to keep ice sheets off North America and Europe, but cool enough for ice sheets to remain on Greenland and Antarctica. With rapid warming of 0.6°C in the past 30 years, global temperature is at its warmest level in the Holocene.3 The warming that has already occurred, the positive feedbacks that have been set in motion, and the additional warming in the pipeline together have brought us to the precipice of a planetary tipping point. We are at the tipping point because the climate state includes large, ready positive feedbacks provided by the Arctic sea ice, the West Antarctic ice sheet, and much of Greenland’s ice. Little additional forcing is needed to trigger these feedbacks and magnify global warming. If we go over the edge, we will transition to an environment far outside the range that has been experienced by humanity, and there will be no return within any foreseeable future generation. Casualties would include more than the loss of indigenous ways of life in the Arctic and swamping of coastal cities. An intensified hydrologic cycle will produce both greater floods and greater droughts. In the US, the semiarid states from central Texas through Oklahoma and both Dakotas would become more drought-prone and ill suited for agriculture, people, and current wildlife. Africa would see a great expansion of dry areas, particularly southern Africa. Large populations in Asia and South America would lose their primary dry season freshwater source as glaciers disappear. A major casualty in all this will be wildlife.  

Too late
Rahn 11 (Richard W. Rahn, 1/25/2011 (senior fellow at the Cato Institute, The Washington Times, “Obama's regulatory reform test,” Lexis)
The Obama Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has ruled that carbon dioxide is a pollutant and, as a result, has been holding up the permitting of new power and manufacturing plants. If this continues, it will cause a significant drop in U.S. economic growth and job creation, yet it will have no measurable benefit. China, India and many other countries are rapidly increasing CO2 emissions, overwhelming whatever actions the United States may take. Even if all new CO2 emissions were stopped globally, it would be decades before there would be even a minor effect on global temperatures. Now, new research is indicating that sunspot activity is much more important than CO2 when it comes to influencing the earth's temperature. The EPA ban is nothing more than national economic suicide. Let us see if Mr. Obama has the courage to tell the EPA to stop.



---EXT No Impact



Consensus of experts agree that there is no impact to warming
Hsu 10 
Jeremy, Live Science Staff, July 19, pg. http://www.livescience.com/culture/can-humans-survive-extinction-doomsday-100719.html

His views deviate sharply from those of most experts, who don't view climate change as the end for humans. Even the worst-case scenarios discussed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change don't foresee human extinction.  "The scenarios that the mainstream climate community are advancing are not end-of-humanity, catastrophic scenarios," said Roger Pielke Jr., a climate policy analyst at the University of Colorado at Boulder.  Humans have the technological tools to begin tackling climate change, if not quite enough yet to solve the problem, Pielke said. He added that doom-mongering did little to encourage people to take action.  "My view of politics is that the long-term, high-risk scenarios are really difficult to use to motivate short-term, incremental action," Pielke explained. "The rhetoric of fear and alarm that some people tend toward is counterproductive."  Searching for solutions  One technological solution to climate change already exists through carbon capture and storage, according to Wallace Broecker, a geochemist and renowned climate scientist at Columbia University's Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory in New York City.  But Broecker remained skeptical that governments or industry would commit the resources needed to slow the rise of carbon dioxide (CO2) levels, and predicted that more drastic geoengineering might become necessary to stabilize the planet.  "The rise in CO2 isn't going to kill many people, and it's not going to kill humanity," Broecker said. "But it's going to change the entire wild ecology of the planet, melt a lot of ice, acidify the ocean, change the availability of water and change crop yields, so we're essentially doing an experiment whose result remains uncertain." 


 

---EXT Resilient

They’ve missed their chance—lessons learned from financial crisis means it isn’t going to happen again	in any country
Erskine ’10 (RETHINKING SECURITIES REGULATION AFTER THE CRISIS: AN ECONOMICS PERSPECTIVE Alex Erskine 1 9 July 2010 I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 
The Global Financial Crisis swept through financial markets in 2007 – 2009, leading to severe losses of wealth and confidence and previously unexpected market failures. It caused a Great Recession and a drastic decline in world trade and threatened an economic downturn akin to the 1930’s Great Depression. Facing that threat, policymakers and regulators intervened on an unprecedented scale to ward off such an outcome. While repercussions of the crisis persist, policymakers and regulators are now considering how to ensure such a threat does not arise again. With the benefit of hindsight, it is clear that the established ways of thinking about economic policy, prudential policy and securities regulatory policy in part did cause the crisis and have to be rethought. To now rebuild without rethinking would expose the financial system in future to a repeat of the crisis just past. This paper seeks to contribute to the rethinking of securities regulation, taking a three step approach. 1. It reviews what we thought we knew. The conventional wisdom had a pro-market deregulatory mindset. 2. It identifies what we learned from the crisis, highlighting where we were wrong and what we now know. There is a lot of new learning to be done and the simplicities of the past have to be left behind. 3. It makes a very preliminary first pass at what this implies for the future in terms of a new conceptual framework for securities regulators. We are definitely only near the start, and not the end, of this journey. For simplicity, “securities regulation” is taken to refer not just to the regulation of equities, bonds and collective investments, but also to the regulation of derivatives and other financial products. In some countries, the securities regulator also regulates credit The paper's structure follows on from – and to some extent responds to – the staff position note "Rethinking Macroeconomic Policy" by IMF Chief Economist Olivier Blanchard and two co-authors (Blanchard et al 2010). This paper seeks to complement its root-and-branch rethinking. The paper sets out a preliminary view. Reticence in many ways has been the natural order. Before the crisis economic policymaking and prudential supervision were widely seen to be more important for economic and financial outcomes than was securities regulation. The GFC (or is it merely GFC 1?) confirmed that prejudice. The blame for the financial instability and the main remedial actions both focused on misguided economic policy and weaknesses amongst prudentially regulated financial intermediaries and supervision. The international discourse on reducing systemic risks has tended to focus exclusively on banks as ‘systemically important institutions’ (e.g. IMF 2010), but is far from settled. In addition, in the three years since the first clear signs of crisis, many immediate lessons have already been identified. Detailed work to revise securities regulation is under way in every country and across the world under the auspices of IOSCO and the G20. There has been progress on transparency, counterparty risk, hedge funds, securitisation, over-thecounter (OTC) derivatives, standards for credit ratings agencies, unregulated entities, products and markets and accounting issues and more. 

Don’t believe the hype—pessimists will always exist—err on the side of economic data and analysis
Globe and Mail ‘10 (5/31/10, BRIAN MILNER, "While gloom says bear, TIGER points to bull", lexis, WEA)
Even at the height of the remarkable rebound of 2009 that brought stocks back from the dead zone, the bears never retreated to their lairs. Negative sentiment among investors remained stubbornly high, no matter how promising the economic indicators looked. And then along came the Greeks and their little sovereign debt problem, the Chinese and their public hand-wringing over asset bubbles and the North Koreans and their latest idiotic sabre-ratting to remind nervous markets just how fragile the nascent global recovery could turn out to be. The latest survey of American investors last week showed bearish sentiment hovering close to 30 per cent, with plenty of room for an uptick in the months ahead, as the optimists come to realize that a V-shaped recovery was never in the cards after the worst global financial and economic crisis since the Great Depression. The world's most overexposed permabear, Nouriel Roubini, is still grabbing headlines with his dire Greece-is-just-the-tip-of-the-iceberg warnings. (Well, he does have a new book to sell.) And such high-profile Canadian bruins as gold-loving money manager Eric Sprott and eminent strategist and data miner David Rosenberg have never veered from their sombre outlooks. The fact that May turned into a particularly brutal month for just about everything but U.S. Treasuries - even after last week's modest rebound, the Dow posted its worst performance for the month in 70 years - only added fuel to arguments that worse, much worse, is yet to come. I mention all this to Eswar Prasad, when I reach the Cornell University economics professor at his hotel in Beijing. Prof. Prasad is a noted China watcher who once headed the IMF's China division and still keeps in close touch with top government finance officials. But on this call, I'm more interested in one of his other hats as a shrewd analyst of global economic and market trends. "My inclination also is to be a bear," the affable academic says. "But the data don't support my bearishness as much as I would like. One has to be a little cautious, because these are based on a variety of indicators. Some of them certainly show more strength than I had realized." The data he's talking about come out of his work on a new composite index derived from a broad set of economic, market and confidence measures in the G20 countries and designed to provide a quarterly snapshot of the global recovery. "All signs are that the recovery has some momentum," says Prof. Prasad, who developed the index at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank where he is also a senior fellow. "But I wouldn't call it solid enough momentum that we can consider it 'in the bag.'" The new index, cutely named TIGER (Tracking Indices for the Global Economic Recovery), is a joint effort by Brookings and the Financial Times. And TIGER shows that since the world began climbing out of the deep trough about the middle of last year, big emerging economies have roared ahead, while the developed world has experienced much more uneven results. Industrial production and trade have bounced back handsomely - total exports from the big emerging countries now exceed pre-crisis levels - but the employment picture remains cloudy and consumption has yet to develop a new head of steam. "It's much easier at this stage to list all the things that could derail the recovery," Prof. Prasad says. "But all of those things are still conjectural. The reality, and the data, is that things are looking better."

It’s resilient—Central banks and global connectivity
Zakaria ‘9 (editor-at-large of Time magazine, former editor of Newsweek International, Ph.D. in political science from Harvard, Fareed, 12/11. “The Secrets of Stability.” Newsweek.)
Beyond all this, though, I believe there's a fundamental reason why we have not faced global collapse in the last year. It is the same reason that we weathered the stock-market crash of 1987, the recession of 1992, the Asian crisis of 1997, the Russian default of 1998, and the tech-bubble collapse of 2000. The current global economic system is inherently more resilient than we think. The world today is characterized by three major forces for stability, each reinforcing the other and each historical in nature. The first is the spread of great-power peace. Since the end of the Cold War, the world's major powers have not competed with each other in geomilitary terms. There have been some political tensions, but measured by historical standards the globe today is stunningly free of friction between the mightiest nations. This lack of conflict is extremely rare in history. You would have to go back at least 175 years, if not 400, to find any prolonged period like the one we are living in. The number of people who have died as a result of wars, civil conflicts, and terrorism over the last 30 years has declined sharply (despite what you might think on the basis of overhyped fears about terrorism). And no wonder—three decades ago, the Soviet Union was still funding militias, governments, and guerrillas in dozens of countries around the world. And the United States was backing the other side in every one of those places. That clash of superpower proxies caused enormous bloodshed and instability: recall that 3 million people died in Indochina alone during the 1970s. Nothing like that is happening today. Peace is like oxygen, Harvard's Joseph Nye has written. When you don't have it, it's all you can think about, but when you do, you don't appreciate your good fortune. Peace allows for the possibility of a stable economic life and trade. The peace that flowed from the end of the Cold War had a much larger effect because it was accompanied by the discrediting of socialism. The world was left with a sole superpower but also a single workable economic model—capitalism—albeit with many variants from Sweden to Hong Kong. This consensus enabled the expansion of the global economy; in fact, it created for the first time a single world economy in which almost all countries across the globe were participants. That means everyone is invested in the same system. Today, while the nations of Eastern Europe might face an economic crisis, no one is suggesting that they abandon free-market capitalism and return to communism. In fact, around the world you see the opposite: even in the midst of this downturn, there have been few successful electoral appeals for a turn to socialism or a rejection of the current framework of political economy. Center-right parties have instead prospered in recent elections throughout the West. The second force for stability is the victory—after a decades-long struggle—over the cancer of inflation. Thirty-five years ago, much of the world was plagued by high inflation, with deep social and political consequences. Severe inflation can be far more disruptive than a recession, because while recessions rob you of better jobs and wages that you might have had in the future, inflation robs you of what you have now by destroying your savings. In many countries in the 1970s, hyperinflation led to the destruction of the middle class, which was the background condition for many of the political dramas of the era—coups in Latin America, the suspension of democracy in India, the overthrow of the shah in Iran. But then in 1979, the tide began to turn when Paul Volcker took over the U.S. Federal Reserve and waged war against inflation. Over two decades, central banks managed to decisively beat down the beast. At this point, only one country in the world suffers from -hyperinflation: Zimbabwe. Low inflation allows people, businesses, and governments to plan for the future, a key precondition for stability. Political and economic stability have each reinforced the other. And the third force that has underpinned the resilience of the global system is technological connectivity. Globalization has always existed in a sense in the modern world, but until recently its contours were mostly limited to trade: countries made goods and sold them abroad. Today the information revolution has created a much more deeply connected global system. Managers in Arkansas can work with suppliers in Beijing on a real-time basis. The production of almost every complex manufactured product now involves input from a dozen countries in a tight global supply chain. And the consequences of connectivity go well beyond economics. Women in rural India have learned through satellite television about the independence of women in more modern countries. Citizens in Iran have used cell phones and the Internet to connect to their well-wishers beyond their borders. Globalization today is fundamentally about knowledge being dispersed across our world. This diffusion of knowledge may actually be the most important reason for the stability of the current system. The majority of the world's nations have learned some basic lessons about political well-being and wealth creation. They have taken advantage of the opportunities provided by peace, low inflation, and technology to plug in to the global system. And they have seen the indisputable results. Despite all the turmoil of the past year, it's important to remember that more people have been lifted out of poverty over the last two decades than in the preceding 10. Clear-thinking citizens around the world are determined not to lose these gains by falling for some ideological chimera, or searching for a worker's utopia. They are even cautious about the appeals of hypernationalism and war. Most have been there, done that. And they know the price.

---EXT US not Key


All post-recession financial research indicates decoupling 
Kohn ‘8 – PhD in economics from Michigan, Chairman of the Committee on the Global Financial System, Vice Chairman of the Fed(Donald, speech at the International Research Forum on Monetary Policy in Frankfurt, “Global Economic Integration and Decoupling”, http://www.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/speech/kohn20080626a.htm, WEA)

What about our more recent experience? During the first three quarters of 2007, the U.S. economy was growing at a solid pace of about 3 percent at an annual rate. Over the next two quarters, U.S. growth slowed to an average of about 3/4 percent, while growth in other industrialized countries stayed much closer to trend rates at about 2-1/2 percent, and growth in the emerging market economies, at 6-1/2 percent, held up quite well. It is important to keep in mind, however, that we are still in the midst of the current episode. Financial markets remain stressed; housing markets in many countries are adjusting after a sharp run-up in prices; and the effects of the turmoil on economic activity in the United States and elsewhere are still working themselves out. Accordingly, it is too early to tell how correlated U.S. and foreign activity will have been in this period. One piece of research on business cycles in G-7 economies, done by staff at the Federal Reserve Board, shows how difficult it is to establish with any confidence that business cycles have become more synchronized in recent decades, despite trade and financial integration having clearly increased.11 Other research, which shows a modest convergence of business cycles across a larger group of industrial economies, fails to find an increase in the correlation of industrial country cycles with emerging market economy cycles.12 The other dimension of recent linkages is financial, where the evidence is clearer. First, few question the importance of financial linkages between the United States and other industrial economies, which is an area where decoupling clearly has not occurred during the recent episode. While industrial country markets for stocks and bonds have displayed a high degree of co-movement for years, in the current episode we are seeing notable new correlations across money markets, with disruptions in funding markets showing up in the euro area, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and Canada, as well as in the United States. Some of the effects of the U.S. subprime mortgage crisis on financial markets in these countries occurred as a result of direct or indirect balance sheet exposures by their financial institutions to U.S. securities. Other adverse consequences for foreign financial institutions occurred when entire markets, such as that for asset-backed commercial paper, became impaired. In contrast, some have pointed to the apparent resilience of financial conditions in emerging market economies during the past year as an example of decoupling. In particular, the disruptions in the advanced economies have had only limited impacts on money markets in emerging market economies, and other financial market indicators in emerging market economies appear to have held up relatively well. For example, the spreads of emerging market sovereign bond yields over U.S. Treasury securities have risen since June of last year, but by only about 1/3 of the rise in the average U.S. corporate high-yield spread over U.S. Treasury securities. That rise is roughly half the average in several previous episodes of pressure on U.S. corporate bond prices over the period from 1998 to 2005; these episodes include, among others, the Russian and Long-Term Capital Management crisis of 1998, the 2002 surge in corporate defaults and bankruptcies, and growing concerns about U.S. auto companies in 2005. In addition, while stock prices in some emerging market countries have not performed well, a broad aggregate for these markets shows stock prices up over the past year, while the advanced economy indexes have exhibited double-digit declines, on average.13 Certainly, stock prices in the emerging market economies moved downward during acute periods of U.S. financial stress over the past year. However, these movements were similar in scale to those seen in industrial country equity markets, and during the intervening periods when global pressures were less intense, the prices of emerging market equities rebounded more substantially than those of industrial countries.

Not key—no US demand, regional trading, and strong macroeconomic policies
Merrill Lynch 6 (Merrill Lynch, “US Downturn Won’t Derail World Economy”, 9-18, http://www.ml.com/index.asp?id=7695_7696_8149_63464_70786_71164)

A sharp slowdown in the U.S. economy in 2007 is unlikely to drag the rest of the global economy down with it, according to a research report by Merrill Lynch’s (NYSE: MER) global economic team. The good news is that there are strong sources of growth outside the U.S. that should prove resilient to a consumer-led U.S. slowdown.  Merrill Lynch economists expect U.S. GDP growth to slow to 1.9 percent in 2007 from 3.4 percent in 2006, but non-U.S. growth to decline by only half a percent (5.2 percent versus 5.7 percent). Behind this decoupling is higher non-U.S. domestic demand, a rise in intraregional trade and supportive macroeconomic policies in many of the world’s economies. Although some countries appear very vulnerable to a U.S. slowdown, one in five is actually on course for faster GDP growth in 2007. Asia, Japan and India appear well placed to decouple from the United States, though Taiwan, Hong Kong and Singapore are more likely to be impacted. European countries could feel the pinch, but rising domestic demand in the core countries should help the region weather the storm much better than in previous U.S. downturns. In the Americas, Canada will probably be hit, but Brazil is set to decouple.
---EXT No War


Absurd to run this impact post-2008 collapse—not a single conflict occurred—we have best empirical data	
Barnett ‘9 (Thomas P.M. Barnett, senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC, “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” 8/25/2009)
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 is 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.

---Econ- AT: Heg

And, even if decline was uneven, this wouldn’t cause conflict or damage hegemony
Deudney 99 (Daniel, Asst Prof of Poli Sci at Johns Hopkins, Contested Grounds: Security and Conflict in the New Environmental Politics )

Alterations in the relative power of states are unlikely to lead to war as readily as the lessons of history suggest because economic power and military power are not as tightly coupled as in the past. The relative economic power position of major states such as Germany and Japan has changed greatly since the end of World War II. But these changes, while requiring many complex adjustments in interstate relations, have not been accompanied by war or the threat of war. In the contemporary world, whole industries rise, fall, and relocate, often causing quite substantial fluctuations in the economic well-being of regions and peoples, without producing wars. There is no reason to believe that changes in relative wealth and power positions caused by the uneven impact of environmental degradation would be different in their effects.


