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Prolif
2AC Yes Nuclear Renaissance

Global renaissance now – developing countries will choose nuclear to power their growing economies – our evidence cites a list of examples, that’s Lovering.

Their evidence is just a snapshot – countries have reaffirmed their commitments to nuclear power expansion, even if reactors aren’t being built yet.

Bipartisan Policy Center 12 

(July 2012, “Maintaining U.S. Leadership in Global Nuclear Energy Markets”. Co-chaired by Senator Pete Domenici – senator and Dr. Warren F. “Pete” Miller. - Warren F. Miller, Jr., PhD, is a private consultant and a part time Research Professor at Texas A & M University. http://bipartisanpolicy.org/sites/default/files/Leadership%20in%20Nuclear%20Energy%20Markets.pdf)

Several other countries, by contrast, have reaffirmed their intentions to continue expanding or developing a nuclear energy program after Fukushima. These countries include China, India, South Korea, and Russia. Together, they are expected to account for 80 percent of new nuclear plant construction globally over the next decade or longer. China alone accounts for 40 percent of planned new construction globally, with 26 new reactors under development.21 Thus, global growth in nuclear energy is still expected to be positive overall.

Specifically, there is a growing international market for SMRs

Breakthrough Institute 12 

(7/31/12 “‘IAEA Says Nuclear Energy Will Go From Strength to Strength” http://oilprice.com/Alternative-Energy/Nuclear-Power/IAEA-Says-Nuclear-Energy-go-from-Strength-to-Strength.html)

Global production of nuclear energy is expected to grow significantly in future years, despite setbacks in Japan and Germany, as China and the United States eyes next-generation reactors.

Worldwide nuclear electricity generating capacity is expected to increase between 44 percent and 99 percent by 2035, the International Atomic Energy Agency and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development Nuclear Energy Agency said in their joint biannual report on uranium resources, released this week.

Japan's decision to shut down all but two of its nuclear reactors in the wake of the nuclear accident at Fukushima Daiichi last year played in to Germany's decision to phase out nuclear by 2022, but has apparently not slowed plans in other parts of Asia. Nuclear energy will see the sharpest expansion in China, India, and South Korea, the agencies said in a release, as well as in Russia.

Gary Dyck, head of nuclear fuel cycle and materials at the International Atomic Energy Agency, told Reuters that the long-term impact of Fukushima on global nuclear energy production was a "speed bump... We still expect huge growth in China."

Capacity in East Asia will jump by 125 percent to 185 percent, according to the report.

Though China suspended new nuclear projects in the wake of Fukushima, it now appears that China will react to the incident by turning to newer, domestically produced nuclear reactors, Harvard research scholar Yun Zhou wrote last month.

"It appears that the Fukushima disaster may lead China to adopt newer, third-generation (or Gen III) reactor designs created by Chinese firms, allowing China to wean itself from purely foreign reactor technology much more quickly than was expected pre-Fukushima," she wrote. "In fact, a race to develop indigenous Gen III technology is emerging, with all three major nuclear power companies in China announcing their own Gen III reactor designs."

China's 22 Generation II reactors currently under construction will not go under any major redesigns, but its additional 14 planned reactors are much more likely to be advanced models.

Meanwhile, nuclear advocates are making a push in the US for Generation IV reactors, many of which are viewed as safer and cheaper than large-scale Generation II light water reactors currently in use.

Prolif causes extinction, that’s Heisbourg – they take non-use of nuclear weapons for granted. New nuclear weapons states destabilize the international system:

1. Geography – new nuclear weapons states proliferate in regions with multiple complex layers of international confrontation that make nuclear war likely – Middle east and Asia proves there are too many conflicting interests to ensure stability.

2. Doctrines. They don’t assume the expectation of early use – creates an incentive for force postures that make preemptive nuclear strikes more likely.

3. Non-state actors – they’ve historically served as aggravating factors that can trigger conflict when perceived in collusion with an antagonist state.

4. Empirics. India-Pakistan conflict is less stable than ever due to nuclearization – more nuclear weapons states only make nuclear conflict more likely.

5. Cold War analogy is false – the U.S. and USSR still intervened across the globe, and nuclear weapons were never positioned to directly threaten US or Soviet capitols – except during the Cuban Missile Crisis, which proves our argument. Deterrence can only break down in the long run, that’s Shultz.

6. Arms races become more destructive over time – Cold War proves – means the risk of extinction is linearly greater with more nuclear weapons.

Prolif accelerates with renaissance
10. Accidents are more likely – newer proliferators can’t afford safeguards

Busch, Associate Professor of Political Science, Department of Government, Christopher Newport University, former Research Fellow, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Kennedy School of Government, ‘4 (Nathan E. No End In Sight: The Continuing Menace of Nuclear Proliferation. University Press of Kentucky, p. 7)

Pessimists argue that nuclear weapons in proliferating states will be susceptible to accidental use because the weapon designs will tend to be relatively crude and the weapons will not have undergone the proper testing to ensure that they are secure." In addition, they argue, it is less likely that these states will have  sufficient resources to implement the procedures and technologies necessary for preventing accidental use. The states will therefore be forced to make compromises cutting corners in critical technologies, or even simply considering safety issues to be less important than the initial development of nuclear arsenals. Safety and control measures will therefore be marginalized or even largely ignored, as states focus on other priorities. 40

11. Statistics go aff

Hellman ’09 Martin E. Hellman, Ph.D., Professor Emeritus (Electrical Engineering) at Stanford University, 9-7-2009. [How Confident Should a Nuclear Optimist Be?, http://nuclearrisk.org/email23.php]
In a five-page essay in the September 7 issue of Newsweek, Jonathan Tepperman explains Why Obama Should Learn to Love the Bomb by quoting the dean of nuclear optimism, Prof. Kenneth Waltz: "We now have 64 years of experience since Hiroshima. It's striking and against all historical precedent that for that substantial period, there has not been any war among nuclear states." Tepperman calls for "coldblooded calculations about just how dangerous possessing them [nuclear weapons] actually is." This response rises to that challenge and shows that the data used to justify nuclear optimism is highly misleading. In the same way that life-insurance companies utilize statistical analysis to produce cold blooded projections of fatality rates for individuals, statistics tells us that, to be 95% confident of our statements, we cannot project the last 64 years of nuclear non-use more than 21 years into the future. And, with the fate of the earth at stake, a higher confidence level would seem appropriate. To be 99% confident about our statements, nuclear optimism can only be justified for another 14 years. Statistics does not rule out that we might survive significantly longer than these time horizons, but it does say that the data thus far cannot be used to justify such hopes with any degree of confidence. To understand why we can only be confident of surviving time horizons significantly shorter than the 64 years of non-use already experienced, it helps to consider related "space shuttle optimism" arguments that led to the loss of Challenger and her crew. The engineers who had designed the shuttle's booster engine tried to delay Challenger's final launch because the weather that morning was unusually cold, and previous cold weather launches had a higher incidence of partial "burn through" on O-rings designed to seal the booster. But those at NASA responsible for the launch decision suffered from the common misperception that the shuttle's prior 23 successful launches provided ample evidence that it was safe to proceed with launch number 24. Instead, as we now know, that launch suffered catastrophic burn through of the O-rings, with resultant loss of the shuttle and her entire crew. NASA's optimistic reasoning was literally dead wrong. Even 23 perfect launches would not have provided sufficient evidence to confidently predict success for launch number 24, and previous near misses, in the form of partial O-ring burn through, made optimism even more outrageous and unsupportable. The unassailable, cold blooded conclusion provided by statistics and Challenger's deadly lesson is that 64 years of nuclear non-use, particularly with near misses such as the Cuban missile crisis, is no cause for nuclear optimism.
K

Case outweighs – prolif causes extinction, that’s Heisbourg – haven’t contested the truth value

Perm do bothg

Perm do the aff while melancholic mourning
Default to util – extinction outweighs
Harries, 94 – Editor @ The National Interest (Owen, Power and Civilization, The National Interest, Spring, lexis)

Performance is the test. Asked directly by a Western interviewer, “In principle, do you believe in one standard of human rights and free expression?”, Lee immediately answers, “Look, it is not a matter of principle but of practice.” This might appear to represent a simple and rather crude pragmatism. But in its context it might also be interpreted as an appreciation of the fundamental point made by Max Weber that, in politics, it is “the ethic of responsibility” rather than “the ethic of absolute ends” that is appropriate. While an individual is free to treat human rights as absolute, to be observed whatever the cost, governments must always weigh consequences and the competing claims of other ends. So once they enter the realm of politics, human rights have to take their place in a hierarchy of interests, including such basic things as national security and the promotion of prosperity. Their place in that hierarchy will vary with circumstances, but no responsible government will ever be able to put them always at the top and treat them as inviolable and over-riding. The cost of implementing and promoting them will always have to be considered.

Evaluate consequences – blind adherence to rigid principals in the face of catastrophe leads to ideological overreaction. We should try to analyze consequences even if they’re uncertain. 

Weiss, 99 – Presidential Professor of Political Science @ CUNY Graduate Center (Thomas G, Ethics and International Affairs 13.1, “Principles, Politics, and Humanitarian Action”)

Scholars and practitioners frequently employ the term “dilemma” to describe painful decision making but “quandary” would be more apt.27A dilemma involves two or more alternative courses of action with unintended but unavoidable and equally undesirable consequences. If consequences are equally unpalatable, then remaining inactive on the sidelines is an option rather than entering the serum on the field. A quandary, on the other hand, entails tough choices among unattractive options with better or worse possible outcomes. While humanitarians are perplexed, they are not and should not be immobilized. The solution is not indifference or withdrawal but rather appropriate engagement. The key lies in making a good faith effort to analyze the advantages and disadvantages of different alloys of politics and humanitarianism, and then to choose what often amounts to the lesser of evils. Thoughtful humanitarianism is more appropriate than rigid ideological responses, for four reasons: goals of humanitarian action often conflict, good intentions can have catastrophic consequences; there are alternative ways to achieve ends; and even if none of the choices is ideal, victims still require decisions about outside help. What Myron Wiener has called “instrumental humanitarianism” would resemble just war doctrine because contextual analyses and not formulas are required. Rather than resorting to knee-jerk reactions to help, it is necessary to weigh options and make decisions about choices that are far from optimal. Many humanitarian decisions in northern Iraq, Somalia, Bosnia, and Rwanda—and especially those involving economic or military sanctions— required selecting least-bad options. Thomas Nagle advises that “given the limitations on human action, it is naive to suppose that there is a solution to every moral problem. “29 Action-oriented institutions and staff are required in order to contextualized their work rather than apply preconceived notions of what is right or wrong. Nonetheless, classicists continue to insist on Pictet’s “indivisible whole” because humanitarian principles “are interlocking, overlapping and mutually supportive. . . . It is hard to accept the logic of one without also accepting the others. “30 The process of making decisions in war zones could be compared to that pursued by “clinical ethical review teams” whose members are on call to make painful decisions about life-and-death matters in hospitals.sl The sanctity of life is complicated by new technologies, but urgent decisions cannot be finessed. It is impermissible to long for another era or to pretend that the bases for decisions are unchanged. However emotionally wrenching, finding solutions is an operational imperative that is challenging but intellectually doable. Humanitarians who cannot stand the heat generated by situational ethics should stay out of the post-Cold War humanitarian kitchen. Principles in an Unprincipled World Why are humanitarians in such a state of moral and operational disrepair? In many ways Western liberal values over the last few centuries have been moving toward interpreting moral obligations as going beyond a family and intimate networks, beyond a tribe, and beyond a nation. The impalpable moral ideal is concern about the fate of other people, no matter how far away.szThe evaporation of distance with advances in technology and media coverage, along with a willingness to intervene in a variety of post–Cold War crises, however, has produced situations in which humanitarians are damned if they do and if they don’t. Engagement by outsiders does not necessarily make things better, and it may even create a “moral hazard by altering the payoffs to combatants in such a way as to encourage more intensive fighting.“33 This new terrain requires analysts and practitioners to admit ignorance and question orthodoxies. There is no comfortable theoretical framework or world vision to function as a compass to steer between integration and fragmentation, globalization and insularity. Michael Ignatieff observes, “The world is not becoming more chaotic or violent, although our failure to understand and act makes it seem so. “34Gwyn Prins has pointed to the “scary humility of admitting one’s ignorance” because “the new vogue for ‘complex emergencies’ is too often a means of  concealing from oneself that one does not know what is going on. “3sTo make matters more frustrating, never before has there been such a bombardment of data and instant analysis; the challenge of distilling such jumbled and seemingly contradictory information adds to the frustration of trying to do something appropriate fast. International discourse is not condemned to follow North American fashions and adapt sound bites and slogans. It is essential to struggle with and even embrace the ambiguities that permeate international responses to wars, but without the illusion of a one-size-fits-all solution. The trick is to grapple with complexities, to tease out the general without ignoring the particular, and still to be inspired enough to engage actively in trying to make a difference. Because more and more staff of aid agencies, their governing boards, and their financial backers have come to value reflection, an earlier policy prescription by Larry Minear and me no longer appears bizarre: “Don’t just do something, stand there! “3sThis advice represented our conviction about the payoffs from thoughtful analyses and our growing distaste for the stereotypical, yet often accurate, image of a bevy of humanitarian actors flitting from one emergency to the next.

Scenario planning solves their impacts
Tom Flaherty, et al. Michael Bagale, Christopher Dann, Owen Ward, Partners at Booz & Co. Global Management Consulting, 8/7/2012 (http://www.booz.com/media/uploads/BoozCo_After-Fukushima-Nuclear-Power.pdf)

It is still not fully clear how the new NRC recommendations will affect the U.S. nuclear fleet. One thing is certain, however: The way the industry has historically evaluated risk will have to change. In particular, the assessment of low-probability, high-consequence risks, such as events that trigger worst-case accident conditions, will need to be revisited. Owner resiliency and responsiveness will need to increase. Probabilistic risk assessment, common in the industry since the 1979 accident at Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania, will assume an even greater role in ensuring nuclear safety in the future. Operators will have to develop enhanced risk analysis methodologies that can adequately address not only the full range of “traditional” postulated design-basis accident scenarios, but also the much more improbable black swan events. Finally, investment decisions will need to evolve to reflect this new risk environment. The greatest degree of regulatory uncertainty surrounds the interpretation of the first recommendation of the NRC’s Near-Term Task Force, which the commission’s staff will consider over the next year. Its goal is to incorporate “beyond design basis” requirements within the definition of what is required to provide “adequate protection”: balancing considerations of defense and risk, without taking cost into account as a deterrent to action. The task force has pointed out that this move is analogous to regulatory changes enacted following the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks. But it is potentially more far-reaching, given the wide range of possible black swan scenarios. Indeed, it is likely that the broadening of the underlying principle of adequate protection will markedly reshape the regulatory environment. Traditional risk management approaches rely on estimating the likely consequences of potential events; they are not well suited for dealing with extremely lowprobability, high-consequence risks. Black swan risks challenge the traditional approach because even when the events are anticipated, their impact falls outside the expected range of predictability. In the case of the tragic events in northeast Japan in March 2011, the black swan was not the earthquake and tsunami, which were foreseeable, but their sheer size. Another earthquake, the one that struck the East Coast of the U.S. in August 2011, was significantly stronger than what was thought possible in the region. The terrorist attacks on 9/11 represented another black swan event, not because terrorist attacks had never happened on U.S. soil—they had—but because of their scale, their means, and their enormous impact. The U.S. nuclear industry must enhance its risk management capabilities in two ways. First, it must strengthen existing risk assessment methodologies to address extremely low-probability, high-consequence risks. This will involve improving existing processes and tools to identify potential risks from a much wider range of uncertainties than the industry has used in the past (see Exhibit 2). Traditional thinking about “known unknowns” must be expanded to include “unknown unknowns.” Scenario planning that includes situations that are themselves unimaginable can be a useful tool in expanding leaders’ range of thinking about identifying risks and assessing vulnerabilities. In these exercises, management is challenged to begin with the premise of an unforeseeable situation—like the apocryphal story of a wanderer in a desert who finds a Civil War battleship stuck in the sand there—and then to explore the potential vulnerabilities the situation may create. Often, when managers are required to construct a chain of causal events that could explain a seemingly inexplicable situation, a previously unthinkable scenario becomes plausible, even if still highly improbable. Another methodology used for expanding management’s thinking about the future involves wargaming and other simulations of real-world challenges; the games mimic the complexity of genuine events, in which seemingly rational interactions among players or actions can result in unanticipated outcomes. A deeper examination of the interdependencies and correlations among various risk factors can also help unearth additional exposures and potential systemic effects. Nuclear plant owners should be encouraged to build this risk identification capability in a collaborative manner. Utility peer groups, technical experts, and industry support entities should work together to develop analytical risk assessment tools and methodologies that individual plant owners and operators can use to quantify the probability and effect of plant-specific worst-case events. The techniques developed through this approach should be tailored to the culture and practices of the companies involved. They can also provide plant owners with best-in-class, cost-effective solutions to regulatory mandates, potentially streamlining the overall NRC review and concurrence cycle with respect to providing “reasonable assurance” regarding operating safety. The end goal of this next generation of risk management is to develop an industry-wide approach to defining and quantifying Fukushimalevel improbable events that will both satisfy any regulatory safety requirements and assuage public concerns, while being implementable and cost-effective. Since the concepts of reasonable assurance and adequate protection do not contemplate direct cost-benefit trade-offs, anything short of this goal may hurt the future of nuclear power.
Nuclear power solves water across the globe

Palley 11 (Reese Palley - 1945-1949 The New School for Social Research¶ 1949-1952 The London School of Economics. Writer and historian) (The Answer: Why Only Inherently Safe, Mini Nuclear Power Plants Can Save Our World. Pg. 168-171)

Desalinization and World Water Shortage

In 1990 Florida, Georgia, and Alabama began fighting over scarce water rights from increasingly scarce sources. After twenty years of fighting over the water from Lake Lanier, the sole source of most of the potable water for Atlanta, the city lost a federal court decision and now faces the daunting task of finding six hundred million gallons of potable water a day that just might not exist.

This is far from an isolated case in the United States, as states and municipalities are loading increas¬ing demands on limited supplies of water. The battle in the West has so far been contained within the courts.

The third world has long been rent in recent droughts, by the search for water. In subsistence economies, on marginal land water is not a convenience but a matter of life and death. As a result small wars have been fought, rivers diverted, and wells poisoned in what could be a warning of what is to come as industrialized nations begin to face failing water supplies.

Quite aside from ,the demand for potable water is the dependence of enormous swaths of industry and agriculture on oceans of water used for processing, ena¬bling, and cleaning a thousand processes and products. It is interesting to note that fresh water used in both industry and agriculture is reduced to a nonrenewable resource as agriculture adds salt and industry adds a chemical brew unsuitable for consumption.

More than one billion people in the world already lack access to clean water, and things are getting worse. Over the next two decades, the average supply of water ^per person will drop by a third, condemning millions of people to waterborne diseases and an avoidable prema¬ture death.81

So the stage is set for water access wars between the first and the third worlds, between neighbors down-stream of supply, between big industry and big agricul¬ture, between nations, between population centers, and ultimately between you and the people who live next door for an already inadequate world water supply that is not being renewed. As populations inevitably increase, conflicts will intensify.82

It is only by virtue of the historical accident of the availability of nuclear energy that humankind now has the ability to remove the salt and other pollutants to supply all our water needs. The problem is that desali¬nation is an intensely local process. Some localities have available sufficient water from renewable sources to take care of their own needs, but not enough to share with their neighbors, and-it is here that the scale of nuclear energy production must be defined locally.

Large scale 1,000 MWe plants can be used to desal¬inate water as well as for generating electricity. However we cannot build them fast enough to address the prob¬lem, and, if built they would face the extremely expen¬sive problem of-distributing the water they produce. Better, much better, would be to use small desaliniza-tion plants sited locally.

Beyond desalination for human use is the need to green some of the increasing desertification of vast areas such as the Sahara. Placing twenty 100 MWe plants a hundred miles apart along the Saharan coast would green the coastal area from the Atlantic Ocean to the Red Sea, a task accomplished more cheaply and quickly than through the use of gigawatt plants.83 This could proceed on multiple tracks wherever deserts are avail¬able to be reclaimed.

Leonard Orenstein, a researcher in the field of desert reclamation, speculates:

If most of the Sahara and Australian outback were planted with fast-growing trees like eucalyptus, the forests could draw down about 8 billion tons of carbon a year—nearly as much as people emit from burning fossil fuels today. As the forests matured, they could continue taking up this much carbon for decades.84

The use of small, easily transported, easily sited, and walk away safe nuclear reactors dedicated to desali-nation is the only answer to the disproportionate distri¬bution of water resources that have distorted human habitation patterns for millennia. Where there existed natural water, such as from rivers, great cities arose and civilizations flourished. Other localities lay barren through the ages. We now have the power, by means of SMRs profiled to local conditions, not only to attend to existing water shortages but also to smooth out dispro¬portionate water distribution and create green habita¬tion where historically it has never existed.

The endless wars that have been fought, first over solid bullion gold and then over oily black gold, can now engulf us in the desperate reach for liquid blue gold. We need never fight these wars again as we now have the nuclear power to fulfill the biblical ability to "strike any local rock and have water gush forth."

Level Headed Political Engagement is Required to Prevent Use

Christopher Norris, Prof. @ Univ. of Wales, ’94 [Prose 17.2, “Nuclear Criticism Ten years on,” p. 135-6]
One could venture various explanations for the fact that nuclear criticism enjoyed only a brief period of high visibility in the pages of Diacritics and other such organs of advanced cultural and literary theory. One is the lessening of tension that has occurred with the break-up of the Soviet empire, the decommissioning of (at least some) nuclear weapons, and the advent - supposedly - of a "New World Order" in which there no longer appears any imminent threat of global catastrophe. But these are hardly reasons for unqualified optimism, as Ruthven does well to remind us in the sombre epilogue to his book. After all, there remain vast stockpiles of warheads and delivery systems, some of them now unaccounted for and most likely under the control - such as it is - of forces in the warring ex-Soviet republics and other violently unstable regions. From this point of view the situation is perhaps more dangerous (or less amenable to "expert" forms of strategic thinking, rational calculation, crisis-management, etc.) than at the time when Derrida delivered his lecture at Cornell. What has changed is that highly specific conjuncture - of rhetorical "escalation" to the point of aporia or absolute "undecidability" - from which this movement first took rise and in which it discovered a short-lived pretext for some fairly arcane and wire-drawn argumentation. At its best nuclear criticism offered a focus (albeit, at times, an oddly angled focus) for exposing the sheer illogicality of deterrence theory and alternative strategic doctrines. To this extent it made common cause with other approaches - for instance, by philosophers in the broadly analytic (or Anglo-American) camp - which addressed similar issues in a different, less apocalyptic style (see for instance Blake and Pole 1983 and 1984). But the suspicion still hangs over many of these texts - Derrida's included - that by thus raising the rhetorical stakes they are indulging a form of runaway doomsday paranoia which itself partakes of that same pseudo-logic, that escalating language of crisis and terminal catastrophe whose effects they purport to analyze. For in this context more than most it is important that certain distinctions not be blurred. These include the boundaries between fact and fiction, reason and unreason, or reality and its various counterfeit guises - war-game scenarios etc. - where any such confusion is likely to generate real-world crises and catastrophes of the kind so vividly prefigured three decades ago in the film Dr Strangelove. Which is also to see, pace Derrida, that theorists should not make light of the distinction between constative and performative speech-act genres, whatever their seeming "undecidability" when encountered in certain (surely aberrant) forms of nuclear-strategic discourse. Nor should they devise ingenious pretexts for distracting attention from the nuclear "referent," whether this be construed in terms of an all-too-real nuclear arsenal or in cognizance of the all-too-present and future possibility that those weapons will actually be used. What is required is a level-headed analysis which underestimates neither the capacities of critical reason nor the forces ranged against it in the name of so-called "deterrence," "realism," "containment," "first-strike potential," "damage-limitation," etc. Otherwise - to adapt Karl Krauss's famous remark about psychoanalysis - there is a risk that nuclear criticism will become just one more symptom of the selfsame disease for which it purports to offer a cure.
The Negative is Reductionist - Risk, Calculation, and Politics are part of Positive and Deliberative Approach to Nuclear Weapons 
Bryan Hubbard, MA in Political Science @ ASU, ’97 [Rhetorical Analysisis of Two Contemporary Atomic Campaigns, http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA327948]

Tim O'Brien (1979) ends his novel The Nuclear Age by saying, "even then I will  hold to a steadfast orthodoxy, confident to the end that E will somehow not quite equal  mc2, it's a cunning metaphor, that the terminal equation will somehow not quite balance"  (p. 312). The danger of a textual simulacra (Baudrillard, 1983) stems from the lack of an  anchor. At that point, critics and textual construction drift on a fabric unconcerned with  the political distribution of risk and ignorant of the historical and intertextual threads  which break the seamless self-producing knowledge of nuclearism. Tracing the  continuities of our present conversation through a history of events and practices shows  that each assumption and each step taken in the nuclear age feels the influence of earlier  moments and affects future actions and arguments. Critics can facilitate this awareness  by talking about nuclear issues and recognizing that these issues affect the shape of  political, material and social relations.  This project noted that the nuclear age continues a variety of impulses from antiquity. Though these impulses of perfection, control and apocalypticism impel the  search for technology and their accompanying dangers, these are the same impulses that  inspire us to try to better understand the communicative aspect of the nuclear age before  it is too late. Hope drives us to affect and influence the direction of policy and culture  through opening conversation to more views, more values and more ideas. Though  control and perfection may escape our reach these impulses can inspire benefits as much  as they have inspired our downward spiral toward nuclearism.  Peter Partner (1987) reflected on the crusades of the middle ages by saying:  The Crusades grew from that part of men's minds in which the boundaries  between the real and the metaphorical, the signifier and signified, are  shifting and uncertain. They are evidence of man's [sic] idealism, but also  of his cruelty and folly: like other episodes in the history of religion they  tell us that religious metaphors can be turned into political realities by  means ofbloodshed and terror. (p. xiv)  Our experience of nuclear knowledge also approaches problems with the zeal of  crusaders and romanticism of alchemists trying to save the world for absolute ideals  sanctioned by higher powers. Though these ideals often inspire the inhumanity which  fills the pages of history, the milestones documenting our humanity are carved from these  same stones. So the potential always exists for choices. These choices never occur  independently from the discursive influences and weight of history, but always contain  the potential for deflection from tragic trajectories as long people can hear the voices  potentially influencing their choices and the other voices expressing concern for where  those decisions might lead.  As this nuclear project ends, it recognizes its fate as becoming part of an archive  of fossilized talk about nuclear issues. Yet, a compound of fossils may cement into an  odd aggregate to pave a nuclear future. At its best nuclear criticism's journey starts and  ends with an idea of humanity provided by K. Burke (1966). The disease of nuclearism  which infects this organism may be one of those diseases that knows no cure and is only  managed through sustained treatment. The treatment for this "symbol-using,  (symbol-making, symbol-misusing) animal" (K. Burke, p. 16) comes not in global  educational campaigns and universal values but small injections "of political patchwork  here and there" (p. 20) so that "things might be improved somewhat if enough people  began thinking along the lines of this definition" (p. 21) and creating a perpetual practice  of nuclear criticism.  
Preventing the danger of nuclear weapons and proliferation emphasizes justice despite inevitable inequality and cooperative politics
Walker 7 (William Walker is Professor of International Relations at the University of St Andrews which he joined in 1996.  He worked at the Science Policy Research Unit, University of Sussex from 1974 to 1996 with a two year secondment to the Royal Institute of Interanational Affairs (Chatham House) in London)

(“Nuclear enlightenment and¶ counter-enlightenment” International Aff airs 83: 3 (2007) 431–453 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1468-2346.2007.00630.x/pdf)

‘Enlightenment, understood in its widest sense as the advance of thought, has¶ always aimed at liberating human beings from fear and installing them as masters.¶ Yet the whole enlightened earth is radiant with triumphant calamity.’1 These¶ famous opening sentences in Horkheimer and Adorno’s Dialectic of enlightenment¶ were written during the Second World War, before the atomic bomb’s existence¶ was public knowledge. Yet they seem to speak of Hiroshima, expressing the horror¶ of the event and the Faustian nature of scientifi c enquiry that made it possible.¶ Hiroshima drew attention to an inescapable modern predicament. The increasing¶ mastery of nature achieved through science and technology had to be accompanied¶ by an increasing political mastery if an ever greater destruction—and fear of¶ destruction—were to be avoided. Unfortunately, the latter mastery was inherently¶ diffi cult to achieve, and to achieve legitimately, especially in the anarchic¶ international system.

Nuclear weapons were an unintended consequence of the scientifi c enlightenment.¶ As if in recompense, but for clear political purposes, the attempt in the second¶ half of the twentieth century to create an international order which would limit¶ their dangers, while exploiting in controlled ways their capacities to discourage war,¶ itself came to possess hallmarks of a grand enlightenment project.2 It was permeated¶ by assumptions of—and expressions of faith in—a ubiquitous rationality and¶ commitment to reason; the attainability of justice in the face of obvious inequalities¶ of power and opportunity; the possibility of achieving trust among states¶ on the basis of international law; the ability of organizations to exercise control¶ over complex technological activities; and the feasibility of progress in escaping a¶ nuclear-armed chaos and realizing nuclear energy’s economic potential.

Through its emphasis on reason, containment and mutual obligation, this¶ project, the particular child of the United States, embraced both deterrence and non-proliferation. It began to founder in the mid- to late 1990s, just as it seemed¶ capable of approaching a fuller realization of its goals. Its zenith was marked by¶ completion in 1994 of the political reconstruction of a nuclear superpower, the¶ USSR; and by the decisions taken in 1995 to give indefi nite life to the Nuclear¶ Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the text containing the nuclear order’s foundational¶ norms and rules, and to embark on a more ambitious non-proliferation and¶ disarmament agenda. A turbulent decade later, the shambles of the 2005 NPT¶ Review Conference and the travails over Iraq, Iran and North Korea bear witness¶ to the disarray into which the project has fallen.

The eff ort to constrain the acquisition and use of nuclear weapons has lost¶ little of its urgency. It has nevertheless been sapped of much of the character¶ and semblance of an enlightenment project of the kind pursued previously. The¶ project ran into diffi culty partly because it could not satisfy its own expectations,¶ overcome inherent fl aws or provide satisfying responses to challenges after the end¶ of the Cold War, among them India’s and Pakistan’s ‘breakouts’ and the clandestine¶ weapon programmes mounted by Iraq, Iran and North Korea. It also ran¶ into diffi culty because it was becoming too successful in its encroachment on the¶ strategic interests of some great and aspiring powers. Above all, it was unsettled¶ by a movement against the prior conception of political order which gathered¶ strength in the United States in the second half of the 1990s and dominated policy¶ and strategy after the election of President George W. Bush and the terrorist¶ attacks on America of 9/11.

This movement’s supporters claimed that the previous approach to nuclear order¶ was now exposing the United States and its allies to unacceptable risks. Indeed,¶ they contended that the project had developed its own unreason in the persistent¶ exaggeration of its advantages and failure to acknowledge dangerous new¶ realities. The movement exhibited several of the hallmarks of counter-enlightenment,¶ albeit a counter-enlightenment that championed another enlightenment¶ idea rooted in American political culture: namely, that enmity can be overcome¶ through the extension of political and economic freedoms. Stress was placed on¶ the diverse behaviour and irrationality of actors (now including terrorist groups),¶ some of whom were classed as ‘evil’ and thereby deemed to be beyond diplomacy¶ and reasoning, and on the consequent unreliability of containment and deterrence.¶ Justice was dismissed as irrelevant to security, its champions as disingenuous, and¶ it was misguided to believe that general trust among states could be achieved.¶ International organizations were derided as weak and prone to self-delusion, and¶ the notion that progress could be achieved through multilateral cooperation was¶ repudiated. Furthermore, an international order which turned its back on the use¶ of force against actors who violated it, and who themselves held the values of¶ enlightenment in contempt, was deemed unworthy of respect and incapable of¶ survival.

An understanding of the history of nuclear order in all its complexity cannot¶ rest only on ideas of enlightenment and counter-enlightenment. They are nevertheless¶ valuable tropeus for illuminating the nature and construction of international nuclear order and its eternal predicaments. Yet they are more than tropes,¶ especially if enlightenment is understood (as here) to represent, more than just a¶ preoccupation with rationality, a sensibility that is open, questing, undogmatic¶ and committed to the use of public reason. The nuclear weapon’s vast destructiveness¶ demanded some unifying conception of political order in which peoples¶ and states could place their hopes and trust, and through which confl icting norms¶ and interests could be reconciled. It demanded public discourse. By enveloping¶ the international politics of nuclear weapons in progressive enlightenment values,¶ it became easier to draw states into a rule-based order that could moderate the¶ power play that nuclear weapons encouraged, and win their support for problemsolving¶ and institutional innovation. In addition, states sought by this means both¶ to banish a romantic politics inimical to restraint, and to erect guards against the¶ ‘unreasonable rationality’ that always lurks where politics and technology meet in¶ a competitive and interest-driven environment.3

Supporters of the counter-enlightenment of which I shall speak eschewed the¶ use of public reason and unilaterally sought to impose their own versions of what¶ is right. However, they could off er only a unifying conception of encroaching¶ disorder, or of an order reached through the revising power of religion, ideology¶ or economic and military might. As we shall see, they also inadvertently tampered¶ with the basic principle that nuclear weapons are intrinsically illegitimate. They¶ drew the United States into placing trust in its enormous hegemonic capacities,¶ using the constitutionalism of the NPT and other multilateral treaties as disciplinary¶ instruments but abandoning them as vehicles for cooperative engagement¶ and innovation, and ignoring the cautionary advice of realists. It has taken only a¶ few years for the perils of this approach to be revealed—the violence intrinsic to it,¶ the damage to international laws and norms, the loss of US authority and prestige,¶ and the space that it has opened for others to justify aberrant behaviour.

My main point is that the exceptional nature of nuclear weapons calls for¶ an exceptional kind of cooperative politics, and that we are in grave danger of¶ losing the ability to conjure—even to imagine—that kind of politics. An ordering¶ strategy founded on the enlightenment values discussed herein is full of pitfalls¶ and has become increasingly hard to sustain as weaponry has diff used within and¶ beyond the NPT’s confi nes. Yet it has an inherent superiority. The alternative¶ is a degraded international politics, a more frequent recourse to violence and a¶ perpetual vulnerability to catastrophe.
Elections

No runaway warming.

Revkin 11 [ANDREW C. REVKIN  November 25, 2011, 1:38 pm Study Finds Limited Sensitivity of Climate to CO2 http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/11/25/study-finds-limited-sensitivity-of-climate-to-co2/]

Recalling the perils of single-study syndrome, it’s still important to note a new study that appears to go a long way toward narrowing the extent of possible warming projected well into this century from the buildup of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. Eric Berger of the Houston Chronicle describes the research, published today in Science. The work, led by researchers at Oregon State University, had surfaced earlier but has now survived peer review.  Berger provides useful context from Andrew Dessler, a climate scientist at Texas A&M University, who noted that most people publishing on this question have long seen very low odds of runaway or extreme warming:      My sense is that most scientists consider the very high end of the sensitivity range… to be pretty unlikely (although it cannot be ruled out)…. In other words, I was not terribly worried about runaway climate change before this. After all, we know that the Earth’s had much higher CO2 in the past (and the temperature were correspondingly much higher), and the Earth did not turn into Venus.  I’ll be doing more on this “sensitive” question soon, drawing in studies taking different approaches. In the meantime, Rachel Nuwer has a post at the Green Blog describing the Science paper.

Nuclear power solves warming

Barry W. Brook, Sir Hubert Wilkins Chair of Climate Change at the University of Adelaide, November 2011 (http://ceda.com.au/media/153125/nuclearfinal8nov.pdf)

The opportunity cost of not deploying nuclear power is higher carbon emissions. This is a reality that the Germans will quickly discover. Having decided to wind back the deployment of nuclear power, they are planning two-dozen new coalfired power stations.23 Some of the other regularly raised concerns about nuclear energy are that uranium supplies will run out, long-lived radioactive waste will be with us for 100,000 years, large amounts of carbon dioxide are produced over the nuclear cycle, it’s too slow and costly, and a build-up of nuclear power will increase the risk of weapons proliferation. Yet the reality is surprisingly different, most of these disadvantages of nuclear power no longer apply, and none need do so in the future. Worldwide, nuclear power is forecast to be an on-going contributor to electricity supply throughout the 21st century24 (although equally, it is not currently being deployed at a rate anywhere near sufficient to displace fossil fuels any time soon). Of the G20 economic forum nations, 15 have nuclear power and four are planning to take it up in the near future25, although now, as noted above, Germany has stated that it will attempt to phase out its use of nuclear fission by 2022. In 2010, nuclear energy was used to generate commercial electricity in 31 countries, providing 74 per cent of total supply in the case of France, and a global total of 2,628 terawatt hours.26 Based on standard emissions intensities for nuclear (20 kg CO2-e/MWh) and coal (930 kg CO2-e/MWh)27, this is an effective saving of 2.4 billion tonnes of carbon dioxide annually. Only hydroelectricity displaces more fossil fuels than nuclear (3,250 TWh). By comparison, wind generation in 2010 was 14 per cent that of nuclear, while solar generated just 1.5 per cent as much.28 In 2009–10, Australia exported 7,555 tonnes of uranium, all of which was used to fuel nuclear power plants.29 If this electricity had instead been generated from brown coal-fired sources, an additional 370 million tonnes of CO2 would have been released.30 Clearly, foregoing nuclear means overlooking an already significant global contributor to low-carbon electricity.

States circumvent EPA regulations – no resources to enforce
Alpern 11

Peter Alpern January 07, 2011 “EPA's Emissions Regulations: The Dog That Didn't Bark?” IndustryWeek http://www.industryweek.com/PrintArticle.aspx?ArticleID=23596&ShowAll=1

A dozen states have already filed suit to block the EPA's the ability to regulate greenhouse gases, though so far federal courts have not stopped the first round of regulations from going into effect. Texas, however, isn't even bothering with legal challenges and instead simply refusing to comply with the new rules.  Jay Timmons, president of the National Association of Manufacturers, warned that the EPA's efforts would only raise energy costs for manufacturers and crush economic growth.  "It's questionable whether the EPA has the resources or the capacity to implement these burdensome and complicated regulations," says Timmons.

EPA regs insufficient to solve warming – China and India

Rahn 11

Richard W. Rahn January 24, 2011 “RAHN: Obama’s regulatory reform test” Washington Times http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jan/24/obamas-regulatory-reform-test/print/

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.

No effect on EPA because of the election

Hargreaves 12

Steve Hargreaves is a staff writer for CNNMoney.com, where he focuses on the energy industry. August 24, 2012 “Energy to keep booming no matter who's president” http://money.cnn.com/2012/08/24/news/economy/energy-boom/index.html?iid=HP_LN

Regulation of greenhouse gases from the Environmental Protection Agency -- one of the main headwinds facing the coal industry -- is court ordered. Neither Obama nor Romney can change that without Congress changing the Clean Air Act -- a dim prospect.
Romney will win and its impossible for their uniqueness to be conclusive – jobs reports, debates, campaign spending blitzes, and voter suppression 

Reich 9-21

Robert Reich, professor of public policy at UC Berkeley's Richard and Rhoda Goldman School of Public Policy and former secretary of labor in the Clinton Administration 9/21/12
For the last several days I’ve been deluged with calls from my inside-the-beltway friends telling me “Romney’s dead.” Hold it. Rumors of Romney’s demise are premature for at least four reasons:  1.  Between now and Election Day come two jobs reports from the Bureau of Labor Statistics – October 5 and November 2. If they’re as bad as the last report, showing only 96,000 jobs added in August (125,000 are needed just to keep up with population growth) and the lowest percentage of employed adults since 1981, Romney’s claim the economy is off track becomes more credible, and Obama’s that it’s on the mend harder to defend.  With gas prices rising, corporate profits shrinking, most of Europe in recession, Japan still a basket case, and the Chinese economy slowing, the upcoming job reports are unlikely to be stellar.  2. Also between now and Election Day are three presidential debates, starting October 3. It’s commonly thought Obama will win them handily but that expectation may be very wrong – and could work against him. Yes, Romney is an automaton — but when the dials are set properly he can give a good imitation of a human engaged in sharp debate. He did well in the Republican primary debates.  Obama, by contrast, can come off slow and ponderous. Recall how he stuttered and stumbled during the 2008 Democratic primary debates. And he hasn’t been in a real-live debate for four years; Romney recently emerged from almost a year of them.  3. During the next 7 final weeks of the campaign, the anti-Obama forces will be spending a gigantic amount of money. Not just the Romney campaign and Romney’s super PACs, but other super PACs aligned with Romney, billionaires spending their own fortunes, and non-profit “social welfare” organizations like the Chamber of Commerce, Karl Rove’s “Crossroads,” and various Koch-brothers political fronts – all will dump hundreds of millions on TV and radio spots, much of it spreading lies and distortions. Some of this money will be devoted to get-out-the-vote drives — to phone banks and door-to-door canvassing to identify favorable voters, and vans to bring them to the polling stations.  It’s an easy bet they’ll far outspend Obama and his allies. I’ve heard two-to-one. The race is still close enough that a comparative handful of voters in swing states can make the difference – which means gobs of money used to motivate voters to polling stations can be critical.  4. As they’ve displayed before, the Republican Party will do whatever it can to win — even if it means disenfranchising certain voters. To date, 11 states have enacted voter identification laws, all designed by Republican legislatures and governors to dampen Democratic turnout.  The GOP is also encouraging what can only be termed “voter vigilante” groups to “monitor polling stations to prevent fraud” – which means intimidating minorities who have every right to vote. We can’t know at this point how successful these efforts may be but it’s a dangerous wildcard. And what about those Diebold voting machines?  So don’t for a moment believe “Romney’s dead,” and don’t be complacent. The hard work lies ahead, in the next seven weeks.

Senate nuclear battles in the status quo – safety and waste disposal
Geman & Colman 9-11

Ben Geman and Zack Colman - 09/11/12 OVERNIGHT ENERGY: Senate goes nuclear http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/e2-wire/248829-overnight-energy-senate-goes-nuclear-wednesday?tmpl=component&print=1&page=
Wednesday will bring heavy Senate focus on battles over nuclear power plant safety and waste.  Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Chairwoman Allison Macfarlane will make her first appearance before the Senate since winning confirmation to the post in late June.  She will testify at the Environment and Public Works Committee hearing about the NRC’s steps to boost safety in light of the March 2011 disaster at Japan’s Fukushima Daiichi power plant.  Battles over the scope and pace of the NRC's post-Fukushima safety reforms for U.S. plants have unfolded since the accident.  Macfarlane will appear alongside the NRC’s four other commissioners.  Senate lawmakers will also plunge into a topic that has vexed Congress and policymakers for decades: what to do with nuclear waste piling up at the nation's power plants.  The Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee will gather Wednesday to discuss a bill aimed at breaking the logjam.
Spending money on SMRs now – but licensing restrictions remain in place.
NFRC ’12, 

Nuclear Fuels Reprocessing Commission, 3-23-12, “Obama Announces $450 Million for Small Nuclear Reactors”, http://nfrcoalition.blogspot.com/2012/03/obama-announces-450-million-for-small.html

Today, as President Obama went to Ohio State University to discuss the all-out, all-of-the-above strategy for American energy, the White House announced new funding to advance the development of American-made small modular reactors (SMRs), an important element of the President’s energy strategy. A total of $450 million will be made available to support first-of-its-kind engineering, design certification and licensing for up to two SMR designs over five years, subject to congressional appropriations. Manufacturing these reactors domestically will offer the United States important export opportunities and will advance our competitive edge in the global clean energy race. Small modular reactors, which are approximately one-third the size of current nuclear plants, have compact, scalable designs that are expected to offer a host of safety, construction and economic benefits.

Through cost-share agreements with private industry, the Department will solicit proposals for promising SMR projects that have the potential to be licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and achieve commercial operation by 2022. These cost-share agreements will span a five-year period and, subject to congressional appropriations, will provide a total investment of approximately $900 million, with at least 50 percent provided by private industry.

SMRs can be made in factories and transported to sites where they would be ready to “plug and play” upon arrival, reducing both capital costs and construction times. The smaller size also makes SMRs ideal for small electric grids and for locations that cannot support large reactors, offering utilities the flexibility to scale production as demand changes. 
Neither candidate will run against SMRs or risk alienating their base 

Cox 10 (Seth P. Cox, J.D. Candidate 2010 UCLA School of Law)

(“The Nuclear Option: Promotion of Advanced Nuclear Generation as a Matter of Policy” http://works.bepress.com/seth_cox/3/)

Advanced nuclear is a relatively privileged issue in American politics, as both sides of the domestic political spectrum feature wider development of this technology as a central component of modern energy policy.  A Baptist-bootlegger coalition of progressive energy policy advocates, national defense voters, entrepreneurs, businesspeople, climate change advocates, and clean air activists favor nuclear as, at least in part, the preferred alternative to meet current baseload generation needs.   Progressives and environmentalists look to nuclear because it does not result in significant GHG or traditional CAA-regulated emissions.   National defense voters and the business community value nuclear fuel as a “cost-effective alternative to fossil fuels that we can produce right here at home.”   As stated by prominent Republican Whip, Senator John Kyl, “[f]or years republicans have sought to boost domestic energy supplies.  We’ve supported safe and responsible development of our own resources.”   Therefore, nuclear energy is relatively unique issue, because it is attractive to a broad swath of the American body politic.   Recently, President Obama publically embraced nuclear energy and emerged as a leader of the charge.   President Obama favors a pragmatic, inclusive policy to deliver America to a renewable energy economy.  Moving from reliance upon conventional fuels necessitates flexibility, as “changing the ways we produce and use energy...demands of us a willingness to extend our hand across old divides, to act in good faith, to move beyond the broken politics of the past.”   The President is pushing ahead with this agenda on many fronts, simultaneously citing development of new nuclear capacity as an engine of job growth, innovation, and increasingly efficient energy.   President Obama contends America ignores nuclear at its own peril.  Foregoing advanced nuclear threatens to competitively disadvantage innovation in the U.S. as, “the commitment of ... countries [currently constructing new reactors] is not just in generating the jobs in those plants, it’s generating demand for expertise and new technologies.”   The President also considers pursuit of new nuclear capacity as an alternative to stalled climate legislation.   The President is pushing to “build a new generation of safe, clean, nuclear power plants” as a part of package of a number of diverse alternatives, including, “continued investment in advanced biofuels and clean coal technology, even as we build greater capacity among renewables.”   Nuclear is politically privileged, as both sides of the political spectrum, the legislative, and the executive branches of American governance favor promotion of nuclear as a matter of policy.   The nuclear energy industry is emerging from the shadows reinvigorated, and gaining political traction.  A variety of diverse interests spanning the political spectrum are advocating advanced nuclear.  The industry appears primed for a comeback.  Yet, promotion of nuclear energy as a matter of policy demands a more robust analysis.  In the sections that follow, conditions favorable and adverse to a renewed nuclear sector are presented and analyzed, so as to secure and advance all advantageous conditions and circumstances, while identifying and surmounting significant obstacles to this objective.   

Empirics prove – both candidates support nuclear expansion

Wood 12

Elisa Wood September 13, 2012 What Obama and Romney Don't Say About Energy http://energy.aol.com/2012/09/13/what-obama-and-romney-dont-say-about-energy/

Fossil fuels and renewable energy have become touchy topics in this election, with challenger Mitt Romney painting President Barack Obama as too hard on the first and too fanciful about the second – and Obama saying Romney is out of touch with energy's future.  But two other significant resources, nuclear power and energy efficiency, are evoking scant debate.  What gives?  Nuclear energy supplies about 20 percent of US electricity, and just 18 months ago dominated the news because of Japan's Fukushima Daiichi disaster – yet neither candidate has said much about it so far on the campaign trail.  Romney mentioned nuclear power only seven times in his recently released white paper, while he brought up oil 150 times. Even wind power did better with 10 mentions. He pushes for less regulatory obstruction of new nuclear plants, but says the same about other forms of energy.  Obama's campaign website highlights the grants made by his administration to 70 universities for research into nuclear reactor design and safety. But while it is easy to find his ideas on wind, solar, coal, natural gas and oil, it takes a few more clicks to get to nuclear energy.  The Nuclear Energy Institute declined to discuss the candidates' positions pre-election. However, NEI's summer newsletter said that both "Obama and Romney support the use of nuclear energy and the development of new reactors."
No one switches votes over energy.

Washington Post 6-27

The Washington Post, 6/27/2012 Energy ads flood TV in swing states,  http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/energy-ads/2012/06/27/gJQAD5MR7V_story.html)

Energy issues don’t spark much excitement among voters, ranking below health care, education and the federal budget deficit — not to mention jobs and the economy. And yet those same voters are being flooded this year with campaign ads on energy policy. Particularly in presidential swing states, the airwaves are laden with messages boosting oil drilling and natural gas and hammering President Obama for his support of green energy. The Cleveland area alone has heard $2.7 million in energy-related ads. The disconnect between what voters say they care about and what they’re seeing on TV lies in the money behind the ads, much of it coming from oil and gas interests. Those funders get the double benefit of attacking Obama at the same time they are promoting their industry. Democrats also have spent millions on the subject, defending the president’s record and tying Republican candidate Mitt Romney to “Big Oil.” Overall, more than $41 million, about one in four of the dollars spent on broadcast advertising in the presidential campaign, has gone to ads mentioning energy, more than a host of other subjects and just as much as health care, according to ad-tracking firm Kantar Media/Cmag. In an election focused heavily on jobs and the economy, all of this attention to energy seems a bit off topic. But the stakes are high for energy producers and environmentalists, who are squared off over how much the government should regulate the industry. And attention has been heightened by a recent boom in production using new technologies such as fracking and horizontal drilling, as well as a spike in gas prices this spring just as the general election got underway. When asked whether energy is important, more than half of voters say yes, according to recent polls. But asked to rank their top issues, fewer than 1 percent mention energy.
The public is more likely to never hear about the plan than to freak out

Wood 12

Elisa Wood is a long-time energy writer whose free newsletter on energy efficiency is available at RealEnergyWriters.com August 8, 2012 What Voters Don't Know About Energy http://energy.aol.com/2012/08/08/what-voters-don-t-know-about-energy/#

Funny thing about Americans. We've got strong opinions about what's wrong with energy, especially when gasoline prices rise, but our passion tends to exceed our understanding. Polling indicates we hold strong sentiments about energy independence and renewables. Yet key details elude us. More than half of Americans cannot name one type of renewable energy and nearly 40 percent can't identify a fossil fuel, according to New York-based research organization Public Agenda. Many wrongly think the US gets most of its oil from the Middle East, and few realize that it will be years before green energy makes up a large portion of our resource mix. Even when there is money on the table, we are often oblivious. An Associated Press-NORC Center for Public Affairs Research poll found that less than 20 percent of Americans know important details about energy efficiency rebates, tax credits, and other incentives available to them. Big, controversial energy news passes us by. Half of the population is unaware of TransCanada's Keystone XL project, according to a Yale University and George Mason University study, despite the uproar over President Obama's decision to deny the project a presidential permit in January.  What are we Talking About?  Yet bring up global warming at a party and watch the opinions fly. (More than two-thirds of Americans say the US should make either a large-scale or medium-scale effort to reduce global warming, according to the Yale/George Mason study.)  "We are having all of these big political debates over fossil fuels and a good portion of the population doesn't even know what they are talking about," said Jean Johnson, a senior fellow at Public Agenda and author of the book, "Who Turned Out the Lights?"  It's not surprising really; voters are distracted and few have the time or interest to delve into energy complexities. The ailing economy looms as a larger preoccupation.  "They have busy lives. They are not sitting over EIA [US Energy Information Administration] books looking at statistics," said Rayola Dougher, senior economic advisor for the American Petroleum Institute, which has a Vote4Energy media campaign underway.

Republicans can’t repeal healthcare either way

Cillizza 12

Chris Cillizza, AUGUST 01, “Think this Congress is bad? Just wait.” http://m.washingtonpost.com/blogs/the-fix/post/think-this-congress-is-bad-just-wait/2012/08/01/gJQAvdTKPX_blog.html

Polarization in Congress is at record highs. Approval of Congress is at record lows.And yet, it’s a near certainty that whatever lows the 112th Congress has sunk to will be eclipsed (de-clipsed?) by the 113th Congress sworn in next January.  Why? A confluence of factors ranging from the kind of people being elected to the circumstances that will greet them when they arrive in Washington.  Here’s our look at the five major factors for why the 113th Congress is already on track to be worse than what we have just endured over the past two years.

1. Ideologues on the rise: Instead of Dick Lugar, a noted moderate deal-maker, Indiana is likely to send Richard Mourdock, a tea party aligned conservative to the Senate next year. Texas is subbing Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, a conservative with a generally moderate approach, to politics for Ted Cruz, a conservative with a no-compromises attitude toward governance. Both Mourdock and Cruz identify much more strongly with the Sen. Jim DeMint (S.C.) approach to politics than the Sen. Mitch McConnell (Ky.) approach. That means an even greater push for ideological purity, a move sure to gum up the Senate works.
2. Moderates on the decline: Retirement has badly thinned the ranks of centrists in the Senate — particularly on the Democratic side. Democratic Sens. Kent Conrad (N.D.), Ben Nelson and Jim Webb (Va.) as well as Lugar and Sen. Olympia Snowe (R-Maine) are all leaving the world’s greatest deliberative body this fall.  Of the “Gang of 14” a bipartisan group of Senators formed in 2005 to avert a destructive showdown over judicial confirmations, just seven will be in the Senate in 2013. And that number includes Arizona Sen. John McCain (R) who moved heavily rightward to win his primary in the 2010 election cycle.

3. No presidential mandate: In the aftermath of the 2008 election, President Obama had reason to argue that he had been given a mandate by the American people. (Three hundred sixty five electoral votes will do that.)  Regardless of who you think will win on Nov. 6, the electoral vote count will almost certainly look more like 2004 (George W. Bush won with 286 electoral votes) than 2008.  And that narrow margin means that neither President Obama nor former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney will emerge from the election with any real sort of momentum that they can use to push their legislative agenda. It also means that the losing side will be less fearful of what not cooperating could to do them politically.

4. Narrower Congressional margins: Political handicappers seem to have settled on the idea that we are not headed to a(nother) wave House election in 2012.  But most also agree that Democrats will cut into Republicans’ House majority this fall, meaning that GOP leaders will have less margin for error when it comes to passing their preferred legislation. (If you need evidence of how little gets done when the House is in​cred​ibly narrowly divided along partisan lines, check out the late 1990s and early 2000s.)  On the Senate side, majority control is a toss up at the moment with Republicans insisting they can re-take the chamber and Democrats arguing equally forcefully that they can hold on. Under either scenario, however, neither side will enjoy a governing majority.  If Democrats maintain control, it’s likely to be by a single vote — or by the presence of Vice President Joe Biden as the tie-breaker; if Republicans win the majority, it’s likely to be by a single seat (or two). Either way, gridlock will almost certainly be the order of the day.
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