2AC—Proliferation
Proliferation causes uncertainty that results in nuclear war. New nuclear states disagree about likelihood of conflict as well as relative capabilities. They also lack knowledge, experience communicating, or the ability to select adversaries effectively. Weak civil military relations mean decision-making is skewed toward offensive strategies and loose it or use it mentalities – that's Horowitz. 
2AC—Warming
Warming outweighs --- Brandenburg says it causes sea level rise, deforestation, oxygen disappearance, ocean evaporation, and ultraviolet radiation --- that cumulatively results in total extinction.

Every increase must be resisted.

Pittock 10 (Barrie, Led the Climate Impact Group in CSIRO until his retirement in 1999. He contributed to or was the lead author of all four major reports of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. He was awarded a Public Service Medal in 1999 and is CSIRO Honorary Fellow, Climate Change: The Science, Impacts, and Solutions, 2010, pg. 326)
It is absolutely crucial that options for reducing greenhouse gas emissions be pursued with a real sense of urgency. Every extra tonne of carbon dioxide placed into the atmosphere increases the very real risk of dangerous climate change, and nobody will escape the direct or indirect consequences. We are in danger of inadvertently tripping the 'on' switch to disaster, with an inevitably long delay before it can be turned off again. What is done now that enhances climate change cannot be easily undone, so we should err on the side of caution. But it is not all doom and gloom: we can save the day. As we have seen earlier in this book, the technology already exists to rapidly reduce emissions via large investments in energy efficiency (which saves money) and renewable base-load power (which will rapidly come down in price as it is scaled up). Supplemented later this century by large-scale carbon capture and sequestration and (if necessary) by safe nuclear power, the peak in greenhouse gas concentrations can be minimized and then brought down. We need to reduce carbon emissions, and we need to do it fast. Although we are facing an emergency, with an appropriate allocation of ingenuity and resources, together we can do it. We owe that, at least, to our children.
2AC—Solvency
Our argument isn’t racist, just logical.

Nye 85 (Joseph, Prof. Gov. – Harvard U., Foreign Policy, “NPT: The Logic of Inequality”, JSTOR)

But other things are not equal, and contrary to the rhetoric that will be heard in Geneva, nuclear inequality has nothing to do with racism on the part of weapons states or with the irrationality that some claim to see in Third World leaders. The key difference between weapons and non-weapons states concerns the possibility that deterrence will fail. Although superpower relations and arsenals create this risk also, it is likely to be much higher in most regional situations because of the shaky political conditions found in most states seeking nuclear weapons as well as their limited experience with nuclear command and control systems.  These risks are even greater in the early stages of a nuclear program, when new weapons are tempting and vulnerable targets for pre-emptive attack. The frequency of civil wars and overthrown governments in these countries, their embryonic procedures for civil control of the military, and their shortage of advanced electronic safety locks and secure battlefield communications networks all indicate that the danger of nuclear weapons use by new proliferators far exceeds that embedded in the U.S.-Soviet relationship. Nonproliferation is not an inconsistent or hypocritical policy if it is based on impartial and realistic estimation of relative risks.  Some might argue that a nonweapons state nonetheless has every moral and legal right in today's anarchic world to accept large risks. But the decision to build a nuclear weapon can impose significant new risks on third parties. If new proliferators are more likely to use nuclear weapons—even inadvertently—the breaking of a 40-year nuclear taboo becomes that much more likely, as does the chance that others might be drawn into the nuclear conflict. The inadequacies of the new proliferators' procedures for controlling weapons or weapons-usable fuels, such as plutonium or highly enriched uranium, multiply the chances that terrorists will steal nuclear devices. And finally, one must reckon with the simple but plausible proposition that the more nuclear weapons proliferate, the greater the prospects for accidental use and 
Their alternative masks exclusions, which cause backlash.

Biswas 1 (Shampa, Associate Professor of Politics at Whitman, Nuclear Apartheid as Political Position: Race as a Postcolonial Resource?, Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Vol. 26, No. 4, Race in International Relations (Oct.-Dec. 2001), pp. 485-522)
However, despite the critical leverage that the category of apartheid as used by the Indian government carries, the category itself is analytically problematic, and its deployment is politically disturbing in other ways. On the one hand, as the article will show, there are a whole host of ways in which the concept of apartheid that lays implicit claim to certain inalienable democratic entitlements is simply untenable, given the fundamentally undemocratic character of nuclear weapons. At the same time, the political implications of India’s nuclearization under the aggressive, exclusivist regime of the Hindu nationalist party (the BJP), does not bode well either for regional security or for the global disarmament agenda. But much more importantly, this article argues that the use of race through the nuclear-apartheid position can also simultaneously mask a series of exclusions–domestically and internationally–and indeed in its use by the BJP government comes to play a “racialized, boundary-producing” role that maintains that division at the expense of marginalized sections of the Indian population. In addition to exploring the usefulness of “race” as a category of analysis in examining the BJP’s imagination of the Hindu/Indian nation, I also look at how the BJP draws on a racist global discourse on Islam and Muslims. Recently, critical-security scholars within JR have raised and problematized quite compellingly the questions of “whose security?” and “what kind of security?” does nuclear/military security provide. (2) Taking seriously the global racialized exclusions that the nuclear-apartheid position points to, I want to problematize the implicit referent (i.e., the Hindu/Indian nation) in whose name this position is being deployed by the BJP and raise questions about the political interests that are served by this deployment.

The Indian BJP proves this. 

Biswas 1 (Shampa, Associate Professor of Politics at Whitman, Nuclear Apartheid as Political Position: Race as a Postcolonial Resource?, Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Vol. 26, No. 4, Race in International Relations (Oct.-Dec. 2001), pp. 485-522)
Where does that leave us with the question of “nuclear apartheid”? As persuasive as the nuclear-apartheid argument may be at pointing to one set of global exclusions, its complicity in the production of boundaries that help sustain a whole other set of exclusions also makes it suspect. It is precisely the resonances of the concept of apartheid, and the strong visceral response it generates, that gives it the ability to bound and erase much more effectively. In one bold move, the nuclear-apartheid argument announces the place of nuclear weaponry as the arbiter of global power and status, and how its inaccessibility or unavailability to a racialized Third World relegates it forever to the dustheap of history. It thus makes it possible for “Indians” to imagine themselves as a “community of resistance.” However, with that same stroke, the nuclear-apartheid position creates and sustains yet another racialized hierarchy, bringing into being an India that is exclusionary and oppressive. And it is precisely the boldness of this racial signifier that carries with it the ability to erase, mask, and exclude much more effectively. In the hands of the BJP, the “nuclear apartheid” position becomes dangerous–because the very boldness of this racial signifier makes it possible for the BJP to effect closure on its hegemonic vision of the Hindu/Indian nation. Hence, this article has argued, in taking seriously the racialized exclusions revealed by the use of the “nuclear apartheid” position at the international level, one must simultaneously reveal another set of racialized exclusions effected by the BJP in consolidating its hold on state power. I have argued that comprehending the force and effect of the invocation of “race” through the nuclear-apartheid position means to understand this mutually constitutive co-construction of racialized domestic and international hierarchical orders.

However, if there is one lesson to be learned from Indian nuclearization, it is that any vision of substantive peace at the international level must incorporate normative claims of justice. There are at least two conclusions that follow from this that I would like to end with. First, any serious attempt to halt proliferation requires a demonstrated commitment to nuclear disarmament on the part of the “nuclear five,” for both ethical and pragmatic reasons. Halfhearted attempts at arms control, despite the very best of intentions, are always susceptible to charges of racism, and for good reason. Second, as Simon Dalby has argued with respect to the question of “environmental threats,” security issues are not peripheral to questions of political economy. (97) Even at the global level, race and class are not disconnected issues. Larger structural transformations in the global political economy are a prerequisite for global peace.
No prior questions.  

Owen 2 (David, Reader of Political Theory at the University of Southampton, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton, Millennium Vol 31 No 3 p. 655-657)
Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritize issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitme

nts. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.

2AC—AT: Too Late
The magnitude of the AFF internal link means we solve a sufficient amount of warming.

Overshooting is possible.

Washington 11 (Haydn and John, An environmental scientist of 35 years’ experience. His PhD ‘The Wilderness Knot’ was in social ecology ** the Climate Communication Fellow for the Global Change Institute at the University of Queensland. He studied physics at the University of Queensland, Australia. After the graduating, he majored in solar physics in his post-grad honors year and created the website skepticalscience.com, Climate Change Denial: Heads in the Sand, Published in 2011 by Earthscan, Page 30-31)
It has been suggested that warming the world by more than two degrees could push us into the area where we may cause runaway climate change. It may then take thousands of years to get back to current world temperatures. The world has already warmed by .7 degrees Celsius (Houghton, 2008; Pittock, 2009) and another .6 degrees is in the pipeline (Hansen, 2009). Runaway climate change means that human actions would then be unlikely to stop the temperature increase (short of massive government engineering). Hansen et al. (2008) define the ‘tipping point’ as the climate forcing threat that, if maintained for a long time, gives rise to a specific consequence. They define the ‘point of no return’ as a climate state beyond which the consequence is inevitable, even if climate forcings are reduced. A point of no return can be avoided, even if the tipping level is temporarily exceeded. This has been called an ‘overshoot’ scenario, where one exceeds the ‘safe’ CO2 level but then removes CO2 to return to that level (Pittock, 2009). Ocean and ice sheet inertia permit overshoot ‘provided the climate forcing is returned below the tipping level before initiating irreversible dynamic change’ (Hansen et al, 2008). Points of no return are difficult to define. We may be at a tipping level already at 387 ppm CO2, and it will require strong action to reduce CO2 levels so that we don’t pass the point of no return and can return CO2 levels below 350 ppm. Hansen et al (2008) note we may been to drop CO2 below 325 ppm to restore sea ice to the area it had 25 years ago (and so remove this positive feedback). 

Their argument asks us to play Russian roulette.

Washington 11 (Haydn and John, An environmental scientist of 35 years’ experience. His PhD ‘The Wilderness Knot’ was in social ecology ** the Climate Communication Fellow for the Global Change Institute at the University of Queensland. He studied physics at the University of Queensland, Australia. After the graduating, he majored in solar physics in his post-grad honors year and created the website skepticalscience.com, Climate Change Denial: Heads in the Sand, Published in 2011 by Earthscan, Page 30-31)
Remember it’s all about probability. Oceanographer Wallace Broecker (1987) described continued release of greenhouse gases as like playing: “Russian Roulette with the climate, hoping that the future will hold no unpleasant surprises. No one knows what lies in the active chamber of the gun.” We don’t know the exact CO2e level that will result in runaway climate change. We only know that runaway climate change gets more likely the higher we raise the levels of greenhouse gases. The safe approach would thus be not to raise CO2 any higher than it is now, and to actually reduce it as soon as possible to no more than 350 ppm. The most comprehensive modeling yet carried out on the likelihood of how much hotter the Earth’s climate will get in this century shows that without rapid and massive action, the problem will be about twice as severe as estimated six years ago—and could be even worse than that (MIT, 2009). The Greenhouse Gamble ‘roulette wheel’ in Figure 5 depicts the MIT Joint Program’s estimation of the range of probability of potential global warming to 2100. This looks at two scenarios—a ‘no policy’ scenario, where no action is taken to try to curb the global emissions of greenhouse gases, and a ‘policy taken’ scenario. Depicted as a roulette wheel, the image portrays estimations of climate change probability, or the likelihood of potential (Global average surgace) temperature change over the next hundred years. The face of the wheels are divided into slices, with the size of each slice representing the estimated probability of the estimated probability of the temperature change in the year 2100 falling within that range. 

Uncertainties still exist (they always do), but the Greenhouse Gable roulette wheel shows that if we take effective policy action, we move the odds in our favor, so that we have a good chance of avoiding runaway climate change. The real question is your propensity to gamble—so just how lucky you feel? Would you back the future of the world on it? The chance of serious problems arising from climate change is much higher than the risk of your house burning down, yet we all take out fire insurance. Why then, asks Stephen Schneider (2009), do we not take out insurance for climate change? 

So we come back to the question of whether there is a safe level of CO2 and other greenhouse gases? We simply don’t know in absolute terms. All we can say is that the more we increase greenhouse gases, the greater the chance will be that we enter runaway climate change. Recent climate science is indicating that things are proceeding worse than the worst of the IPCC forecasts (Hansen et al, 2008). If we were going to apply the precautionary principle and ‘play it safe’, we would not increase CO2 and other greenhouse gases beyond what they are today. Indeed some believe this is already too high, which is why there is the ‘350 movement’ (www.350.org) that argues we need to return CO2 levels to no higher than 350 ppm. 

2AC—Elections DA

The plan is a drop in the bucket. 
Silver 7/11 (Nate Silver, New York Times Election Guru, FiveThirtyEight.com specialist, July 11: Has Anything Changed in the Presidential Race?)

On the surface, Wednesday seemed to be a pretty good polling day for President Obama. The latest five state polls, including those in Pennsylvania and Wisconsin, showed him ahead of Mitt Romney by a margin of at least six points.

But our presidential forecast was unmoved – literally. It gives Mr. Obama a 66.1 percent chance of being re-elected, exactly the same number as on Tuesday. Why no change?

The reason is pretty simple: the polls were broadly in line with the model’s previous expectations, which had Mr. Obama as a seven-point favorite in Wisconsin, for instance, and five points ahead in Pennsylvania.

There were also polls out in Maine and New Mexico, states that sometimes get talked up as battlegrounds, but really aren’t. The model already had Mr. Obama ahead by 14 points and by 12 points in those states.

Mr. Obama should be pleased with Wednesday’s polls in one sense. The polls no more than match the model’s expectations. But the model has Mr. Obama a little bit ahead in the national race, putting him up by around two points in the popular vote over Mr. Romney and projecting him to 294 electoral votes to Mr. Romney’s 244

In other words, Wednesday’s polling was consistent with the hypothesis that Mr. Obama has a small lead in the race. That contrasts with national, but not necessarily state, polls on Tuesday that seemed to show more of a straight-up tie

Frankly, very little has changed so far in our assessment of the presidential race. In the month that we’ve been publishing model updates, the projected Nov. 6 result has pretty much always featured about a two-point lead for Mr. Obama. Sometimes that lead has moved a little closer to three points, and sometimes a little closer to one point, but it’s remained in a very tight range

We do sometimes like to narrate even these small changes. I hope that we’re able to do this while keeping everything in its proper context. There’s nothing wrong with enjoying a baseball game, even though you know it’s part of a 162-game season.

But the big picture of relative stability in the race should be kept in mind as well, especially if you’re used to seeing coverage in other news outlets that touts everything as a “game-changer.”
There are certainly little bits of good news or bad news for the candidates on any given day, but often they wind up being canceled out. Mr. Romney might have a good set of national polls one day, for instance, but a mediocre set of state polls the next. Mr. Obama gets a “win” on health care, then a rather poor jobs report. There’s some good economic news out of Europe, then some bad news about manufacturing activity here in the United States. Mr. Obama gets some good-looking polls in Virginia, but some bad ones in Michigan – and so on and so forth.

If you read the evidence selectively, it will be remarkably easy to find a favorable flow of news for your candidate at any given time. But usually you’ll be putting too much weight into the importance of some factors while ignoring others that contradict your story. There just hasn’t been much change in the race since Mr. Romney wrapped up the Republican nomination.

There is, of course, no guarantee that things will remain as stable straight through to Election Day. But there have been some cycles – most notably 2004, which this race resembles in some ways – in which we were seeing pretty much the same numbers for weeks or even months on end.

I’d like to wait at least a few more days before concluding that the latest news, like the jobs report and the health care ruling, will have little net effect on the race. The news over the past few weeks has been at least a little bit more substantive than at some points earlier in the year

But this may be one of those cycles, like in 2004, when the public is pretty locked in to their choices. If so, the threshold for what news counts as “important” in the context of the presidential race, like things that we might expect to move the numbers by at least a full percentage point in one direction or another, is going to be very high.

The election is not a referendum on policy. 
Alberts 9/10 (Sheldon Alberts, The Hill Poll: Voters see election as choice, not Obama referendum, http://thehill.com/polls/248369-the-hill-poll-voters-say-presidential-election-more-a-choice-than-referendum)
A clear majority – 61 percent – of likely voters consider the presidential election to be more of a choice between President Obama and Mitt Romney than a referendum on the president’s first term in office, according to a new poll for The Hill.

Just over one-third — 34 percent — of voters said they considered the election to be a judgment on Obama’s job performance in the White House.

The results offer a measure of good news for Democrats, who have sought to frame the Nov. 6 election primarily as a choice between two candidates with different visions for the country.

“It is critical for the president that this is a choice, not a referendum,” said Wayne Lesperance, a political scientist at New England College in Henniker, N.H.

“If your reelection is based on answering the question, ‘are you better off than four years ago,’ you can’t say ‘yes’ with a straight face. A lot of people are still hurting.”

This is uniquely true of energy.  
A. Academic consensus. 
LeVine 5/13 (Steve LeVine, Author of The Oil and the Glory and a longtime foreign correspondent. How dirty is Romney prepared to get to win election? http://oilandglory.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/06/12/how_dirty_is_romney_prepared_to_get_to_win_election)
The GOP's oil-and-jobs campaign -- in April alone, 81 percent of U.S. political ads attacking Obama were on the subject of energy, according to Kantar Media, a firm that tracks political advertising -- is a risk that could backfire. Americans could decide that they prefer clean energy after all. Or, as half a dozen election analysts and political science professors told me, energy -- even if it seems crucial at this moment in time -- may not be a central election issue by November.

B. Voters minds are set.
AP 6/14 (Dina Capiello, Poll: Energy divide driven mostly by party affiliation   http://www.energyguardian.net/poll-energy-divide-driven-mostly-party-affiliation)

Republicans and Democrats seem to be living on different planets when it comes to how to meet U.S. energy needs.

Republicans overwhelmingly push for more oil drilling. Democrats back conservation and new energy sources such as wind and solar power.

A survey by The Associated Press-NORC Center for Public Affairs Research shows that the polarized positions on energy that have divided Congress and emerged in the presidential campaign also run deep among the public.

While majorities in both parties say energy is an important issue, the poll shows that partisan identification is closely tied to people's perceptions of the causes of the country's energy problems and possible solutions. No other demographic factor — not race, age, gender or income level — is as consistently associated with opinions on energy as political party identification.

For example:

— Three of four Democrats surveyed report that a major reason for the county's energy problems is that industry does not do enough to support clean energy. By comparison, 43 percent of the Republicans questioned believe that.

— Three of four Republicans in the poll cite government limits on drilling as a major reason for energy problems, compared with 34 percent of Democrats.

Also, 85 percent say it is a serious problem that the United States needs to buy energy from other countries, but there's disagreement about why. Among Republicans in the poll, 65 percent say the U.S. does not produce enough domestic energy to meet demand. Yet just over half the Democrats say people use too much energy.

Even on areas where there's majority agreement, a partisan gap remains. For instance, there is broad backing for programs to help consumers learn to make more energy-efficient choices, but the support is 81 percent among Democrats and 57 percent among Republicans.

C. Economic concerns trump.

Hymans 5/12 (Lisa, Senior editor at Grist, Buzzword decoder: Your election-year guide to environmental catchphrases, http://grist.org/election-2012/buzzword-decoder-your-election-year-guide-to-environmental-catchphrases/)
Don’t expect the environment to be in the spotlight in political campaigns this year. The economy will be the star in 2012, with the culture wars singing backup.

Still, environmental issues are getting talked about, often obliquely as part of larger discussions about energy — though the words don’t always mean what you might think they mean. And the words politicians don’t say can tell you as much as the words they do.

Romney just like Obama – differences are all talk
Sanger ’12 Chief Washington correspondent of The New York Times, has reported from New York, Tokyo and Washington, covering a wide variety of issues surrounding foreign policy, globalization, nuclear proliferation and Asian affairs. Twice he has been a member of Times reporting teams that won the Pulitzer Prize

[David E. Sanger “Is there a Romney doctrine?” May 12, 2012 http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/13/sunday-review/is-there-a-romney-doctrine.html?pagewanted=all]

Iran may be a first test. Mr. Romney put it pretty bluntly, in another line that caused some of his advisers to cringe and others to celebrate, when he declared late in 2011: “If we re-elect Barack Obama, Iran will have a nuclear weapon. If you elect me as president, Iran will not have a nuclear weapon.” BUT when pressed on how, exactly, his strategy would differ from Mr. Obama’s, Mr. Romney had a hard time responding. The economic sanctions Mr. Obama has imposed have been far more crippling to the Iranian economy than anything President Bush did between the public revelation of Iran’s nuclear enrichment facilities in 2003 and the end of Mr. Bush’s term in early 2009. Covert action has been stepped up, too. Mr. Bolton has called efforts to negotiate with Iran “delusional,” but other advisers — mostly those who dealt with the issue during the Bush administration — say they are a critical step in holding together the European allies and, if conflict looms, proving to Russia and China that every effort was made to come to a peaceful resolution. 
Nuclear power has high public approval.

Bisconti 12 (Ann Stouffer, President of Bisconti Research, Nationally known expert on public opinion and communications research and has advised many companies and organizations on communications strategies, Member of the American Association of Public Opinion Research, Elected for two terms on the Board of Directors of the American Nuclear Society, Provided consultation on risk communication projects to the American Medical Association, the Electric Power Research Institute, Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Served on review committees for the Chicago Academy of Sciences, the Edison Electric Institute, the National Science Foundation, the U.S. Department of Energy, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Attended Harvard University, McGill University, and The Union Institute, On Nuclear Energy and Public Opinion, http://neinuclearnotes.blogspot.com/)
Earlier this week, Michael Mariotte of NIRS posted a critique of public opinion polling on nuclear energy over at The Daily Kos. While I found some of his conclusions to be interesting, I thought it might be a good idea to share his piece with Ann Bisconti of Bisconti Research. After passing Mariotte's piece to Ann, she shared the following response with me: A recent discussion about public opinion on nuclear energy by Michael Mariotte, a representative of the antinuclear advocacy group, NIRS, makes some valid points but reaches the wrong conclusion.  I would like to offer a different perspective from Bisconti Research.   Our studies of public opinion on nuclear energy include nearly 100 national surveys conducted over a 29-year period.  Each survey asks 20 to 30 questions about various aspects of public opinion on nuclear energy. Some of these questions are open-ended to let us hear from the public in their own words. The result is a unique resource for examining long-term trends in public opinion, as well as trends among demographic groups.  The resource also allows analysis of why people feel the way they do on the issues.  Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) sponsors this survey program.  An entire industry depends on this data resource for an accurate and unbiased view of public opinion to inform business decisions.  This is a responsibility we take very seriously. Where is Mr. Mariotte correct? We agree that the public prefers solar energy to nuclear energy. That’s been true for at least the past 30 years. Questions that pit nuclear energy against solar energy will find solar energy the “winner” every time. However, what Mr. Mariotte misses is that the public does not want to put all their eggs in one basket. That is prudent.  Solar energy, for all its appeal (I would have solar panels on my roof if my house were less shaded), produces just 0.04 percent of U.S. electricity and is not a 24/7 energy source. The prevailing public view is that nuclear energy should be part of a balanced, diverse low-carbon energy mix. Here are a few of the opinions expressed by the public in our February 2012 national public opinion survey conducted with GfK Roper: 81 percent believe that nuclear energy will play an important role in meeting the nation’s future energy needs, 82 percent support license renewal for nuclear power plants that continue to meet federal safety standards, and 58 percent agree with definitely building more nuclear power plants in the future. Also, 82 percent agree we should take advantage of all low-carbon energy sources, including nuclear, hydro, and renewable energy, to produce the electricity we need while limiting greenhouse gas emissions.  One reactor provides a lot of power. As Rachel Maddow pointed out, in a recurring spot on MSNBC, some important projects like the Hoover Dam are just too big for private companies to build without government support. Each new reactor now being built in the U.S. will generate twice as much power as the Hoover Dam.  Because one new reactor provides so much electricity, new nuclear power plants will not be built in every community.  They will be built where they are needed and wanted. The most likely sites are where existing plants are an integral and positive part of the community.  Our biennial surveys of nuclear plant neighbors assess that openness to new plants. Last June‘s survey found that 86 percent of nuclear power plant neighbors nationally have a favorable impression of their local plant and how it has operated recently, and 67 percent would find a new reactor acceptable at the nearby plant site if a new power plant were needed.  Those national numbers are lower in some plant communities and higher in others.

2AC—Consumption
Framework – status quo verse competitive policy option – alternatives are infinitely regressive and destroy educational topic discussion – the AFF should choose the framework – otherwise the NEG has an incentive to moot the 1AC – there are infinite varieties so we would never be prepared. 
Judge choice – if they win parts of the 1AC are bad then you should reject them for us. 

No prior questions.  

Owen 2 (David, Reader of Political Theory at the University of Southampton, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton, Millennium Vol 31 No 3 p. 655-657)
Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritize issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitme

nts. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.

Perm – do the plan and non-mutually exclusive parts of the alternative – double bind – either the ALT is broad and the perm solves or narrow and cannot overcome the status quo. 
Link Debate 

Goldman evidence is about derivatives trading.

Simons is about globalization.

Impact Debate

Their impact evidence does not apply to the AFF – it is about using agricultural resources. 

No root cause
Arthur MOL Environmental Sociology @ Wageningen ‘2K “The Environmental Movement in an Era of Ecological Modernisation” Geoforum 31 p. EBSCO

In the 1980s increasing numbers of environmental sociologists, and other social scientists who had environmental deterioration and reform as their central object of study, started to observe that some significant changes were taking place in both the environmental discourse and the social practices and institutions that actually dealt with environmental problems. Out of the sometimes vigorous debates concerning the interpretation of these transformations, their structural or incidental character, their geographical reach and their normative valuation, the theory of ecological modernisation emerged. For example, some empirical studies showed that from the mid to late 1980s onwards, in countries such as Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, the USA, Sweden and Denmark, a discontinuity could be identified in the tendency of enhanced economic growth to be paralleled by increased environmental disruption – a process referred to as the decoupling or delinking of material flows from economic flows. In a number of cases (countries and/or specific industrial sectors and/or specific environmental issues) it was actually claimed that environmental reform resulted in an absolute decline of emissions and use of natural resources, regardless of growth in financial or material terms (cf. recently for the Netherlands RIVM, 1998). However, although these – sometimes controversial – empirical studies lie behind the idea of ecological modernisation, they do not form the core. Central stage in ecological modernisation is given to the associated social practices and institutional transformations, which are often believed to be at the foundations of these physical changes. In the debate on the changing character of the social practices and institutions since the 1980s, adherents to the theory of ecological modernisation positioned themselves by claiming that these transformations in institutions and social practices could not be explained away as mere window-dressing or rhetoric, but should indeed be seen as structural transformations in industrial society’s institutional order, as far as these concerned the preservation of its sustenance base.
Alternative can’t solve

-Relying on a value shift to less consumption can’t prevent climate change—others will consume even if large parts of the population adopt a sufficiency lifestyle. 

Blake ALCOTT Ecological Economist Masters from Cambridge in Land Economy ‘8 The sufficiency strategy: Would rich-world frugality lower environmental impact? Ecological Economics 64 (4) p. Science Direct

The environmental sufficiency strategy of greater consumer frugality has become popular in ecological economics, its attractiveness increasing along with awareness that not much can be done to stem population growth and that energy-efficiency measures are either not enough or, due to backfire, part of the problem. Concerning the strategy's feasibility, effectiveness, and common rationale, several conclusions can be drawn.  • The consequences of the strategy's frugality demand shift – price reduction and the ensuing consumption rebound – are not yet part of mainstream discussion.  • Contrary to what is implied by the strategy's advocates, the frugality shift cannot achieve a one-to-one reduction in world aggregate consumption or impact: Poorer marginal consumers increase their consumption.  • The size of the sufficiency rebound is an open question.  • The concepts of ‘North’ and ‘South’ are not relevant to the consumption discussion.  • Even if the voluntary material consumption cuts by the rich would effect some lowering of total world consumption, changing human behaviour through argument and exhortation is exceedingly difficult.  • While our moral concern for present others is stronger than that for future others, this intragenerational equity is in no way incompatible with non-sustainable impact.  • Since savings effected by any one country or individual can be (more than) compensated by other countries and individuals, the relevant scale of any strategy is the world.  • No single strategy to change any given right-side factor in I = f(P,A,T) guarantees any effect on impact whatsoever.  • Right-side strategies in combination are conceptually complicated and perhaps more costly than explicitly political left-side strategies directly lowering impact.  • Research emphasis should be shifted towards measures to directly lower impact both in terms of depletion and emissions.  Lower consumption may have advantages on the individual, community, or regional level. There is for instance some truth in the view of Diogenes that happiness and quantity of consumption do not necessarily rise proportionally. Living lightly can offer not only less stress and more free time but also the personal boon of a better sense of integrity, fulfilling the Kantian criterion that one’s acts should be possible universally (worldwide). Locally it could mean cleaner air, less acid rain, less noise, less garbage, and more free space. And in the form of explicit, guaranteed shifts of purchasing power to poorer people it would enable others to eat better or to buy goods such as petrol and cars.  However, given global markets and marginal consumers, one person’s doing without enables another to ‘do with’: In the near run the former consumption of a newly sufficient person can get fully replaced. And given the extent of poverty and the temptations of luxury and prestige consumption, this near run is likely to be longer than the time horizon required for a relevant strategy to stem climate change and the loss of vital species and natural resources. 
-Personal changes have limits 
Patchen, 6—Professor Emeritus of Sociology at Purdue University, taught Social Psychology for many years, first at the University of Michigan and then at Purdue University. He has studied attitudes and behavior in a variety of settings, including workplaces, schools, and the public arena. He is the author of seven books and numerous journal articles (Martin, “Public Attitudes and Behavior about Climate Change: What Shapes Them and How to Influence Them,” Purdue Climate Change Research Center, October 2006)

Changing Lifestyles

Many environmentalists believe that, in order to avoid or at least reduce climate change, we need to change our lifestyles – to drive less, use less electric power, and generally live more simply. Are most people willing to do this? The answer seems to be yes, but only to a modest extent. For example, the study by Kempton and his colleagues found that most people (among sawmill workers, dry cleaners, and the general public, as well as environmentalists) agreed that “Americans are going to have to drastically reduce their level of consumption over the next few years.” On the other hand, majorities in most of these groups (including those in the Sierra Club) said that, “We don’t have to reduce our standard of living to solve global climate change or other environmental problems.” Apparently most people thought that we can reduce our consumption without changing our standard of living.61

A recent national survey found that, among Americans who believe there is solid evidence of global warming, only a minority – though a substantial minority (29%) – think that we will have to make major sacrifices to solve the problem.62 Actually, most Americans think that taking steps to combat climate change will bring positive benefits eventually. In another recent survey, 71 per cent endorsed a statement that steps to reduce greenhouse gas emissions will help the U.S. economy to “become more competitive…in the long run”.63

Some recent surveys in the U.S. and in Britain indicate that most people are willing to make some small financial sacrifices in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions – such as paying slightly more for energy (U.S.)64 or paying several hundred dollars o make their homes more energy efficient, even if this brought them no cost saving (Britain)65.

But after reviewing surveys in the United States and other countries, Bord and his colleagues state, “Although surveys…almost overwhelmingly indicate willingness to pay and sacrifice for environmental goals, this support has limits.”66 They point, for example, to the reluctance of most people to reduce their driving or to pay higher costs for gasoline. They conclude, “Our interpretation of existing data is that, all things being equal, a majority of citizens in most countries will support national and international initiatives designed to cope with global warming as long as these initiatives do not demand a significant alteration of lifestyle.”67
-Radical social change backfires.

Manuel Arias-MALDONADO Poli Sci @ Malaga ’12 Real Green: Sustainability After the End of Nature p. 116-120

In principle, public opinion should just rely on science- hence the activity of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change as a bridge between science and the public. But then again, we have read Kuhn and Fereyabend: the sociology of scientific knowledge has convinced us that society is inside the laboratory and science can only reflect social priorities and political interests. How can we just rely on science? To some, actually, climatology is not saying the truth about global warming (Leroux 2005). Yet science must still be our standpoint, for there is no better alternative, even though it is a "post-normal science" whereby "facts are uncertain, values in dispute, stakes high and decision urgent" (Funtowicz and Ravetz 1993: 742). However, a misunderstanding should be avoided. It is in this context that Sheila Jasanoff (2007) has advocated the need to produce a more humble science, one that leaves room for ethics and renounces the modem dream of a complete control over nature. That is just about right. But the reflective re-shaping of socionatural relations, up to a point where we try to regulate the oscillations of the climate with our actions, is not precisely a humble goal, nor an absurd one, especially since there is no direct relation between the current scientific consensus and the green radical vision of a de-industrialised society. Although action must be taken, it should be a proportionate one. Devising public policies and fostering private behaviour as part of a climate change policy should not be used as a pretext for advancing a closed conception of sustainability. Sustainability must encompass climate change, instead of climate change simply closing up sustainability. I would like to suggest that climate change's social dilemma resembles the one described by Blaise Pascal regarding God's existence. He famously reduced faith to a wager after considering the probabilities at stake. Pascal suggested that, although we cannot prove through reason that God exists, a person should bet on His existence, since living life accordingly one has everything to gain and nothing to lose, whereas, even more crucially, acting otherwise could mean losing everything and gaining eternal damnation (Pascal1995: 123-5). Likewise, we do know that temperatures are rising, although we do not know how will they evolve in the future, while there exists the possibility that humans are an active agent in that process and they can still influence on it. Thus two related possibilities become meaningless: that humans have nothing to do with the climate's evolution or that they cannot influence the current process anymore. They become meaningless because we must maximise our chances, that is, we must act as if advancing towards sustainability could mitigate global warming or at least facilitating the least damaging adaptation to its effects. No other wager makes sense. However, the need to act does not automatically indicate how to do so. Hence the public debate. We know that social engineering on a huge scale can fail miserably - as the twentieth century comes to show. Still, in the manner of a global insurance policy, a strategy for mitigation and adaptation is necessary. This strategy should be orientated to make possible the continuity, not the dismantling, of our current society. Neither a programme for ruralisation nor the low energy proposals aimed to scale back society into a network of self-sufficient communities are realistic (see Trainer 2010). They represent the comeback of green utopianism, although their usefulness in the debate of ideas should not be neglected: their defence of a radical transformation is necessary for achieving a moderate change. As Dyer writes: I like living in a high-energy civilisation, and I don't want to give it up. If it can be managed without causing a climate disaster, I would like everybody on the planet to live in wealthy societies that have the resources and the leisure to start looking after all citizens and not just the top dogs (Dyer 2008: 128). That is why climate change should "work for us", as Hulme and Neufeldt (2010) put it. It should be used for improving our societies through reform, not to pursue an unfeasible rupture based on a miraculous radical change in people's values (see Hourdequin 2010). It is more probable that people will follow a given virtuous inertia than to expect a sudden moral epiphany that clashes brutally with contemporary lifestyles - lifestyles that, despite the contempt that social science tends to show, people may well like. Therefore, in a nutshell, it is unlikely that citizens abandon their smartphones in order to embrace the charms of a more embedded rural life. It will simply not happen, cynical as it may sound. It also may sound Panglossian, since many today do not have enough money to acquire a telephone and the sources of dissatisfaction remain plentiful. It is in this connection that radical perspectives, namely, those wishing for some radical changes in the current sociopolitical organisation, are to be seen as the legitimate expression of unmet needs and desires deserving attention. This is true for global warming as it is true for other social problems. Yet we should not make mistakes when considering the sources of change. It is unlikely that the latter can be provoked by a sudden moral realisation on the part of relatively affluent citizens - it is more probable that a gradual evolution will take place, influenced by a multiplicity of factors, moral as well as economic and technological. On the other hand, a reformist and gradual approach to social change does not preclude the possibility that radical changes are the final outcome of an emergentist rather than a revolutionary process. Thus we should do the possible within the reasonable. But what does that mean? To begin with, it does not mean that the notion of sustainability presented so far has become invalidated. Unsurprisingly, classical environmentalists present climate change as the sudden and decisive proof that many old green positions happen to be right: nature is not abolished, human dominion of nature is not feasible, risks are everywhere. Therefore, we have been wrong and our worldview, together with our social organisation, must change. We cannot apply our old human solutions anymore: I am terrified by the hubris, the conceit, the arrogance implied by the words like "managing the planet' and 'stabilising the climate". ( ... ) Why are we, with our magnificent brains, so easily seduced by technocratic totalitarianism? (Tennekes in Hulme 2009: 312). However, we do not have any option other than trying to exert some degree of control over climate. After all, we find out what is going on with the climate because we try to exert such control (see Edwards 2010). Again, the latter should not be understood as a complete dominion, but rather as a sufficient, self-aware one. Mitigation policies are an attempt to influence climate - but I cannot see any arrogance in them. Furthermore, that we are able to discuss and devise strategies in the face of an abstract scientifically predicted threat should not be seen as a failure, but rather as a triumph of human reason. Similarly, the idea of an anthropogenic climate change does not demonstrate that nature has not ended, but rather comes to confirm in an unprecedented scale the merging of nature and society into the environment. As Leigh Glover puts it, "there is nothing natural left in the global atmosphere; humanity lives in and breathes an atmosphere that's an artifice of industrial activity and, consequently, the global climate is also now beyond nature" (Glover 2006: 254). If anything, climate change reinforces the case for a realistic sustainability. However, crucially, an advantage of climate change in this regard is that the kind of measures it demands - mitigation and adaptation in a wide scale should help to push the sustainability debate in the right direction. The reason is threefold. Firstly, climate change stresses by its very nature the issue of wellbeing and quality of life as much as that of pure survival. As the Hartwell Group (20 l 0) has underlined, climate change is not so much a problem to be solved, as a condition to live and cope with. Thus we should take advantage of the changes it demands in order to live better. That is, in healthier urban environments, in knowledge-based economies, with the best public education and health care for all (see Baker 2006: 3). Thus sustainability and well-being become linked. However, secondly, an adaptation based on the idea of well-being cannot succeed without economic growth. It is dubious that we can "manage without growth" (Victor 2008; see Jackson 2009), because tackling climate change and adapting to it is costly. Rich societies are better equipped to assimilate its impact than poor ones. As Nordhaus and Shellenberg note, environmentalism has always seen the economy as the cause rather than as the solution to ecological problems (Nordhaus and Shellenberg 2006). But, as a historic perspective shows, we can only be green while being rich. Neither the current understanding of economic growth nor the measurement of GDP for that reason should be exempt of criticism or amendment - changes can and ought to be made in order to reflect the environmental cost of economic activities. Yet the temptation to design people's well-being in a particular or detailed way should be avoided. It is rather a set of objective conditions of living under which subjective life-plans can be individually pursued that should be linked to climate change adaptation and hence to sustainability. For those conditions, which can be generally equated with the standards of current advanced societies, to be met, economic growth will remain necessary and desirable. Also because, thirdly, the idea that some sort of steady-state economy can be achieved and maintained is just a delusion. Sustainability must mirror the human condition: a dynamic type of development that by its very nature is open to further transformation (see Becker eta!. 1999: 6; Gallopin and Raskin 2002: 6). Although technological change and economic development can be orientated towards sustainability, it is wishful thinking to believe that they can just be stopped by decree. Governments must design markets and create the institutional conditions that eventually lead to a reasonable mitigation and to a successful adaptation, but they should do so without pre-determining a particular direction, although at the same time they must make sure that certain minimum targets are met (see Patt et a!. 20 10). It is all a matter of creating an institutional and economic inertia that pushes business and citizens in the direction of sustainability. To some extent, we live now in a transitional time. In fact, notwithstanding the key importance the institutional and economic drivers, it is probably the gradual cultural change induced by the current global debate on global warming that will accelerate the transition to a greener, yet liberal and open, society. In sum, the kind of approach that climate change demands coincides with the foundations of an open view of sustainability. That is why reframing environmentalism entails reframing climate change: freeing it from the rhetoric of doom and incorporating it into a narrative of social refinement. Certainly, saying that climate change should be seen as an opportunity instead of a threat sounds like a cliche. But it happens to be true - or, to be more accurate, it can be made true.

-Failure to specify how the alternative can create an economic transition will produce either tyranny or ineffectiveness.  

Andrew SAYER Reader in Political Economy @ Lancaster ’95 Radical Political Economy: A Critique p. 13-14

Yet while the 'velvet' character of the revolutions was remarkable enough, there was little else that the Left could celebrate about them. As Habermas points out, they were also singularly depressing in that they were devoid of 'ideas that are either innovative or orientated to the future' (1991, p. 27). Whether Habermas meant it or not, I would add that it was Western Marxists as well as people in the former socialist states who lacked ideas about alternatives. In this context, market triumphalism could divert attention from the continued failings of capitalism, as if the 'victory' of capitalism meant that no one had any right to criticize it. Again, as Habermas put it, 'it is not as though the collapse of the Berlin Wall solved a single one of the problems specific to our system' (Habermas, 1991, p. xii). While the latter statement is surely correct it could be read as implying that it was 'business-as-usual' for the Left. It is my view that this kind of interpretation, together with those of Jameson and Callinicos, are complacent and hopelessly inad- equate. One can agree with Jameson that Marxism is primarily a theory of capitalism, but this position is nevertheless all too smug, for it begs the question of whether its account of capitalism is at all adequate.' Similarly, Callinicos implies that there are no lessons to be learned from the demise of state socialism, save that it wasn't real socialism, and there are certainly no lessons for the critique of capitalism. This book is motivated by the view that such complacency is entirely unwarranted. The totalitarian character of state socialism and its problems of economic motivation and coordination are not historical aber- rations but are presaged by Marxism's lack of a sufficiently materialist understanding of the social division of labour and its associated division and dispersion of knowledge in advanced economies. This failing not only explains the inadequacies of state socialism's attempt to plan such an economy centrally, but is the major unresolved flaw in Marxist theory of capitalism. The reluctance of the Left to think through alternatives (for fear of producing 'blueprints' which might pre-empt future struggles) meant not only that radical political movements had little idea of feasible and desirable objectives, but that the standpoints from which capitalism and its problems were explained and criticized were unexamined and often incoherent or undesirable. There is no way the Left can reply to market triumphalism and the lack of alternatives without giving some consideration to the old problems of political economy. 

-Degrowth empirically has no environmental benefits—emissions trends prove the Kuznets curve.

Ausubel and Waggoner 9—*Jesse Ausubel is Director of the Program for the Human Environment, The Rockefeller University.  He was one of the main organizers of the first U.N. World Climate Conference in Geneva. Over the past two decades he has been involved in a number of research projects ranging from the health of forests to an ongoing international effort aimed at assessing the diversity and abundance of life in the oceans. **Paul E. Waggoner is Director Emeritus of The Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station. [April 18, 2009, “The Jack Rabbit of Depression, or Do economic slumps benefit environment?” http://phe.rockefeller.edu/news/wp-content/uploads/2009/04/jackrabbitofdepressionfinal.pdf]

We are accustomed to the idea that growth consumes resources and endangers nature. Conversely, the present economic slump made us wonder could poorer be cleaner?
We considered two sources of atmospheric concern, carbon dioxide and sulfur dioxide emissions from coal, oil, and gas, for two periods of economic decline, the Great Depression and the Recession that followed World War II. We found for the United States in these two cases that neither economic crisis caused a lasting change in the pattern of emissions.
First note the overall pattern of economic growth and emission from 1900-2007 (Figure 1). Since 1900, Gross Domestic Product (GDP), the combination of population and affluence (measured as GDP per capita), has multiplied steadily except for the switchbacks of the Depression and post—War Recession.

Meanwhile, energy use and carbon dioxide emissions gradually loosened their coupling to GDP, so that an increment of GDP in 2007 elicited a smaller increment of energy or carbon dioxide than 50 or 100 years earlier. Sulfur dioxide has uncoupled. Sulfur dioxide emissions chart a century-long arc, a classic case of a “Kuznets curve” in which environmental damage first grows with GDP and then symmetrically declines. An increment of GDP now seems to evoke a decrement of sulfur dioxide.

Zooming into the period 1920-1940 provides detailed evidence of the environmental effect of poor economic performance on both consumers and producers of energy (Figure 2). Energy use intensity relates energy consumption to GDP and summarizes the behavior of consumers, while emission per energy use summarizes the performance of producers. As consumer grew more affluent from 1920 to 1929 they beneficially reduced energy intensity, a case of the dematerialization that usually accompanies a good becoming less of a luxury and more like a staple. During 1929-1930 American consumers reversed their energy intensity to the level of 1924, as income fell much more than energy use. From 1930 to 1932, energy use fell even more than affluence, lowering energy intensity. Trends in affluence and energy intensity then reversed themselves until 1935. Finally in 1935, intensity of use resumed its beneficial dematerialization while affluence grew.
Meanwhile, the line for carbon emission per energy of producers moved even more erratically during 1920-1940. As affluence grew from 1920 to 1929, the line zigzagged around a favorable direction of decarbonization. Then, when Depression reversed affluence, carbon emission per energy not only lost the gains of the Roaring Twenties but rose in 1933 to 1.3 times the 1920 level. The erratic movements may indicate patchy reversion to use of coal rather than the newer cleaner fuels, oil and gas. Reversion to wood if included in the calculus would raise the carbon emission per energy even higher. By 1937 US carbon emission per energy had recovered the 1929 level. The sulfur emission path for both consumers and producers circles back less jaggedly. By 1940, both consumers and producers attained some of the progress that seemed programmed into the energy system earlier, having lost perhaps a decade in Jack Rabbit behavior. The suffering of the Great Depression bought no special environmental benefits in carbon and sulfur emission. With fewer zigs and zags, the story of the post-War Recession resembles the Great Depression.
Viewed over the span of a century, trends in sulfur dioxide and carbon dioxide emissions appear little changed by economic slumps. While a slump may depress consumption, it also may depress spending and investments that increase conservation and efficiency. A few years’ progress may be lost in the chaos, but mainly the system seems to absorb the shocks and resume its long-term pattern. If affluence now recedes, carbon dioxide emissions will likely drop in the short-term but their uncoupling will take many more decades. The 20th century USA experience suggests that, environmentally, we have little to fear but not much to hope from the incipient depression.
