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Plan flaw—didn’t read one—it’s the locus of the debate and negative preparation which means anything past the 1AC destroys negative preparation and is aff conditionality which is independently bad because we can’t pin them to a consistent advocacy—we shouldn’t have to take prep because they messed up
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Reduce does not mean eliminate

Words and Phrases 2 

(vol 36B, p. 80)

Mass. 1905. Rev.Laws, c.203, § 9, provides that, if two or more cases are tried together in the superior court, the presiding judge may “reduce” the witness fees and other costs, but “not less than the ordinary witness fees, and other costs recoverable in one of the cases” which are so tried together shall be allowed. Held that, in reducing the costs, the amount in all the cases together is to be considered and reduced, providing that there must be left in the aggregate an amount not less than the largest sum recoverable in any of the cases. The word “reduce,” in its ordinary signification, does not mean to cancel, destroy, or bring to naught, but to diminish, lower, or bring to an inferior state.—Green v. Sklar, 74 N.E. 595, 188 Mass. 363.
Vote negative---they make the topic huge—allow both quantitative reductions of and outright elimination of restrictions. Their interpretation ignores the plain meaning of the term ‘reduce,’ which determined how we researched the topic. 
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Restrictions on production must mandate a decrease in the quantity produced

Anell 89

Chairman, WTO panel
 "To examine, in the light of the relevant GATT provisions, the matter referred to the

CONTRACTING PARTIES by the United States in document L/6445 and to make such findings as will assist the CONTRACTING PARTIES in making the recommendations or in giving the rulings provided for in Article XXIII:2." 3. On 3 April 1989, the Council was informed that agreement had been reached on the following composition of the Panel (C/164): Composition Chairman: Mr. Lars E.R. Anell Members: Mr. Hugh W. Bartlett Mrs. Carmen Luz Guarda   CANADA - IMPORT RESTRICTIONS ON ICE CREAM AND YOGHURT Report of the Panel adopted at the Forty-fifth Session of the CONTRACTING PARTIES on 5 December 1989 (L/6568 - 36S/68) 
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/88icecrm.pdf
The United States argued that Canada had failed to demonstrate that it effectively restricted domestic production of milk. The differentiation between "fluid" and "industrial" milk was an artificial one for administrative purposes; with regard to GATT obligations, the product at issue was raw milk from the cow, regardless of what further use was made of it. The use of the word "permitted" in Article XI:2(c)(i) required that there be a limitation on the total quantity of milk that domestic producers were authorized or allowed to produce or sell. The provincial controls on fluid milk did not restrict the quantities permitted to be produced; rather dairy farmers could produce and market as much milk as could be sold as beverage milk or table cream. There were no penalties for delivering more than a farmer's fluid milk quota, it was only if deliveries exceeded actual fluid milk usage or sales that it counted against his industrial milk quota. At least one province did not participate in this voluntary system, and another province had considered leaving it. Furthermore, Canada did not even prohibit the production or sale of milk that exceeded the Market Share Quota. The method used to calculate direct support payments on within-quota deliveries assured that most dairy farmers would completely recover all of their fixed and variable costs on their within-quota deliveries. The farmer was permitted to produce and market milk in excess of the quota, and perhaps had an economic incentive to do so. 27. The United States noted that in the past six years total industrial milk production had consistently exceeded the established Market Sharing Quota, and concluded that the Canadian system was a regulation of production but not a restriction of production. Proposals to amend Article XI:2(c)(i) to replace the word "restrict" with "regulate" had been defeated; what was required was the reduction of production. The results of the econometric analyses cited by Canada provided no indication of what would happen to milk production in the absence not only of the production quotas, but also of the accompanying high price guarantees which operated as incentives to produce. According to the official publication of the Canadian Dairy Commission, a key element of Canada's national dairy policy was to promote self-sufficiency in milk production. The effectiveness of the government supply controls had to be compared to what the situation would be in the absence of all government measures. 

The plan changes how energy is produced, rather than restricting how much is produced

This conflation ruins the topic:

1. Including regulations is a limits disaster
Doub 76

 Energy Regulation: A Quagmire for Energy Policy

Annual Review of Energy

Vol. 1: 715-725 (Volume publication date November 1976)

DOI: 10.1146/annurev.eg.01.110176.003435LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby & MacRae, 1757 N Street NW, Washington, DC 20036 
http://0-www.annualreviews.org.library.lausys.georgetown.edu/doi/pdf/10.1146/annurev.eg.01.110176.003435
 Mr. Doub is a principal in the law firm of Doub and Muntzing, which he formed in 1977. Previously he was a partner in the law firm of LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby and MacRae. He was a member of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission in 1971 - 1974. He served as a member of the Executive Advisory Committee to the Federal Power Commission in 1968 - 1971 and was appointed by the President of the United States to the President's Air Quality Advisory Board in 1970.  He is a member of the American Bar Association, Maryland State Bar Association, and Federal Bar Association. He is immediate past Chairman of the U.S. National Committee of the World Energy Conference and a member of the Atomic Industrial Forum. He currently serves as a member of the nuclear export policy committees of both the Atomic Industrial Forum and the American Nuclear Energy Council.  Mr. Doub graduated from Washington and Jefferson College (B.A., 1953) and the University of Maryland School of Law in 1956. He is married, has two children, and resides in Potomac, Md. He was born September 3, 1931, in Cumberland, Md. 

FERS began with the recognition that federal energy policy must result from concerted efforts in all areas dealing with energy, not the least of which was the manner in which energy is regulated by the federal government. Energy selfsufficiency is improbable, if not impossible, without sensible regulatory processes, and effective regulation is necessary for public confidence. Thus, the President directed that "a comprehensive study be undertaken, in full consultation with Congress, to determine the best way to organize all energy-related regulatory activities of the government." An interagency task force was formed to study this question. With 19 different federal departments and agencies contributing, the task force spent seven months deciphering the present organizational makeup of the federal energy regulatory system, studying the need for organizational improvement, and evaluating alternatives. More than 40 agencies were found to be involved with making regulatory decisions on energy. Although only a few deal exclusively with energy, most of the 40 could significantly affect the availability and/or cost of energy. For example, in the field of gas transmission, there are five federal agencies that must act on siting and land-use issues, seven on emission and effluent issues, five on public safety issues, and one on worker health and safety issues-all before an onshore gas pipeline can be built. The complexity of energy regulation is also illustrated by the case of Standard Oil Company (Indiana), which reportedly must file about 1000 reports a year with 35 different federal agencies. Unfortunately, this example is the rule rather than the exception. 

2. Precision: Only direct prohibition is a restriction – key to predictability

Sinha 6

http://www.indiankanoon.org/doc/437310/
 Supreme Court of India Union Of India & Ors vs M/S. Asian Food Industries on 7 November, 2006 Author: S.B. Sinha Bench: S Sinha, Mark, E Katju  CASE NO.:  Writ Petition (civil) 4695 of 2006  PETITIONER:  Union of India & Ors.  RESPONDENT:  M/s. Asian Food Industries  DATE OF JUDGMENT: 07/11/2006  BENCH:  S.B. Sinha & Markandey Katju  JUDGMENT:  J U D G M E N T  [Arising out of S.L.P. (Civil) No. 17008 of 2006] WITH  CIVIL APPEAL NO. 4696 OF 2006 [Arising out of S.L.P. (Civil) No. 17558 of 2006]  S.B. SINHA, J :  

 We may, however, notice that this Court in State of U.P. and Others v. M/s. Hindustan Aluminium Corpn. and others [AIR 1979 SC 1459] stated the law thus:

"It appears that a distinction between regulation and restriction or prohibition has always been drawn, ever since Municipal Corporation of the City of Toronto v. Virgo. Regulation promotes the freedom or the facility which is required to be regulated in the interest of all concerned, whereas prohibition obstructs or shuts off, or denies it to those to whom it is applied. The Oxford English Dictionary does not define regulate to include prohibition so that if it had been the intention to prohibit the supply, distribution, consumption or use of energy, the legislature would not have contented itself with the use of the word regulating without using the word prohibiting or some such word, to bring out that effect." 

2. It promotes multidirectionality, destroying topic coherence 

McKie 84

 Professor James W. McKie, distinguished member of the economics department at The University of Texas at Austin for many years 

McKie, J W


Annual Review of Environment and Resource , Volume 9 (1)

Annual Reviews
– Nov 1, 1984


 THE MULTIPLE PURPOSES OF ENERGY REGULATION AND PROMOTION Federal energy policy since World War II has developed into a vast and multidirectional program of controls, incentives, restraints, and promotions. This development accelerated greatly during the critical decade after 1973, and has become a pervasive and sometimes controlling influence in the energy economy. Its purposes, responding to a multitude of interests and aims in the economy, have frequently been inconsistent, if not obscure, and the results have often been confusing or disappointing.   
off

Plan resolves oil dependence

Pursley and Wiseman 11 1AC Author (Garrick, Assistant Professor of Law, University of Toledo College of Law, and Hannah, Assistant Professor of Law, University of Tulsa College of Law, “Local Energy”, Emory Law Journal, 60 Emory L.J. 877)

A final benefit of distributed generation is that it could quickly reduce America's dependence on fossil fuels. Small-scale renewable generation systems, individually considered, generate relatively low quantities of electricity, but their contribution could be large in the aggregate. Electrical utilities face a unique challenge due to the characteristics of their product. Electricity cannot yet be effectively and economically stored in large quantities, 116 but it must be instantaneously available when demanded. 117 Many power plants therefore exist only to meet consumer demand for electricity when demand exceeds the normal base load. These plants power up  [*900]  during times of "peak" electricity demand 118 such as hot summer days when air conditioners run at maximum capacity. Outside of the peak periods, these "peaker" plants sit idle or operate at low levels as spinning reserves. 119 This is where renewables, including distributed renewables, show one of their greatest strengths. By providing the additional electricity needed during peak times, 120 distributed renewables may have a disproportionately large effect on clean energy production 121 and could reduce the need for fossil-fuel-burning peaking plants. 122
Energy independence collapses U.S. security guarantees–causes international realignment

Hulbert 8/19/12

(Matthew, senior fellow at the Clingendael International Energy Programme, The Hague, Senior Fellow at the Center for Security Studies, ETH Zurich, focusing on international energy security and political risk, “America Will Deeply Regret Its Fixation On Energy Independence,” http://www.forbes.com/sites/matthewhulbert/2012/08/19/why-america-will-deeply-regret-us-energy-independence/2/)

No one should blame, or bemoan the U.S. for doing this. It’s entirely up to the U.S. whichever path they chose to take. You could even argue it’s exactly what Washington should be doing to create serious foreign policy optionality: pick and choose whatever it does where, when, and how for the rest of the world to fall back on. All fair enough, but the downside risk this presents to Washington has already been captured in the ‘Kuwait Question’: Would the U.S. take assertive action to secure some of the key producer states of the world, or would they now turn the cheek? We all know the U.S. is no longer dependent on Middle East supplies; it hasn’t been for a long time given it sources less than 15% of its oil from the sand. But we also know that the decision to underwrite MENA supplies is nothing to do with U.S. consumption – and everything to do with retaining a dominant global geopolitical role. Ensure that hydrocarbons globally flow to the East and West, and much else follows as the geo-economic and geo-political lynchpin of the world. Lose it, and you’ll be geopolitically downgraded quicker than credit analysts can get stuck into Greek debt. That’s before we consider where Gulf States decide to recycle their petrodollars in future. No security, no $? It’s certainly a question for the U.S. to ponder – not only in terms of who they are going to sell their Treasuries to, but what currency oil is priced in. Hence the bottom line for the U.S.; Middle East energy isn’t about oil for America, it’s ultimately about power. If the U.S. wasn’t part of the Gulf energy game, it would hold zero sway with Saudi, no powers of persuasion over Iranian nukes, no say in the Arab Awakening, or how Gulf Monarchies handle critical succession problems in future. Let alone shaping vested interests to promote and extend U.S. influence across the globe. American Credibility Gone? The problem for America is that doubts over U.S. credibility are already creeping in from the energy independence hype. No one expects the US to step back into Iraq to shore up supplies if things take a serious turn for the worse; nobody expects the U.S. to provide any serious state building measures in Sudan. Likewise strategic US interests in Central Asia now have more to do with American concerns over South Asia, rather than hydrocarbon provision. If Russia decided to re-exert its regional dominance over the Caucasus (circa 2008) the U.S. would be highly unlikely to take any assertive measures to the contrary. Such out-posts are seen as ‘nice to have’ assets for US geopolitical standing, not as crucial global oil interests for America to underwrite and secure. Under a ‘business as usual’ scenario, these gaps are only going to get wider from hereon in. Logic therefore dictates that consumers need a U.S. plan B, and fast. The good news is that China already has one. It’s expanding its international energy footprint in the Middle East, Africa, Russia, Central Asia, and Asia-Pacific, reaching as far as the Americas and UK North Sea to secure its energy needs, (and hedge price risk more effectively through equity stakes). As the second largest consumer of oil, and one of the most import dependent states, Beijing is well aware that it has to ensure its own security of supply over the next decade as the US winds down its hydrocarbon presence. China will become the number one geopolitical force in the world over the next twenty years, and will do so for one, very simple reason: securing global hydrocarbon supplies. Europe has been very slow to appreciate this, but is finally cottoning onto the idea that it’s useless merely talking to prospective suppliers adjacent to its borders. It needs to work hand in hand with consumers at the other end of the Eurasian pipeline – namely China – to ensure its own security of supply. As Beijing plays a more prominent energy role, European energy security will depend on its ability to exploit Chinese influence in Central Asia as a mutual ‘Beijing-Brussels’ hedge against Russia, while working towards a consumer driven market to enhance supplies from the Middle East & North Africa. Europe is far better served taking the scraps from China’s energy table rather than wishful thinking that the trans-Atlantic ‘energy relationship’ still holds good. Like it or not, the logical conclusion of U.S. energy independence is fundamental demand side realignment where new players fill new geopolitical gaps. Careful What You Wish For The snag is that while the U.S. is very happy to extol the virtues of energy independence, it hasn’t come close to accepting the downside geopolitical implications that holds. Instead of working out an orderly division of (G2) hydrocarbon labour with China in the Middle East as the key producing region of the world, Washington is doing all it can to contain the rise of China, and doing so in Asia-Pacific. No doubt some of the local markets welcome ongoing US presence (especially around the India Ocean), but ‘hard balancing’ between the U.S. and China in South Asia is a battle that America will only ever lose. Rather than sticking more fingers in the Asia-Pacific dyke, Washington would actually be better served keeping an eye on its own backyard. Argentina, Venezuela, Brazil and most notably Canada are doing all they can to diversify their export mix away from a saturated U.S. market. They all know relying on a single source of supply and single source of demand isn’t smart economics. They’re all looking to load tankers to sell oil and gas onto global markets, and especially in Asia where premium prices rest. If we take forecasts for the Americas seriously, the U.S. will not only lose global sway as the independence bug bites, it might also struggle to retain a dominant role in its own neighbourhood. Brazil could well end up joining OPEC as its production grows, Canada will play hardball with the U.S. over its Arctic assets (not to mention plugging any new tar plays into Asia) and even when Chavez eventually conks out, don’t expect his successor(s) to be any more pro-American than then Kirchner clan in Argentina. New found petro-states will not be traditional U.S. silos. America could very easily slip down the global league of geopolitical energy heavyweights. Some will say humbug. The background pieces are falling into place for a ‘grand bargain’ to be struck between the U.S. and China by trading mutual assets in the East and West. Make things simple and split the world in two, using the mid-Atlantic ridge as a proxy border. Beijing will concede all its assets across the Americas with West Africa put into the mix. In return, the U.S. would cede the Middle East, Caspian, East Africa and Australasia as a pure play Chinese energy concern. Obviously things are never going to be quite that clear cut, but it’s probably a better bet than the current collision course we’re on between the U.S. and China. If the U.S. keeps preaching its energy independence gospel, all while containing the rise of China, the day will eventually come when China presents itself as a geopolitical fait accompli against Washington, not just across Asia-Pacific, but the Middle East as well. Rather than letting things get that far, the US would be far better served by following through on its own energy independence mantra: step back from the geopolitical ‘frontline’, and use its new found resources to let China play a more prominent hydrocarbon role. That’s not just to defuse geopolitical bombs ticking between the U.S. and China, but to make sure China can take up some of the U.S. slack. If those gaps aren’t properly filled, everyone, including the U.S., will suffer. It’s either that, or America knocks the energy independence narrative on the head, assures (and re-assures) other consumers that Washington will not only work to keep energy as a fungible, free flowing commodity, but that it remains the ultimate geopolitical backstop to oil supplies in the most vital producing regions in the world. That would give America ongoing leverage over the international status of the dollar, and indeed geopolitical red lines that emerging markets can and can’t cross. But keep spinning the U.S. energy independence yarn (with associated passive and active political practice), then expect to lose global status as the geopolitical lynchpin of the hydrocarbon world. That would be a crying shame for America, not least because ‘total’ energy independence is a myth, especially in the form U.S. politicians (and over excited analysts) are currently peddling. America will sacrifice its global geopolitical role on a hollow dream; energy independence, far from a dream, will become a living nightmare for America’s role in the world. U.S. politicians should think long and hard about that part of the debate, or spend an eternity regretting their global fall from grace.

Hegemony solves nuclear war and de-escalates all conflict. 

Barnett ‘11

(Thomas, Naval War College Warfare Analysis & Research professor, “The New Rules: Leadership Fatigue Puts U.S., and Globalization, at Crossroads,” http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/8099/the-new-rules-leadership-fatigue-puts-u-s-and-globalization-at-crossroads)

Let me be more blunt: As the guardian of globalization, the U.S. military has been the greatest force for peace the world has ever known. Had America been removed from the global dynamics that governed the 20th century, the mass murder never would have ended. Indeed, it's entirely conceivable there would now be no identifiable human civilization left, once nuclear weapons entered the killing equation. But the world did not keep sliding down that path of perpetual war. Instead, America stepped up and changed everything by ushering in our now-perpetual great-power peace. We introduced the international liberal trade order known as globalization and played loyal Leviathan over its spread. What resulted was the collapse of empires, an explosion of democracy, the persistent spread of human rights, the liberation of women, the doubling of life expectancy, a roughly 10-fold increase in adjusted global GDP and a profound and persistent reduction in battle deaths from state-based conflicts. That is what American "hubris" actually delivered. Please remember that the next time some TV pundit sells you the image of "unbridled" American military power as the cause of global disorder instead of its cure. With self-deprecation bordering on self-loathing, we now imagine a post-American world that is anything but. Just watch who scatters and who steps up as the Facebook revolutions erupt across the Arab world. While we might imagine ourselves the status quo power, we remain the world's most vigorously revisionist force. As for the sheer "evil" that is our military-industrial complex, again, let's examine what the world looked like before that establishment reared its ugly head. The last great period of global structural change was the first half of the 20th century, a period that saw a death toll of about 100 million across two world wars. That comes to an average of 2 million deaths a year in a world of approximately 2 billion souls. Today, with far more comprehensive worldwide reporting, researchers report an average of less than 100,000 battle deaths annually in a world fast approaching 7 billion people. Though admittedly crude, these calculations suggest a 90 percent absolute drop and a 99 percent relative drop in deaths due to war. We are clearly headed for a world order characterized by multipolarity, something the American-birthed system was designed to both encourage and accommodate. But given how things turned out the last time we collectively faced such a fluid structure, we would do well to keep U.S. power, in all of its forms, deeply embedded in the geometry to come.
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Unique internal link—Obama’s political capital will get a deal on immigration now but it will be tough. 

Chris Weigant, Huffington Post, 1/24/13, Handicapping Obama's Second Term Agenda, Lexis

The ceremonies are all over and Congress has slunk back into Washington, meaning President Obama's second term can now truly begin. Obama laid out an impressive and optimistic agenda in his speech on Monday, which leads to the question of how much of this agenda will actually be passed into law. Obama faces a Senate with a Democratic edge, but not a filibuster-proof edge. Obama also faces a House with fewer Republicans in it, but still enough for a solid majority. From the viewpoint of the past two years, this seems to indicate that not much of what Obama wants will get done. But perhaps -- just perhaps, mind you -- things will be a little different for the next two years. Obama, like all second-term presidents, will only have a short window of time to push his issues. There is one way this conventional wisdom could turn out to be wrong, but it is a long shot, at best. If Democrats can manage to hold their edge in the Senate and take control of the House in the 2014 midterm elections, then Obama could defy second-term expectations and actually get a lot done in his final two years in office. But, as I said, this should be seen as a remote possibility at this point. Remember 2010, in other words. Realistically, Obama's only going to have anywhere from a few months to (at most) a year and a half to get anything accomplished. Which is why he is right to push his agenda immediately, as evidenced by his inaugural speech. But even he must realize that he's not going to get everything he wants, so it will be interesting to see what makes it through Congress and what dies an ignoble legislative death. There is reason for hope. Obama begins from a position of strength, politically. His job approval ratings have been consistently over 50 percent since he was re-elected -- a range Obama hasn't seen since 2009. As mentioned, the Republican presence in both houses of Congress has shrunk. More importantly, though, the House Republicans are visibly chastened (or even "shaken") by the election's outcome. This has already allowed Obama to rack up two early victories in the endless budget debates -- and in both, Obama got almost everything he asked for, did not give up much of anything, and held firm on some very bold negotiating tactics. Obama won the fight over the fiscal cliff, which resulted in the first rise in income tax rates in two decades, and the only thing he had to budge on was the threshold for these higher taxes. Today, the House Republicans passed a "clean" rise in the debt ceiling, after Obama swore over and over again that he "was not going to negotiate" on the issue at all. The score so far is: Obama two, House Republicans zero (to put it in sporting terms). Of course, the Republicans only extended the debt ceiling for a few months, but this shouldn't really worry anyone, because a longer-term extension will doubtlessly be a part of any sort of grand bargain on the budget talks. The Republicans, very wisely, realized they were playing a losing game and decided to reshuffle the deadlines on the calendar. Rather than being faced with the debt ceiling crisis first, and then two budgetary crises, they have moved the debt ceiling problem to the end of the list. Which means the next big fight Obama faces is going to be another haggle over the budget. This is going to be a tough battle, and Obama is bound to disappoint some of his supporters in the midst of it. Some sacred cows are going to wind up as hamburger, although at this point it's hard to see which ones. The real measurement of success here will be whether the House Republicans and Obama can come to terms with a budget for the next year or year-and-a-half. Long-term budget stability has been largely absent from Washington for a while now, so if any agreement can be reached perhaps it'll help the economy recover a lot faster throughout 2013 and 2014. In the long run, that will be a positive thing, no matter what such a budget agreement actually contains. One safe bet for what will be in it, though, is a long-term extension of the debt ceiling. Budget battles are going to happen no matter what else does -- that's another safe bet. What is more interesting, though, is handicapping which of Obama's agenda items will actually see some action. There are three major initiatives that Obama is currently pushing: action on global warming, comprehensive immigration reform, and gun control. Obama did mention other issues in his speech, but these are the big three for now. Gay marriage, for instance, is in the hands of the Supreme Court right now, and no matter how they rule it's hard to see any legislative action (good or bad) happening on it immediately afterwards. Gun control will likely be the first of these debated in Congress. Vice President Biden laid out a wide array of possible actions Congress could take on the issue, all of which Obama then backed. While the Newtown massacre did indeed shift public opinion dramatically on the overall issue, the biggest initiative is not likely to become law. An assault rifle ban is very important to some Democrats, but the way I read it is that this was included to have something to "trade away" in the negotiations. If Obama gets most of the other gun control initiatives -- closing loopholes on background checks, much better tracking of weapons, and all the other "small bore" (sorry about that pun) ideas -- then he will at least be able to say he accomplished something at the end of the day. Perhaps this is pessimistic, but the mechanics of banning "assault weapons" become very tricky, when you have to actually define what they are in legal language. And such a ban may not get universal Democratic backing anyway, so I fully expect this will be shelved at some point in exchange for support for all the other initiatives. Without such a ban, the prospects for other meaningful gun control legislation get a lot better, though, and I think that a bill will eventually pass. The second big agenda item is immigration reform. President Obama holds virtually all the cards, politically, on this one. All Republicans who can read either demographics or polling numbers know full well that this may be their party's last chance not to go the way of the Whigs. Their support among Latinos is dismal, and even that's putting it politely. Some Republicans think they have come up with a perfect solution on how to defuse the issue, but they are going to be proven sadly mistaken in the end, I believe. The Republican plan will be announced by Senator Marco Rubio at some point, and it will seem to mirror the Democratic plan -- with one key difference. Republicans -- even the ones who know their party has to do something on the immigration problem -- are balking at including a "path to citizenship" for the 11 million[1] undocumented immigrants who are already in America. The Republicans are trying to have their cake and eat it too -- and it's not going to work. "Sure," they say, "we'll give some sort of papers to these folks, let them stay, and even let them work... but there's no need to give them the hope of ever becoming a full citizen." This just isn't going to be good enough, though. There are essentially two things citizens can do which green card holders cannot: serve on juries, and vote. The Republicans are not worried about tainted juries, in case that's not clear enough. Republicans will bend over backwards in an effort to convince Latinos that their proposal will work out just fine for everyone. Latinos, however, aren't stupid. They know that being denied any path to citizenship equals an effort to minimize their voice on the national political stage. Which is why, as I said, Obama holds all the cards in this fight. Because this is the one issue in his agenda which Republicans also have a big vested interest in making happen. Obama and the Democrats will, I believe, hold firm on their insistence on a path to citizenship, and I think a comprehensive immigration bill will likely pass some time this year, perhaps before the summer congressional break. The path to citizenship it includes will be long, expensive and difficult (Republicans will insist on at least that), but it will be there. On gun control, I think Obama will win a partial victory. On immigration, I think he will win an almost-total victory. On global warming, however, he's going to be disappointed. In fact, I doubt -- no matter how much "bully pulpiting" Obama does -- that any bill will even appear out of a committee in either house of Congress. This will be seen as Obama's "overreach" -- a bridge too far for the current political climate. Anyone expecting big legislative action on global warming is very likely going to be massively disappointed, to put it quite bluntly. In fact, Obama will signal this in the next few months, as he approves the Keystone XL pipeline -- much to the dismay of a lot of his supporters. Of course, I could be wrong about any or all of these predictions. I have no special knowledge of how things will work out in Congress in the immediate future. I'm merely making educated guesses about what Obama will be able to achieve in at least the first few years of his second term. Obama has a lot of political capital right now, but that could easily change soon. The House Republicans seem almost demoralized right now, and Obama has successfully splintered them and called their bluff on two big issues already -- but they could regroup and decide to block everything the White House wants, and damn the political consequences. Unseen issues will pop up both on the domestic and foreign policy stages, as they always do. But, for now, this is my take on how the next few years are going to play out in Washington. Time will tell whether I've been too optimistic or too pessimistic on any or all of Obama's main agenda items. We'll just have to wait and see.

plan derails the deal

Bill Opalka, Editor-and-chief, 12 [“Groups Want to Stop Politicizing Green Energy,” EnergyBiz, June 24, http://www.energybiz.com/article/12/06/groups-want-stop-politicizing-green-energy]

The U.S. Partnership for Renewable Energy Finance (US PREF) released a series of white papers at the American Council On Renewable Energy (ACORE)'s Renewable Energy Finance Forum - Wall Street in New York on June 19.¶ The groups say the effort is to rebalance the debate about renewable energy toward a fact-based business analysis instead of the politicized rhetoric that dominates discussions currently.¶ PREF members provided analyses that show how crucial renewable energy is as part of the nation's overall energy mix.¶ “There's never been a more important time for our country to adopt a genuine all-of-the-above energy strategy,” said Neil Auerbach, co-managing partner of Hudson Clean Energy Partners, a private equity firm that invests exclusively in clean energy. “We have the opportunity now to cultivate American business and innovation, support long-term job growth, fortify national security, decrease energy costs, and realize a host of environmental benefits.”¶ A common, bemoaned refrain at renewable energy gatherings is to hear reference to “Republican electrons” from coal and nuclear power and “Democratic electrons” from wind and solar.¶ US PREF cites international competition as a threat to continued U.S. innovation and global leadership.¶ The U.S. invested $48.1 billion in clean energy in 2011. “We are working with the renewable energy, power and technology industry leaders to pursue continued development of the U.S. renewable energy sector. This is an important opportunity to underscore U.S. leadership as we seek technologies to power future global growth and redefine our national energy strategy,” said Jeff Holzschuh, vice chairman at Morgan Stanley.¶ The white papers released by US PREF illustrate how large-scale deployment of renewable electricity sources has produced dramatic cost reductions, while fostering innovation that has increased efficiency across entire supply chains. State and federal policies are working in concert to drive this large-scale deployment and innovation. While federal incentives such as the production and investment tax credits bolster the supply of renewable energy, support for renewable energy demand has been augmented by state renewable portfolio standards (RPS). RPS “demand pull" is now reaching a plateau, however, of 3.25 GW per year of new renewable generating capacity through 2030.¶ To publicize the renewables message, ACORE on June 20 launched EnergyFactCheck.org and @EnergyFactCheck, two new resources designed to address the imbalance in the American debate.¶ “Clean and renewable energy is popular, productive, growing and essential to America’s economy, energy independence and national security.” said ACORE President and CEO Vice Admiral Dennis McGinn. “Unfortunately, misperceptions of clean and renewable energy abound, and opponents of renewables are pushing the occasional bad news as if it’s the only news. They are dominating the conversation through misrepresentation, exaggeration, distraction and millions of dollars in lobbying and advertising.”

Current immigration law endangers all innovation – reform is key
McCraw, professor emeritus at Harvard Business School, 11/1/2012
(Thomas, “Innovative Immigrants,” http://www.nytimes.com/2012/11/02/opinion/immigrants-as-entrepreneurs.html?pagewanted=all)

SOME 70 million immigrants have come to America since the first colonists arrived. The role their labor has played in economic development is widely understood. Much less familiar is the extent to which their remarkable innovations have driven American prosperity. Indeed, while both Barack Obama and Mitt Romney have lauded entrepreneurship, innovation and “job creation,” neither candidate has made comprehensive immigration reform an issue, despite immigrants’ crucial role in those fields. Yet understanding how immigrants have fueled innovation through history is critical to making sure they continue to drive prosperity in the future. At the country’s beginning, the three most important architects of its financial system were immigrants: Alexander Hamilton, from St. Croix, then part of the Danish West Indies; Robert Morris, born in Liverpool, England; and Albert Gallatin of Geneva. Morris was superintendent of finance during the Revolutionary War, using every resource at his command to support the army in the field. Hamilton, as the first secretary of the Treasury, rescued the country from bankruptcy and designed its basic financial system. Gallatin paid down much of the national debt, engineered the financing of the Louisiana Purchase and remains the longest-serving Treasury secretary ever. Immigrants’ financial innovations continued through the 19th century. In 1808 Alexander Brown, from Ireland, founded the nation’s first investment bank, and his immigrant sons set up Brown Brothers. The Lehman brothers, from Germany, began as dry-goods merchants and cotton brokers in Alabama, then moved to New York just before the Civil War and eventually founded a bank. Many other immigrants, including Marcus Goldman of Goldman Sachs, followed similar paths, starting very small, traveling to new cities and establishing banks. Meanwhile, “Yankee” firms like Kidder, Peabody and Drexel, Morgan — whose partners were native-born — remained less mobile, tied by family and high society to Boston and New York. Immigrant innovators were pioneers in many other industries after the Civil War. Three examples were Andrew Carnegie (Scotland, steel), Joseph Pulitzer (Hungary, newspapers) and David Sarnoff (Russia, electronics). Each came to America young, poor and full of energy. Carnegie’s mother brought the family to Pittsburgh in 1848, when Andrew was 12. He became a bobbin-boy in a textile mill, a telegram messenger, a telegraph-key operator, a low-level manager at the Pennsylvania Railroad, a division superintendent for the same railroad and a bond salesman for the railroad in Europe. Recognizing the limitless market for the rails that carried trains, Carnegie jumped to steel. His most important innovation was “hard driving” blast furnaces, wearing them out quickly. This violated the accepted practice of “coddling” furnaces, but he calculated that his vastly increased output cut the price of steel far more than replacing the furnaces cost his company. In turn, an immense quantity of cheap steel found its way into lucrative new uses: structural steel for skyscrapers, sheet steel for automobiles. Pulitzer was the home-tutored son of a prosperous Hungarian family that lost its fortune. He came to the United States in 1864 at age 17, recruited by a Massachusetts Civil War regiment. Penniless after the war ended, he went to St. Louis, a center for German immigrants, whose language he spoke fluently. He worked as a waiter, a railroad clerk, a lawyer and a reporter for a local German newspaper, part of which he eventually purchased. In 1879, he acquired two English-language papers and merged them into The St. Louis Post-Dispatch. In 1883, he moved to New York, where he bought The New York World and began a fierce competition with other New York papers, mainly the Sun and, later, William Randolph Hearst’s New York Journal. The New York World was pro-labor, pro-immigration and, remarkably, both serious and sensationalist. It achieved a huge circulation. Sarnoff was just 9 years old when he arrived from Russia in 1901. He earned money selling Yiddish newspapers on the street and singing at a synagogue, and then worked as an office clerk, a messenger and, like Carnegie, a telegraph operator. From there he became part of the fledgling radio firm RCA and rose rapidly within its ranks. Sarnoff was among the first to see radio’s potential as “point-to-mass” entertainment, i.e., broadcasting. He devoted a huge percentage of profits to research and development, and won an epic battle with CBS over industry standards for color TV. For decades, RCA and electronics were practically synonymous. As these men show, one of the key traits of immigrant innovators is geographic mobility, both from the home country and within the United States. Consider the striking roster of 20th-century immigrants who led the development of fields like movies and information technology: the Hollywood studios MGM, Warner Brothers, United Artists, Paramount and Universal; the Silicon Valley companies Intel, eBay, Google, Yahoo and Sun Microsystems. The economist Joseph Schumpeter — yet another immigrant, and the most perceptive early analyst of innovation — considered it to be the fundamental component of entrepreneurship: “The typical entrepreneur is more self-centered than other types, because he relies less than they do on tradition and connection” and because his efforts consist “precisely in breaking up old, and creating new, tradition.” For that reason, innovators always encounter resistance from people whose economic and social interests are threatened by new products and methods. Compared with the native-born, who have extended families and lifelong social and commercial relationships, immigrants without such ties — without businesses to inherit or family property to protect — are in some ways better prepared to play the innovator’s role. A hundred academic monographs could not prove that immigrants are more innovative than native-born Americans, because each spurs the other on. Innovations by the blended population were, and still are, integral to the economic growth of the United States. But our overly complex immigration law hampers even the most obvious innovators’ efforts to become citizens. It endangers our tradition of entrepreneurship, and it must be repaired — soon.

Solves warming
Norris and Jenkins 9, *Project Director at the Breakthrough Institute, * Director of Energy and Climate Policy, The Breakthrough Institute,(Teryn and Jessie, “ Want to Save the World? Make Clean Energy Cheap,” Huffington Post, March 10, http://www.thebreakthrough.org/blog/2009/03/want_to_save_the_world_make_cl.shtml) 

Whatever the cause, we have very little chance of overcoming climate change without enlisting young innovators at a drastically greater scale. Simply put, they represent one of the most important catalysts for creating a clean energy economy and achieving long-term prosperity. The reason is this: at its core, climate change is a challenge of technology innovation. Over the next four decades, global energy demand will approximately double. Most of this growth will happen in developing nations as they continue lifting their citizens out of poverty and building modern societies. But over the same period, global greenhouse gas emissions must fall dramatically to avert the worst consequences of climate change. Shortly before his untimely death in 2005, the Nobel Prize-winning physicist Richard Smalley coined this the "Terawatt Challenge": increasing global energy production from roughly 15 terawatts in 2005 to 60 terawatts annually by 2100 in a way that simultaneously confronts the challenges of global warming, poverty alleviation, and resource depletion. The single greatest obstacle to meeting the Terawatt Challenge is the "technology gap" between dirty and clean energy sources. Low-carbon energy technologies remain significantly more expensive than fossil fuels. For example, solar photovoltaic electricity costs up to three to five times that of coal electricity, and plug-in hybrid and electric vehicles can be twice as expensive as their gasoline-fueled competitors. Unless this technology gap is bridged and clean energy technologies become affordable and scalable, poor and rich nations alike will continue opposing significant prices on their carbon emissions and will continue relying primarily upon coal and other fossil fuels to power their development. This will virtually assure massive climate destabilization. So the task is clear: to avoid climate catastrophe and create a new energy economy, we must unleash our forces of innovation - namely, scientists, engineers and entrepreneurs- to invent a new portfolio of truly scalable clean energy technologies, chart new paths to bring these technologies to market, and ensure they are affordable enough to deploy throughout the world.
Extinction

Brandenberg 99 (John & Monica Paxson, Visiting Prof. Researcher @ Florida Space Institute, Physicist Ph.D., Science Writer, Dead Mars Dying Earth, Pg 232-233)

The ozone hole expands, driven by a monstrous synergy with global warming that puts more catalytic ice crystals into the stratosphere, but this affects the far north and south and not the major nations’ heartlands. The seas rise, the tropics roast but the media networks no longer cover it. The Amazon rainforest becomes the Amazon desert. Oxygen levels fall, but profits rise for those who can provide it in bottles. An equatorial high-pressure zone forms, forcing drought in central Africa and Brazil, the Nile dries up and the monsoons fail.  Then inevitably, at some unlucky point in time, a major unexpected event occurs—a major volcanic eruption, a sudden and dramatic shift in ocean circulation or a large asteroid impact (those who think freakish accidents do not occur have paid little attention to life or Mars), or a nuclear war that starts between Pakistan and India and escalates to involve China and Russia . . . Suddenly the gradual climb in global temperatures goes on a mad excursion as the oceans warm and release large amounts of dissolved carbon dioxide from their lower depths into the atmosphere. Oxygen levels go down precipitously as oxygen replaces lost oceanic carbon dioxide. Asthma cases double and then double again. Now a third of the world fears breathing. As the oceans dump carbon dioxide, the greenhouse effect increases, which further warms the oceans, causing them to dump even more carbon. Because of the heat, plants die and burn in enormous fires, which release more carbon dioxide, and the oceans evaporate, adding more water vapor to the greenhouse. Soon, we are in what is termed a runaway greenhouse effect, as happened to Venus eons ago. The last two surviving scientists inevitably argue, one telling the other, “See! I told you the missing sink was in the ocean!” Earth, as we know it, dies. After this Venusian excursion in temperatures, the oxygen disappears into the soil, the oceans evaporate and are lost and the dead Earth loses its ozone layer completely. Earth is too far from the Sun for it to be the second Venus for long. Its atmosphere is slowly lost—as is its water—because of ultraviolet bombardment breaking up all the molecules apart from carbon dioxide. As the atmosphere becomes thin, the Earth becomes colder. For a short while temperatures are nearly normal, but the ultraviolet sears any life that tries to make a comeback. The carbon dioxide thins out to form a thin veneer with a few wispy clouds and dust devils. Earth becomes the second Mars—red, desolate, with perhaps a few hardy microbes surviving.

Off

The United States federal government should establish a green community tax credit and cash grant program and substantially expand funding for state governments, local governments, and homeowner’s association that agree to reduce restrictions on community solar siting. The United States Federal Government should increase incentives to homeowners that agree to install community solar in areas where restrictions are lifted. 

Providing incentives to local communities to allow distributed generation solves the case best and avoids politics

Rule, 10

(Professor of Law, University of Missouri School of Law, “Renewable Energy and the Neighbors,” http://epubs.utah.edu/index.php/ulr/article/viewFile/486/354)
C. Additional Advantages of a Tax Credit Approach A Green Community Tax Credit program would accelerate the adoption of local land use policies that facilitate distributed renewable energy development. It would also be relatively invulnerable to political resistance, allow greater Tieboutian sorting among the citizenry, and ensure that unique local costs received adequate attention in the decision-making process. Although it would be far from perfect, a tax credit approach would respect local autonomy while strengthening the incentive for communities to amend their regulations when socially optimal to do so. The following are two additional benefits of using tax credits in this context. 1. Promotion of Sustainability Norms A system of Green Community Tax Credits would leverage the power of social norms in support of sustainability. Sustainability has enjoyed an increasingly prominent role in popular culture in recent years, and some landowners have even come to view distributed renewables as an “environmental fashion statement.” Such positive social norms are indispensable to the sustainability movement, enabling producers of distributed renewables to achieve greater economies of scale and persuading more citizens to go green. Although recent studies suggest that landowners’ resistance to renewable energy development is decreasing, many landowners still fear the potential impacts of distributed renewables on their neighborhoods. A Green Community Tax Credit system would give public recognition to participating “Green Communities,” put pressure on other localities to accommodate distributed renewables, and help to mitigate landowner concerns regarding the devices. For similar reasons, a Green Community Tax Credit program could also reduce opposition from individual neighbors in neighborhoods with Green Community status by strengthening intra-community norms in favor of distributed renewables. A landowner whose city council or homeowner association has already officially adopted “Green Community” policies, and who is receiving consequent tax benefits, is relatively less likely to actively oppose a neighbor’s proposed wind turbine or solar panel. 
A one-size fits all preemption of local land use laws sparks further opposition to distributed generation and undermines localized policymaking that is vital to sustainable development

Rule, 10

(Professor of Law, University of Missouri School of Law, “Renewable Energy and the Neighbors,” http://epubs.utah.edu/index.php/ulr/article/viewFile/486/354)
D. Green LULUs: Homevoter-Feared Sustainability A third set of sustainable land use policies are particularly susceptible to resistance to local resistance. Rather than enhancing a community's property values or public image, these policies require neighborhoods to accommodate land uses that they have historically opposed. Many landowners view distributed renewable energy devices as locally undesirable land uses (LULUs). n59 State and federal programs aggressively promote distributed renewables, yet local land use restrictions across the nation have long inhibited their installation. n60 Such opposition undermines federal and state efforts to promote sustainability, arguably imposing costs on the nation and the world. n61 Despite the numerous advantages of distributed renewables, these "green" LULUs commonly attract neighborhood opposition because of a perception that they could impose local costs in excess of the local benefits they would provide. n62 Communities have restricted the installation of distributed renewables on countless [*1236] occasions based on fears that the devices could diminish neighborhood aesthetics, disturb nearby landowners, or threaten property values. n63 An ordinance that invites distributed renewables into a municipality can arguably create greater uncertainty for local voters than an ordinance authorizing the siting of a single waste disposal site or power plant. Unlike large-scale, concentrated LULUs, distributed renewables are typically installed at unpredictable locations throughout host communities over time. Individual voters considering whether their town should host a large LULU often already know where it would be sited and thus may have greater certainty about how it could impact them. In contrast, distributed renewables-friendly ordinances create the risk that any resident could ultimately see a small wind turbine or unsightly solar panel array installed next door. n64 Such broadly distributed risk can make it particularly difficult to build local support for land use controls favoring these devices. n65 The following subsections discuss small wind turbines and solar panels - two common examples of green LULUs. [*1237] 1. Small Wind Turbines Small wind turbines are an increasingly popular renewable energy source in the United States. n66 In contrast to their commercial-scale counterparts, small wind energy systems convert the kinetic energy in wind into electrical power that is typically consumed on-site. n67 Distributed wind energy development has distinctive characteristics that make it an attractive source of alternative energy. Unlike industrial-scale wind energy projects, small wind turbine installations do not require the construction of costly access roads and transmission lines across vast stretches of rural land and thus pose less of a threat to wildlife and conservation areas. n68 Small wind turbines also diversify a region's renewable energy portfolio in ways that can ease pressure on utility grids because they often generate the most power during periods when solar panels are the least productive. n69 Government incentive programs and improved turbine technologies have catalyzed dramatic growth in small wind turbine installations in recent years. n70 Congress' recent extension of a 30% federal tax credit for small turbines through the end of 2016 n71 suggests that community officials will see a growing number of requests for their installation for several years to come. n72 [*1238] Unfortunately, despite aggressive government incentives for small wind turbines, local land use restrictions often discourage installation of the devices. n73 Local height restrictions are perhaps the most common obstacle to small wind turbine installations. n74 Height restrictions place limits on the permitted height of any building or structure erected within a zone or jurisdiction. n75 Municipalities and homeowner associations have imposed height restrictions for decades to promote [*1239] fire safety, n76 and to preserve light, air, and a rural ambiance. n77 Small wind turbines often must rise well above surrounding buildings and trees to be effective, necessitating heights that exceed local height restrictions, n78 and can potentially damage a community's aesthetic appeal. n79 Turbines have also been accused of creating safety hazards, n80 noise, n81 or flicker effects n82 that can annoy neighbors and depress surrounding property values. [*1240] For these and other reasons, land use regulations in many communities directly or indirectly restrict or prohibit small wind turbine installations within their jurisdiction. n83 Even when local zoning and subdivision covenants are silent as to small turbines, landowners' uncertainty over whether local authorities will challenge the turbines can still deter their installation. n84 2. Solar Energy Systems Photovoltaic solar panels and other solar energy systems are also an important means of generating renewable energy. Rooftop and ground-mounted solar panels [*1241] convert the radiant energy in sunlight into electric power. n85 Given the myriad benefits of solar energy development, it is not surprising that new solar panel installations are eligible for many of the same federal tax credits and other incentive programs that apply to small wind turbines. n86 Solar energy systems offer the unique benefit of being most productive on hot, sunny days when consumers are using air conditioning systems and utility grid demands are near their peak. n87 The distributed nature of rooftop solar development also curbs energy sprawl, enabling renewable energy development without the need for new transmission lines through pristine rural areas. n88 However, some landowners view solar energy systems as disruptive to neighborhood aesthetics or as threats to surrounding property values. Aware of popular objections to solar panels, numerous homeowner associations n89 and local governments n90 have adopted provisions that prohibit or severely restrict installation of the devices. [*1242] III. Accommodating Distributed Renewables: Existing Approaches In spite of state and federal policies aimed at promoting distributed renewable energy, local land use regulations continue to deter many landowners from installing small wind turbines and solar panels. n91 A handful of communities have voluntarily adopted provisions that accommodate these green LULUs, n92 but most have proven reluctant to do so. Existing state and federal attempts to address communities' reluctance have been either overaggressive or not strong enough to overcome local resistance. The following is a discussion of the merits and deficiencies of several current approaches to combating local resistance to distributed renewable energy, none of which satisfactorily addresses the problem. A. Deference to Community Governments Most state governments have done relatively little to address local barriers to distributed renewables. Their "hands-off" approach may preserve the autonomy of local governments, but it also fails to motivate communities to accommodate distributed renewables in their land use policies. Persuading communities to revise their land use controls to allow for distributed renewables is politically challenging because it requires local landowners to relinquish valuable rights relating to their properties. Zoning ordinances and subdivision covenants give landowners exclusion rights in common airspace, rooftops, and other areas within a local jurisdiction, protecting against countless risks by restricting activities on nearby parcels. n93 Landowners are prone to resist forfeiting these exclusion rights without receiving something in return. A stylized example illustrates this problem. Suppose the developer of the fictional, fifty-lot residential subdivision of Green Acres had recorded a height restriction covenant against the subdivision property years ago. The covenant prohibited lot owners from erecting any structure that extended more than thirty- [*1243] five feet above a lot's surface. By virtue of the covenant, the lot owners in the subdivision had each relinquished their common law property rights to occupy all usable airspace situated more than thirty-five feet above their respective lots. n94 In return, each owner received rights to prevent the other forty-nine lot owners from occupying corresponding airspace above their properties. n95 This sort of reciprocal arrangement, which has been repeated in thousands of subdivision covenants throughout the country, theoretically benefits all lot owners in Green Acres. Each owner voluntarily agreed to be subject to the covenant by purchasing a lot within the subdivision, so presumably most of the landowners prefer the covenant arrangement. The covenant spares landowners from having to negotiate and obtain covenants from each of their forty-nine different neighbors to protect their enjoyment of the neighborhood's views and aesthetic qualities. n96 Unfortunately, restrictions in subdivision covenants can also result in the underuse of community resources. One could argue that the height restriction covenant encumbering Green Acres creates a sort of "anticommons" - a regime in which each lot owner "owns a right to exclude, and consequently for which no one owns a privilege of entry and use." n97 If any lot owner in Green Acres sought to construct improvements rising above thirty-five feet, any other owner would have standing to enforce the subdivision covenant and preclude the construction. [*1244] Professor Michael Heller famously observed that such anticommons property tends to be underutilized because of the great difficulty of obtaining requisite permissions for its use. n98 As it relates to small wind turbines, the airspace burdened by height restrictions can potentially be vulnerable to this problem. Suppose that the Green Acres Homeowner Association was to consider amending its subdivision covenants to exempt small wind turbines from the subdivision's height restriction. Suppose further that if the amendment were approved, five lot owners within the subdivision would install small turbines and save a combined total of $ 5,000 in electricity bills, after accounting for the costs of the turbines and their installation. However, the turbines would create noise, aesthetic impacts, and a risk of future turbine installations that imposed aggregate losses of $ 4,000 on the other forty-five lot owners. If transaction costs were sufficiently low, the five landowners hoping to install turbines would reach Coasean bargains with the other forty-five owners by offering to compensate each neighbor for the expected loss in exchange for their permission to install the five turbines. n99 These five landowners would collectively offer between $ 4,000 and $ 5,000 and the neighbors would accept the offer, generating a Pareto efficient n100 outcome with a $ 1,000 net social benefit. n101 Of course, in reality, successful Coasean bargaining in this context would be highly improbable given the large number of parties involved. n102 Even if the five [*1245] landowners could request the height restriction amendment through a homeowner association board that could limit collective action problems, the board would likely reject the proposal. Only board members who planned to purchase and install turbines on their own lot would expect to personally benefit from the amendment and would therefore be inclined to support it, and it is unlikely that such members would comprise a majority of the board. The political obstacles to bargaining over restrictions on distributed renewables are more severe in the context of a municipal ordinance than under private covenants. Rights held collectively by residents under zoning restrictions are not "ordinary, property-rule-protected entitlements that [residents] can alienate to any willing buyer or on mutually agreeable terms." n103 As Professor Lee Fennell has noted, zoning-based rights typically "cannot be sold outright" and can only be "bargained over pursuant to an arcane amalgam of legal rules, entrenched local practices, social norms, and political influence." n104 Transfers of such rights usually take the form of variances or special exceptions. n105 Negotiated cash or in-kind payments for a landowner's "purchase" of zoning-based rights from a municipality are essentially development exactions, which are subject to constitutional constraints. n106 B. Vague State Mandates Recognizing the need to do something to prevent local land use controls from deterring small wind and solar energy installations, some state legislatures have enacted statutes that generically instruct localities to accommodate distributed renewables. For instance, a Pennsylvania statute obligates municipalities to develop strategies in their comprehensive plans to "reduce energy consumption and to promote the effective utilization of renewable energy resources." n107 A similar law in Connecticut directs local planning commissions to consider "the objectives of energy-efficient patterns of development [and] the use of solar and [*1246] other renewable forms of energy and energy conservation" in the planning process. n108 Although these sorts of general statutory directives from state legislatures are surely better than no state-level encouragement at all, such broad language is insufficient to incite substantial change at the local level. Enforcing vague statutory mandates against municipalities can be difficult and expensive because it requires proving the violation of a provision with few or no specific requirements. As a result, many local governments are likely to continue regulating in their own self-interest in the absence of more specific statutory requirements. C. Targeted Community Grants An innovative approach to promoting community acceptance of distributed renewables is to support a select group of municipalities' experimentation with land use policies aimed at encouraging installation of the devices. For example, the United States Department of Energy's Solar America Cities program provides grants to twenty-five metropolitan areas to promote development of solar energy programs and policies. n109 The metropolitan areas selected for the program are also eligible for professional and technical assistance to help them formulate new ways of encouraging solar power at the local level. n110 Formed in 2007, the Solar America Cities program also funds activities aimed at sharing successful local policy strategies with other cities outside of the core group of twenty-five. n111 By focusing its funding on a few pioneer cities, the program could make substantial progress in developing workable policies to promote solar energy in urban and suburban settings. Of course, without special funding, outside cities may have comparatively less of an incentive to accommodate distributed renewables within their boundaries. Thus, while such inventive approaches are highly valuable, additional strategies are necessary to eliminate community barriers to distributed renewables on a broader scale. [*1247] D. One-Sided Incentive Programs Increasingly in recent years, governments have used subsidies, n112 net metering programs, n113 and other financial initiatives to make distributed renewables a more attractive investment for landowners. While these programs are laudable, they arguably address only one of the two externality problems afflicting green energy development. Distributed renewables create positive externalities - diffused national and global benefits that often are not fully internalized by owners of the devices. n114 Most subsidies and other government incentives seek to address this positive externality problem by reducing landowners' costs of purchasing and installing the devices to encourage more installations. Unfortunately, governments devote far less attention to addressing the negative externality associated with distributed renewables: the costs they can impose on neighbors. As described above, distributed renewables are sometimes perceived to cause aesthetic degradation, noise, flickers, glares, or diminutions in neighboring property values that landowners may not fully consider when deciding whether to install the devices. n115 Neglecting these negative externalities can lead to inefficient, lopsided policies. A numerical example can illustrate the shortcomings of the one-sided incentive approach. Returning to the Green Acres fact pattern from above, n116 suppose that the five lot owners who planned to install small wind turbines upon approval of the height restriction amendment would save only $ 3,000 in energy bills, rather than the previous $ 5,000 amount. The turbines would still impose $ 4,000 in aggregate costs on others within the subdivision but would also generate diffuse, net external benefits for individuals residing outside the community totaling $ 1,500. Under these assumptions, adopting the turbine-friendly covenant amendment would still be a Kaldor-Hicks efficient move, generating a net social benefit of $ 500. n117 However, the community's fifty landowners would be unable to capture the $ 1,500 of global and national benefits resulting from the turbine installations so, within the community, the amendment would generate a $ 1,000 net loss. Even if the transaction costs of Coasean bargaining among the fifty lot owners were zero, the height restriction amendment would not pass. In an effort to correct the market failure created by this positive externality problem, Congress could offer a $ 300 Pigouvian subsidy to each of the five lot owners who installed small wind turbines. n118 The aggregate net benefit to those [*1248] owners would increase to $ 4,500, n119 exceeding the aggregate $ 4,000 loss imposed on their neighbors. If transaction costs among Green Acres lot owners were sufficiently low, Coasean bargaining would occur: the five would-be turbine installers would successfully negotiate for a subdivision covenant amendment with their forty-five neighbors and would install the turbines. n120 Unfortunately, collective action problems would likely still impede bargaining among the fifty landowners in Green Acres and the amendment proposal would likely fail. n121 By offering the full amount of the Pigouvian subsidy solely to the five turbine-installing landowners to address the positive externalities associated with renewable energy, Congress failed to address the negative externalities the turbines would impose on neighbors. n122 State and federal programs aimed solely at rewarding landowners who install distributed renewables on their properties will be of limited effectiveness until policymakers confront the community-level negative externalities arising from such installations. E. Preemption of Local Regulations The most aggressive means for states or the federal government to counter community resistance to distributed renewables is to invalidate local restrictions [*1249] that stand in their way. Because most municipalities derive their land use authority from the state, n123 state governments often have the power to preempt local regulations in order to advance statewide objectives. State governments can similarly invalidate private subdivision covenant provisions on public policy grounds. n124 Some researchers advocate the preemption of local land use regulations as the best strategy for overcoming neighborhood resistance to distributed renewables. n125 State or federal government authorities have already used preemption to combat local opposition to the siting of cell towers, n126 group homes, n127 waste disposal sites, n128 and myriad other LULUs. States have even defeated local resistance to large-scale wind energy projects based on their preemption power. n129 A growing number of states have enacted laws invalidating local land use ordinances that hinder renewable energy. A Florida law prohibits local governing bodies in that state from adopting any ordinance that "prohibits or has the effect of prohibiting the installation of solar collectors, clotheslines, or other energy devices [*1250] based on renewable resources." n130 Statutes enacted in California, n131 Delaware, n132 Indiana, n133 Nevada, n134 New Hampshire, n135 Vermont, n136 and Wisconsin n137 similarly limit municipal land use restrictions on solar panels or small wind energy systems. At first glance, preemption might seem an appealing means of removing local roadblocks to green energy once and for all. With an estimated twenty-five thousand local zoning jurisdictions scattered across the United States, the costs and time that would be required to contact and persuade each locality to adopt renewable energy-friendly policies are prohibitive. n138 Even if it were somehow [*1251] feasible to separately convince each municipality to amend its ordinances, the resulting patchwork of local regulations could create uncertainty and confusion for turbine and solar panel installers. n139 A state law preempting municipal restrictions on distributed renewables amends all applicable ordinances in the state in one fell swoop and creates greater regulatory consistency among local jurisdictions. However, broadly preempting local ordinances to accommodate distributed renewables is an imprecise, one-size-fits-all approach that ignores local issues and concerns. n140 No two neighborhoods are identical. Each has different geographic, topographic, cultural, and socioeconomic characteristics that create unique sets of values, social norms, and problems. Recognizing the vast diversity among local jurisdictions, scholars have long argued that municipal governments are ordinarily better situated to make local land use decisions than their state-level counterparts. n141 Local officials typically reside within the jurisdictions they serve and tend to have a more specialized understanding than state officials of a community's unique characteristics and challenges. n142 State statutes preempting [*1252] local land use authority are thus prone to inefficiencies from inadequate consideration of localized factors in the policymaking process. State laws invalidating subdivision covenant restrictions on distributed renewables n143 similarly overlook local concerns. Consider the impact of a preemptive state law on the fictional city of Beachtown, a resort community known for its exceptional views and aesthetic appeal. Suppose that the existing ordinances in Beachtown protected the local ambiance by prohibiting structures (including wind turbines) from rising more than thirty-five feet above any parcel's surface, thereby protecting $ 200,000 in total property value premiums within the jurisdiction. If allowing turbines within the municipality would generate only $ 20,000 in aggregate social benefits but would diminish the aggregate value of Beachtown's viewshed by $ 100,000, then a state law preempting the local height restriction to allow wind turbines would generate an $ 80,000 deadweight loss. n144 Decentralized land use regulation mitigates such inefficiencies by empowering community officials with comparatively better information about a proposal's local costs and benefits to make policy decisions. A provision exempting communities from preemption upon a showing of undue hardship might inject some flexibility into a preemption statute but would likely cause additional problems. Such a provision would create incentives for communities to overstate [*1253] their degree of potential hardship to qualify for exemption and could engender costly intergovernmental disputes over the issue. n145 An all-or-nothing preemption approach also hinders efficient Tieboutian sorting among the citizenry. The famous Tiebout hypothesis suggests that variations in local laws can increase social welfare by allowing citizens to "vote with their feet" in selecting communities to reside in that best suit their own respective preferences. n146 Some citizens would undoubtedly be willing to pay a premium to live away from the sight of renewable energy systems that they deem aesthetically offensive. Others would gladly live in communities that accommodate distributed renewables, particularly if given financial incentives to do so. n147 Localized policymaking on these issues can enhance the social welfare by enabling more citizens to reside in jurisdictions that regulate sustainable land use in ways that mirror their individual preferences.

Centralized Injustice

Multiple barriers to decentralized renewables

Outka, visiting scholar – Energy and Land Use Law @ FSU, ‘10
(Uma, 37 Ecology L.Q. 1041)

Rooftop PV is prototypical distributed generation (DG) - power generated at many geographically dispersed sites to serve mostly onsite electricity needs. n206 This model contrasts with centralized utility-scale facilities, which generate power for transmission and distribution to many consumers. Rooftop systems are commonly regarded as conservation measures, simply reducing individual customers' electricity bills by reducing the amount of electricity they purchase from their utility. Still, these systems generate power; as capacity from DG increases, the conservation characterization may be less fitting. Across the country, regulation has complicated siting rooftop solar in two primary respects: insufficient regulatory support for interconnection to the electrical grid (a basic siting prerequisite), and legal and regulatory barriers to the physical installation of solar power systems. Interconnection is the interface between the electrical grid and a rooftop PV system, whether residential, commercial, or industrial. n207 Rooftop solar panels do not have to be connected to the grid, but this is typically how systems are installed. n208 Absent uniform and simplified procedures, both technical and legal, "plugging in" to the grid can be so time-consuming, difficult, and expensive that it hinders siting new, and especially small, systems. n209 In 2008, at the direction of the Legislature, the PSC adopted a rule to address this problem in Florida. n210 The rule requires investor-owned [*1078] utilities to develop standardized interconnection agreements "for expedited interconnection of customer-owned renewable generation, up to 2 MW." n211 In addition to requiring standardized agreements, the rule eases interconnection by specifying technical requirements and limiting utilities' power to require extra equipment or charge fees to generating customers. n212 Adopting the interconnection rule was an important step in supporting distributed solar energy, but the rule has weaknesses. First, the interconnection rule applies only to investor-owned utilities; so, for example, to FPL, but not the City of Tallahassee Utilities. The Legislature directed municipal electric utilities and rural electric cooperatives to develop standardized agreements independently, but they are not subject to PSC review and approval. n213 There remains potential, then, for barriers to exist in areas served by these utilities, in the form of fees or onerous technical or administrative requirements. n214 Regulatory variation from jurisdiction to jurisdiction remains a potential time and cost barrier, as system installers find themselves navigating multiple application and interconnection requirements, even in a small geographic area. n215 The 2 MW cap is limiting in that it does not accommodate "systems that are sized to meet even large on-site loads for such applications as hospitals, office parks, and college campuses." n216 For these reasons and others, the EPA has rated Florida "unfriendly" to distributed generation, compared with other states that have adopted interconnection standards. n217 Likewise, Florida's rule received the grade [*1079] of "C" in a report surveying and grading interconnection standards across the fifty states. n218 While interconnection is a state-level and utility-based barrier, constraints on the physical installation of rooftop panels historically have been local. Common regulatory barriers to siting solar include private property restrictions, such as homeowners' association covenants or restrictions, and local governmental restrictions, such as building codes. n219 Moreover, access to sunlight is essential for a functioning rooftop solar energy system. It follows that siting rooftop PV depends not just on the right to install a system in the first place, but also on the right to maintain access to sunlight once a system is installed.

Solar’s too expensive even if we give away the panels
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Free Panels, Anyone? Among the ceos and chief scientists in the solar industry, there is surprisingly little argument that solar systems are expensive.46 Even an extreme drop in the price of polysilicon, the most expensive technical component, would do little to make solar cells more competitive. Peter Nieh, managing director of Lightspeed Venture Partners, a multibillion-dollar venture capital firm in Silicon Valley, contends that cheaper polysilicon won't reduce the overall cost of solar arrays much, even if the price of the expensive material dropped to zero.47 Why? Because the cost of other materials such as copper, glass, plastics, and aluminum, as well as the costs for fabrication and installation, represent the bulk of a solar system's overall price tag. The technical polysilicon represents only about a fifth of the total. Furthermore, Keith Barnham, an avid solar proponent and senior researcher at Imperial College London, admits that unless efficiency levels are high, "even a zero cell cost is not competitive."48 In other words, even if someone were to offer you solar cells for free, you might be better off turning the offer down than paying to install, connect, clean, insure, maintain, and eventually dispose of the modules—especially if you live outside the remote, dry, sunny patches of the planet such as the desert extending from southeast California to western Arizona. In fact, the unanticipated costs, performance variables, and maintenance obligations for photovoltaics, too often ignored by giddy proponents of the technology, can swell to unsustainable magnitudes. Occasionally buyers decommission their arrays within the first decade, leaving behind graveyards of toxic panels teetering above their roofs as epitaphs to a fallen dream. Premature decommissioning may help explain why American photovoltaic electrical generation dropped during the last economic crisis even as purported solar capacity expanded.49 Curiously, while numerous journalists reported on solar infrastructure expansion during this period, I was unable to locate a single article covering the contemporaneous drop in the nation's solar electrical output, which the Department of Energy quietly slid into its annual statistics without a peep.

Non-state regulations take out the aff
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President Obama laid down a bold challenge to America in his State of the Union speech last week: get to 80% clean energy by 2035. Clean energy is a deliberately vague goal, since it will likely include nuclear, natural gas and (not really existing) clean coal in the mix. But traditional renewable energy like wind and solar will need to be a big part of the American clean energy transition Obama is planning. In a speech at NDN today (which used to stand for New Democrat Network but now stands for…nothing, as far as I can tell), Democratic Senator Jeff Bingaman of New Mexico reiterated his support for Obama’s energy goals, and raised hopes that a bill with a clean energy standard might be resurrected in this Congress. (Bingaman last year pushed a bill focused on a national renewable energy standard, but with much of the legislative focus placed on a carbon cap bill, Bingaman’s work never earned much momentum.) But he warned that it won’t be easy. “Perhaps no topic garnered more scrutiny during the 2009 markup in our committee than the renewable electricity standard,” he said. But there’s a lot more holding back renewable power in the U.S. than gridlock in Congress. One of the biggest obstacles to scaling up solar power in particular is regulation—not just from the federal government, but at the state, city and even community level. Rules on installing solar systems differ from town to town, and the work of researching and filling out permits adds to the cost of solar power across the country. According to a study by the solar installer SunRun, struggles over permits adds an average of $2,500 to the costs of each solar installation—while an effort to streamline regulations could provide a $1 billion stimulus to the residential and commercial solar markets over the next five years. “The costs to the solar market are really staggering,” says Ed Fenster, CEO of SunRun. SunRun compared U.S. regulations to those in more friendly markets for solar, like Germany and Japan. They found that Germany—which has more streamlined regulations for solar installation, as well as more generous government subsidies—keeps solar installation costs 40% lower than those in the U.S. Not coincidentally, one million new homes have gone solar in Germany over the past two years, while only about 80,000 homes in total have solar in the U.S. “Regulation is a major issue that’s holding us back,” says Lyndon Rive, the CEO of SolarCity, a major California-based solar installer. SolarCity’s experience is constructive. The company—which coves solar installation from design to financing to monitoring—has grown at a healthy clip, employing over 1,000 people and expanding from its base in California to Maryland and Washington, DC. But Rive says that the variety of regulations for solar installation are a major bottleneck on growth. It takes SolarCity a few days at most to actually install a solar system, but it often takes two to three months, if not longer, to get the permits and other preparations ready. If you’re trying to make solar a significant part of the American energy supply—currently it makes up far less than 1% of total U.S. power—red tape isn’t helping. “The wait incurred is annoying and it adds to costs overall,” says Rive. SunRun has shared the report with the Department of Energy and the White House, and the company is urging the federal government to create incentives that would push towns and cities to adopt common codes and fees for solar installation—something countries like Germany and Japan already do. The report argues that such permit standardization could make solar cost competitive for half the homes in the nation within two years. “At some level this is all about local and state governments, but the federal government can nudge things,” says Fenster. “This could drive an economy of scale.” Still, good intentions on the national level don’t always translate to the community, where parochial concerns sometimes win out. (Witness the fight over smart meters in California, which some libertarians on the right and some ultra-greens on the left have opposed over liberty and health fears.) And as important as smoother regulations are, a broad national energy policy is needed to really jump-start solar and other renewables—but climate still remains a divisive political subject. (Just look at Republican Senator John Barrasso’s new bill, which would block greenhouse gas regulations under the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, the National Environmental Policy Act and the Endangered Species Act.) The least we can do now is pull the red tape off our solar panels.

The complexity thesis is wrong---makes policymaking impossible and destroys hegemony

Gorka et al 12 (Dr. Sebastian L. V., Director of the Homeland Defense Fellows Program at the College of International Security Affairs, National Defense University, teaches Irregular Warfare and US National Security at NDU and Georgetown, et al., Spring 2012, “The Complexity Trap,” Parameters, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/parameters/Articles/2012spring/Gallagher_Geltzer_Gorka.pdf)
We live in a world of unprecedented complexity, or so we are told. President Obama’s words above echo an increasingly common narrative in the American foreign policy and national security establishments: the forces of globalization, rising nonstate actors, irregular conflict, and proliferating destructive technologies have made crafting sound national security strategy more elusive than ever before. 2 If “strategy is the art of creating power” by specifying the relationship among ends, ways, and means, 3 then the existence of unprecedented complexity would seem to make this art not only uniquely difficult today but also downright dangerous, inasmuch as choosing any particular course of action would preclude infinitely adaptive responses in the future. As Secretary of Defense Robert Gates memorably described, the pre-9/11 challenges to American national security were “amateur night compared to the world today.” 4 And as former State Department Director of Policy Planning Anne-Marie Slaughter recently stated, there is a “universal awareness that we are living through a time of rapid and universal change,” one in which the assumptions of the twentieth century make little sense. 5 The “Mr. Y” article that occasioned her comments argued that, in contrast to the “closed system” of the twentieth century that could be controlled by mankind, we now live in an “open system” defined by its supremely complex and protean nature. 6 Unparalleled complexity, it seems, is the hallmark of our strategic age.¶ These invocations of complexity permeate today’s American national security documents and inform Washington’s post-Cold War and -9/11 strategic culture. The latest Quadrennial Defense Review begins its analysis with a description of the “complex and uncertain security landscape in which the pace of change continues to accelerate. Not since the fall of the Soviet Union or the end of World War II has the international terrain been affected by such farreaching and consequential shifts.” 7 In a similar vein, the National Intelligence Council’s Global Trends 2025 argues that the international system is trending towards greater degrees of complexity as power is diffused and actors multiply. 8 The Director of National Intelligence’s Vision 2015 terms our time the “Era of Uncertainty,” one “in which the pace, scope, and complexity of change are increasing.” 9 Disturbingly, the younger generation of foreign policy and national security professionals seems to accept and embrace these statements declaiming a fundamental change in our world and our capacity to cope with it. The orientation for the multi-thousand-member group of Young Professionals in Foreign Policy calls “conquering complexity” the fundamental challenge for the millennial generation. Complexity, it appears, is all the rage. ¶ We challenge these declarations and assumptions—not simply because they are empirically unfounded but, far more importantly, because they negate the very art of strategy and make the realization of the American national interest impossible. We begin by showing the rather unsavory consequences of the current trend toward worshipping at complexity’s altar and thus becoming a member of the “Cult of Complexity.” Next, we question whether the world was ever quite as simple as today’s avowers of complexity suggest, thus revealing the notion of today’s unprecedented complexity to be descriptively false. We then underscore that this idea is dangerous, given the consequences of an addiction to complexity. Finally, we offer an escape from the complexity trap, with an emphasis on the need for prioritization in today’s admittedly distinctive international security environment. Throughout, we hope to underscore that today’s obsession with complexity results in a dangerous denial of the need to strategize.

Complexity theory is terrible pseudoscience
Phelan 1 (Steven E., William G. Rohrer Professorial Chair in Entrepreneurship, Director of the Center for Innovation & Entrepreneurship, Ph.D. in economics from La Trobe University, Australia; an M.B.A. in marketing from Monash University; and a B.S. in psychology from the University of Melbourne , “What Is Complexity Science, Really?” EMERGENCE, 3(1), 120–36 Copyright © 2001, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.)
The need for a special issue of Emergence on the question “What is complexity science?” is disturbing on several levels. At one level, one could be forgiven for thinking that the voluminous literature generated in recent years on chaos and complexity theory must contain a clear exposition of the definition, mission, and scope of complexity science. That this exposition has not been forthcoming, or is the subject of controversy, is disconcerting. On another level, the inability to differentiate science clearly from pseudoscience in complexity studies is also problematic. Allowing pseudoscience to penetrate a field of study lowers the credibility of that field with mainstream scientists and hinders the flow of resources for future development. It is my contention that much of the work in complexity theory has indeed been pseudo-science, that is, many writers in this field have used the symbols and methods of complexity science (either erroneously or deliberately) to give the illusion of science even though they lack supporting evidence and plausibility (Shermer, 1997). This proliferation of pseudo-science has, in turn, obscured the meaning and agenda of the science of complexity. The purpose of this article is twofold: to provide a working definition of complexity science; and to use this definition to differentiate complexity science from complexity pseudo-science. This is a play in three acts. In the first section, I will undertake an examination of science and the factors differentiating science from nonscience. In the second section, I examine the relationship between complexity and science, leading to a definition of complexity science. In the final section, I offer a test for distinguishing between science and pseudo-science in complexity studies and provide several examples of the latter. I also describe why it is important for scientists working in the area vigorously to reject pseudo-scientific theories.
Predictions and scenario building are valuable for decision-making, even if they’re not perfect
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 “Disruptive change” that produces “strategic shocks” has become an increasing concern for policymakers, shaken by momentous events of the last couple of decades that were not on their radar screens – from the fall of the Berlin Wall and the 9/11 terrorist attacks to the 2008 financial crisis and the “Arab Spring.” These were all shocks to the international system, predictable perhaps in retrospect but predicted by very few experts or officials on the eve of their occurrence. This “failure” to predict specific strategic shocks does not mean we should abandon efforts to foresee disruptive change or look at all possible shocks as equally plausible. Most strategic shocks do not “come out of the blue.” We can understand and project long-term global trends and foresee at least some of their potential effects, including potential shocks and disruptive change. We can construct alternative futures scenarios to envision potential change, including strategic shocks. Based on trends and scenarios, we can take actions to avert possible undesirable outcomes or limit the damage should they occur. We can also identify potential opportunities or at least more desirable futures that we seek to seize through policy course corrections. We should distinguish “strategic shocks” that are developments that could happen at any time and yet may never occur. This would include such plausible possibilities as use of a nuclear device by terrorists or the emergence of an airborne human-to-human virus that could kill millions. Such possible but not inevitable developments would not necessarily be the result of worsening long-term trends. Like possible terrorist attacks, governments need to try to prepare for such possible catastrophes though they may never happen. But there are other potential disruptive changes, including those that create strategic shocks to the international system, that can result from identifiable trends that make them more likely in the future—for example, growing demand for food, water, energy and other resources with supplies failing to keep pace. We need to look for the “sand piles” that the trends are building and are subject to collapse at some point with an additional but indeterminable additional “grain of sand” and identify the potential for the sudden appearance of “butterflies” that might flap their wings and set off hurricanes. Mohamed Bouazizi, who immolated himself December 17, 2010 in Sidi Bouzid, Tunisia, was the butterfly who flapped his wings and (with the “force multiplier” of social media) set off a hurricane that is still blowing throughout the Middle East. Perhaps the metaphors are mixed, but the butterfly’s delicate flapping destabilized the sand piles (of rising food prices, unemployed students, corrupt government, etc.) that had been building in Tunisia, Egypt, and much of the region. The result was a sudden collapse and disruptive change that has created a strategic shock that is still producing tremors throughout the region. But the collapse was due to cumulative effects of identifiable and converging trends. When and what form change will take may be difficult if not impossible to foresee, but the likelihood of a tipping point being reached—that linear continuation of the present into the future is increasingly unlikely—can be foreseen. Foreseeing the direction of change and the likelihood of discontinuities, both sudden and protracted, is thus not beyond our capabilities. While efforts to understand and project long-term global trends cannot provide accurate predictions, for example, of the GDPs of China, India, and the United States in 2030, looking at economic and GDP growth trends, can provide insights into a wide range of possible outcomes. For example, it is a useful to assess the implications if the GDPs of these three countries each grew at currently projected average rates – even if one understands that there are many factors that can and likely will alter their trajectories. The projected growth trends of the three countries suggest that at some point in the next few decades, perhaps between 2015 and 2030, China’s GDP will surpass that of the United States. And by adding consideration of the economic impact of demographic trends (China’s aging and India’s youth bulge), there is a possibility that India will surpass both China and the US, perhaps by 2040 or 2050, to become the world’s largest economy. These potential shifts of economic power from the United States to China then to India would likely prove strategically disruptive on a global scale. Although slowly developing, such disruptive change would likely have an even greater strategic impact than the Arab Spring. The “rise” of China has already proved strategically disruptive, creating a potential China-United States regional rivalry in Asia two decades after Americans fretted about an emerging US conflict with a then-rising Japan challenging American economic supremacy. Despite uncertainty surrounding projections, foreseeing the possibility (some would say high likelihood) that China and then India will replace the United States as the largest global economy has near-term policy implications for the US and Europe. The potential long-term shift in economic clout and concomitant shift in political power and strategic position away from the US and the West and toward the East has implications for near-term policy choices. Policymakers could conclude, for example, that the West should make greater efforts to bring the emerging (or re-emerging) great powers into close consultation on the “rules of the game” and global governance as the West’s influence in shaping institutions and behavior is likely to significantly diminish over the next few decades. The alternative to finding such a near-term accommodation could be increasing mutual suspicions and hostility rather than trust and growing cooperation between rising and established powers—especially between China and the United States—leading to a fragmented, zero-sum world in which major global challenges like climate change and resource scarcities are not addressed and conflict over dwindling resources and markets intensifies and even bleeds into the military realm among the major actors. Neither of these scenarios may play out, of course. Other global trends suggest that sometime in the next several decades, the world could encounter a “hard ceiling” on resources availability and that climate change could throw the global economy into a tailspin, harming China and India even more than the United States. In this case, perhaps India and China would falter economically leading to internal instability and crises of governance, significantly reducing their rates of economic growth and their ability to project power and play a significant international role than might otherwise have been expected. But this scenario has other implications for policymakers, including dangers posed to Western interests from “failure” of China and/or India, which could produce huge strategic shocks to the global system, including a prolonged economic downturn in the West as well as the East. Thus, looking at relatively slowly developing trends can provide foresight for necessary course corrections now to avert catastrophic disruptive change or prepare to be more resilient if foreseeable but unavoidable shocks occur. Policymakers and the public will press for predictions and criticize government officials and intelligence agencies when momentous events “catch us by surprise.” But unfortunately, as both Yogi Berra and Neils Bohr are credited with saying, “prediction is very hard, especially about the future.” One can predict with great accuracy many natural events such as sunrise and the boiling point of water at sea level. We can rely on the infallible predictability of the laws of physics to build airplanes and automobiles and iPhones. And we can calculate with great precision the destruction footprint of a given nuclear weapon. Yet even physical systems like the weather as they become more complex, become increasingly difficult and even inherently impossible to predict with precision. With human behavior, specific predictions are not just hard, but impossible as uncertainty is inherent in the human universe. As futurist Paul Saffo wrote in the Harvard Business Review in 2007, “prediction is possible only in a world in which events are preordained and no amount of actions in the present can influence the future outcome.” One cannot know for certain what actions he or she will take in the future much less the actions of another person, a group of people or a nation state. This obvious point is made to dismiss any idea of trying to “predict” what will occur in the future with accuracy, especially the outcomes of the interplay of many complex factors, including the interaction of human and natural systems. More broadly, the human future is not predetermined but rather depends on human choices at every turning point, cumulatively leading to different alternative outcomes. This uncertainty about the future also means the future is amenable to human choice and leadership. Trends analyses—including foreseeing trends leading to disruptive change—are thus essential to provide individuals, organizations and political leaders with the strategic foresight to take steps mitigate the dangers ahead and seize the opportunities for shaping the human destiny. Peter Schwartz nearly a decade ago characterized the convergence of trends and disruptive change as “inevitable surprises.” He wrote in Inevitable Surprises that “in the coming decades we face many more inevitable surprises: major discontinuities in the economic, political and social spheres of our world, each one changing the ‘rules of the game’ as its played today. If anything, there will be more, no fewer, surprises in the future, and they will all be interconnected. Together, they will lead us into a world, ten to fifteen years hence, that is fundamentally different from the one we know today. Understanding these inevitable surprises in our future is critical for the decisions we have to make today …. We may not be able to prevent catastrophe (although sometimes we can), but we can certainly increase our ability to respond, and our ability to see opportunities that we would otherwise miss. 
Chicken egg dilemma disproves eco-racism
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NOT IN ANYBODY'S BACKYARD? THE NON-DISTRIBUTIVE PROBLEM WITH ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
In a series of articles, Vicki Been set forth a particularly powerful critique of environmental justice studies. n29 Been notes that most studies examined the contemporary makeup of a neighborhood impacted by a LULU, not its makeup at the time of siting. n30 This method ignores the possibility that a LULU would lower nearby housing prices, causing affluent residents to move away. These residents would be replaced by lower-income individuals, attracted by the lower housing prices. As a result of these market dynamics, even LULUs located in a wealthy neighborhood could later become surrounded by the poor. n31 This "chicken-or-the-egg" dilemma has plagued the environmental justice literature. n32
Siting decisions based on non-racial factors – best evidence
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Nondiscriminatory factors account for disparate results in the great majority of formal siting decisions. Some hazardous waste landfill sites which are often cited as examples of environmental racism, such as Emelle, Alabama and Warren County, North Carolina, may be technically superior to alternate sites. n92 For example, when Chemical Waste Management made its decision to site a hazardous waste landfill, Emelle was the only county east of the Mississippi River evaluated by EPA and listed as one of the ten most desirable counties for a landfill. n93 Factors accounting for its desirability as a landfill included the sparse population surrounding the site, reliable access to the site, and arid temperature in the site's location. n94 Most importantly, Emelle was underlain by dense natural chalk forming a good barrier between waste disposal activities and aquifers. n95 Other factors being equal, and independent of racism, siting proponents seek out areas where the costs of siting are low relative to comparable areas. n96 Minority communities are often in areas [*140] with lower land values. n97 In addition, although the assertion that "no one likes to live near a waste site" n98 is probably correct, in some instances there has not been strong opposition from minority communities that have been or would be affected by a LULU siting. n99 It is reasonable to conclude that lack of opposition has resulted from the same factors that have been cited in the cases of white communities which have solicited LULUs; as well as potential problems, LULUs can bring potential benefits to communities in jobs, revenues and direct provision of social services. n100 In some cases, not only has there been a lack of local opposition to LULU sitings, but community leaders have actively sought out or welcomed such sitings. For example, the Campo Band of Mission Indians has supported the construction of a solid waste landfill on reservation land in San Diego County, California. n101 Permitting and environmental standards for the landfill would meet, at a minimum, applicable EPA standards. n102 The landfill [*141] would bring great economic benefits to the Campo Band. n103 Tribal sources estimated that the landfill would directly create at least fifty-five permanent jobs for at least thirty-five members of the Campo Band, almost eliminating tribal unemployment. n104 Here, the most sustained and politically effective opposition to siting the landfill has come from several white neighbors of the Campo Reservation. n105 Unfortunately, LULUs have been sited despite considerable opposition from minority communities. Siting in the face of local opposition, however, is not limited to minority communities. A prominent example of LULU siting in spite of objections from non-minority communities is the decision to place a high-level radioactive waste repository in Nevada. n106 Conversely, other communities with white majorities have lobbied to have facilities, which most people would consider to be LULUs, sited in their jurisdictions in order to gain jobs and other benefits during difficult economic times. n107 In both situations, non-racial factors better explain the outcomes than intentional or societal racism.
Best SYNTHESIS of studies disproves environmental racism
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The Promise and Peril of Environmental Justice
Christopher Boerner and Thomas Lambert have observed that many studies suffer from severe methodological difficulties or are too limited in scope to reliably indicate broader patterns.66 Indeed, once contrary findings and thoughtful criticisms are taken adequately into account, even a reasonably generous reading of the foundational empirical research alleging environmental inequity along racial lines must leave room for profound skepticism regarding the reported results. Taken as a whole this research offers, at best, only tenuous support for the hypothesis of racial inequity in siting or exposure, and no insight into the crucial issues of risk and health impact.
Political Scale

Quality of life is skyrocketing worldwide by all measures

Ridley, visiting professor at Cold Spring Harbor Laboratory, former science editor of The Economist, and award-winning science writer, 2010
(Matt, The Rational Optimist, pg. 13-15)

If my fictional family is not to your taste, perhaps you prefer statistics. Since 1800, the population of the world has multiplied six times, yet average life expectancy has more than doubled and real income has risen more than nine times. Taking a shorter perspective, in 2005, compared with 1955, the average human being on Planet Earth earned nearly three times as much money (corrected for inflation), ate one-third more calories of food, buried one-third as many of her children and could expect to live one-third longer. She was less likely to die as a result of war, murder, childbirth, accidents, tornadoes, flooding, famine, whooping cough, tuberculosis, malaria, diphtheria, typhus, typhoid, measles, smallpox, scurvy or polio. She was less likely, at any given age, to get cancer, heart disease or stroke. She was more likely to be literate and to have finished school. She was more likely to own a telephone, a flush toilet, a refrigerator and a bicycle. All this during a half-century when the world population has more than doubled, so that far from being rationed by population pressure, the goods and services available to the people of the world have expanded. It is, by any standard, an astonishing human achievement. Averages conceal a lot. But even if you break down the world into bits, it is hard to find any region that was worse off in 2005 than it was in 1955. Over that half-century, real income per head ended a little lower in only six countries (Afghanistan, Haiti, Congo, Liberia, Sierra Leone and Somalia), life expectancy in three (Russia, Swaziland and Zimbabwe), and infant survival in none. In the rest they have rocketed upward. Africa’s rate of improvement has been distressingly slow and patchy compared with the rest of the world, and many southern African countries saw life expectancy plunge in the 1990s as the AIDS epidemic took hold (before recovering in recent years). There were also moments in the half-century when you could have caught countries in episodes of dreadful deterioration of living standards or life chances – China in the 1960s, Cambodia in the 1970s, Ethiopia in the 1980s, Rwanda in the 1990s, Congo in the 2000s, North Korea throughout. Argentina had a disappointingly stagnant twentieth century. But overall, after fifty years, the outcome for the world is remarkably, astonishingly, dramatically positive. The average South Korean lives twenty-six more years and earns fifteen times as much income each year as he did in 1955 (and earns fifteen times as much as his North Korean counter part). The average Mexican lives longer now than the average Briton did in 1955. The average Botswanan earns more than the average Finn did in 1955. Infant mortality is lower today in Nepal than it was in Italy in 1951. The proportion of Vietnamese living on less than $2 a day has dropped from 90 per cent to 30 per cent in twenty years. The rich have got richer, but the poor have done even better. The poor in the developing world grew their consumption twice as fast as the world as a whole between 1980 and 2000. The Chinese are ten times as rich, one-third as fecund and twenty-eight years longer-lived than they were fifty years ago. Even Nigerians are twice as rich, 25 per cent less fecund and nine years longer-lived than they were in 1955. Despite a doubling of the world population, even the raw number of people living in absolute poverty (defined as less than a 1985 dollar a day) has fallen since the 1950s. The percentage living in such absolute poverty has dropped by more than half – to less than 18 per cent. That number is, of course, still all too horribly high, but the trend is hardly a cause for despair: at the current rate of decline, it would hit zero around 2035 – though it probably won’t. The United Nations estimates that poverty was reduced more in the last fifty years than in the previous 500.


War turns structural violence
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But the idea that poverty and peace are directly related presupposes that wealth inequalities are – in and of themselves – unjust, and that the solution to the problem of war is to alleviate the injustice that inspires conflict, namely poverty. However, it also suggests that poverty is a legitimate inspiration for violence, otherwise there would be no reason to alleviate it in the interests of peace. It has become such a commonplace to suggest that poverty and conflict are linked that it rarely suffers any examination. To suggest that war causes poverty is to utter an obvious truth, but to suggest the opposite is – on reflection – quite hard to believe. War is an expensive business in the twenty-first century, even asymmetrically. And just to examine Bangladesh for a moment is enough at least to raise the question concerning the actual connection between peace and poverty. The government of Bangladesh is a threat only to itself, and despite 30 years of the Grameen Bank, Bangladesh remains in a state of incipient civil strife. So although Muhammad Yunus should be applauded for his work in demonstrating the efficacy of micro-credit strategies in a context of development, it is not at all clear that this has anything to do with resolving the social and political crisis in Bangladesh, nor is it clear that this has anything to do with resolving the problem of peace and war in our times. It does speak to the Western liberal mindset – as Geir Lundestad acknowledges – but then perhaps this exposes the extent to which the Peace Prize itself has simply become an award that reflects a degree of Western liberal wish-fulfilment. It is perhaps comforting to believe that poverty causes violence, as it serves to endorse a particular kind of concern for the developing world that in turn regards all problems as fundamentally economic rather than deeply – and potentially radically – political. 
Their conception of violence is reductive and can’t be solved

Boulding 77

Twelve Friendly Quarrels with Johan Galtung Author(s): Kenneth E. BouldingReviewed work(s):Source: Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 14, No. 1 (1977), pp. 75-86Published Kenneth Ewart Boulding (January 18, 1910 – March 18, 1993) was an economist, educator, peace activist, poet, religious mystic, devoted Quaker, systems scientist, and interdisciplinary philosopher.[1][2] He was cofounder of General Systems Theory and founder of numerous ongoing intellectual projects in economics and social science. He graduated from Oxford University, and was granted United States citizenship in 1948. During the years 1949 to 1967, he was a faculty member of the University of Michigan. In 1967, he joined the faculty of the University of Colorado at Boulder, where he remained until his retirement. 

Finally, we come to the great Galtung metaphors of 'structural violence' 'and 'positive peace'. They are metaphors rather than models, and for that very reason are suspect. Metaphors always imply models and metaphors have much more persuasive power than models do, for models tend to be the preserve of the specialist. But when a metaphor implies a bad model it can be very dangerous, for it is both persuasive and wrong. The metaphor of structural violence I would argue falls right into this category. The metaphor is that poverty, deprivation, ill health, low expectations of life, a condition in which more than half the human race lives, is 'like' a thug beating up the victim and 'taking his money away from him in the street, or it is 'like' a conqueror stealing the land of the people and reducing them to slavery. The implication is that poverty and its associated ills are the fault of the thug or the conqueror and the solution is to do away with thugs and conquerors. While there is some truth in the metaphor, in the modern world at least there is not very much. Violence, whether of the streets and the home, or of the guerilla, of the police, or of the armed forces, is a very different phenomenon from poverty. The processes which create and sustain poverty are not at all like the processes which create and sustain violence, although like everything else in 'the world, everything is somewhat related to everything else. There is a very real problem of the structures which lead to violence, but unfortunately Galitung's metaphor of structural violence as he has used it has diverted attention from this problem. Violence in the behavioral sense, that is, somebody actually doing damage to somebody else and trying to make them worse off, is a 'threshold' phenomenon, rather like the boiling over of a pot. The temperature under a pot can rise for a long time without its boiling over, but at some 'threshold boiling over will take place. The study of the structures which underlie violence are a very important and much neglected part of peace research and indeed of social science in general. Threshold phenomena like violence are difficult to study because they represent 'breaks' in the systenm rather than uniformities. Violence, whether between persons or organizations, occurs when the 'strain' on a system is too great for its 'strength'. The metaphor here is that violence is like what happens when we break a piece of chalk. Strength and strain, however, especially in social systems, are so interwoven historically that it is very difficult to separate them. The diminution of violence involves two possible strategies, or a mixture of the two; one is Ithe increase in the strength of the system, 'the other is the diminution of the strain. The strength of systems involves habit, culture, taboos, and sanctions, all these 'things which enable a system to stand lincreasing strain without breaking down into violence. The strains on the system 'are largely dynamic in character, such as arms races, mutually stimulated hostility, changes in relative economic position or political power, which are often hard to identify. Conflicts of interest 'are only part 'of the strain on a system, and not always the most important part. It is very hard for people ito know their interests, and misperceptions of 'interest take place mainly through the dynamic processes, not through the structural ones. It is only perceptions of interest which affect people's behavior, not the 'real' interests, whatever these may be, and the gap between percepti'on and reality can be very large and resistant to change. However, what Galitung calls structural violence (which has been defined 'by one unkind commenltator as anything that Galitung doesn't like) was originally defined as any unnecessarily low expectation of life, on that assumption that anybody who dies before the allotted span has been killed, however unintentionally and unknowingly, by somebody else. The concept has been expanded to include all 'the problems of poverty, destitution, deprivation, and misery. These are enormously real and are a very high priority for research and action, but they belong to systems which are only peripherally related to 'the structures whi'ch produce violence. This is not rto say that the cultures of violence and the cultures of poverty are not sometimes related, though not all poverty cultures are cultures of violence, and certainly not all cultures of violence are poverty cultures. But the dynamics lof poverty and the success or failure to rise out of it are of a complexity far beyond anything which the metaphor of structural violence can offer. While the metaphor of structural violence performed a service in calling attention to a problem, it may have d'one a disservice in preventing us from finding the answer. 

Decentralization still leads to corporate capture and they don’t spill-up to alter politics
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Recent paradigm shifts in energy planning from large-scale, centralized and relatively homogenous to a decentralized and diversified energy regime (see Helm, 2005; Sebitosi and Okuo, 2010) are underpinned by the physical characteristics of renewable energy and by technological achievements. Advancements in technologies related to harnessing two thermodynamic cycles (e.g., combined cycle turbines) or two energy vectors (e.g., combined heat and power) have diluted the notion that ‘bigger’ energy facilities are inherently more economical (Sebitosi and Okuo, 2010; Li, 2005). As such, smaller and distributed forms of energy generation are more prevalent. Furthermore, the physics and the economics of renewable energy necessitate greater spatial correlation between energy availability, energy conversion, and energy consumption (see Elliot, 2000). This makes it possible – and in some cases necessary – to establish short energy procurement, production, distribution and consumption chains (Pepermans et al. 2005). This suggests the increasing relevance of the ‘local’ scale, and thus of local actors (see also Fraser et al, 2004; Bagliani, 2010). It is important to qualify the term ‘increasing’. Surely, given the decentralized nature of renewable energy, energy production will be visible to a greater proportion of the population. It stands to reason that a greater number of protests or public consultation will characterize future energy decisions. But this does not mean that local actors are acquiring more power relative to outside interests [4]. In fact, market evidence supports the opposite claim. Renewable energy ‘subsidy farming’, which might be conceptualized as a neo-colonial enterprise, is a common phenomenon. This is a situation in which multi-national corporations, increasingly of the foreign brand and not always traditional energy companies, are installing a significant proportion of renewable energy systems in jurisdictions that subsidize renewable energy. Opposition to deals struck between Samsung and the Government of Ontario for wind energy development exemplifies this phenomena. Indeed, local ownership is not a fundamental element to the nature of a decentralized energy regime (Pepermans et al, 2005). Further, there are considerable signs that RETs will simply be massproduced in cheap labour countries, and we should be careful to assume that this economic rhythm will be disturbed simply as a function of renewable energy research, subsidization and deployment in developed countries.

Reality outweighs representations

Wendt, 1999 

Alexander Wendt, Professor of International Security at Ohio State University, 1999, “Social theory of international politics,” gbooks
The effects of holding a relational theory of meaning on theorizing about world politics are apparent in David Campbell's provocative study of US foreign policy, which shows how the threats posed by the Soviets, immigration, drugs, and so on, were constructed out of US national security discourse.29 The book clearly shows that material things in the world did not force US decision-makers to have particular representations of them - the picture theory of reference does not hold. In so doing it highlights the discursive aspects of truth and reference, the sense in which objects are relationally "constructed."30 On the other hand, while emphasizing several times that he is not denying the reality of, for example, Soviet actions, he specifically eschews (p. 4) any attempt to assess the extent to which they caused US representations. Thus he cannot address the extent to which US representations of the Soviet threat were accurate or true (questions of correspondence). He can only focus on the nature and consequences of the representations.31 Of course, there is nothing in the social science rule book which requires an interest in causal questions, and the nature and consequences of representations are important questions. In the terms discussed below he is engaging in a constitutive rather than causal inquiry. However, I suspect Campbell thinks that any attempt to assess the correspondence of discourse to reality is inherently pointless. According to the relational theory of reference we simply have no access to what the Soviet threat "really" was, and as such its truth is established entirely within discourse, not by the latter's correspondence to an extra-discursive reality 32 The main problem with the relational theory of reference is that it cannot account for the resistance of the world to certain representations, and thus for representational failures or m/'sinterpretations. Worldly resistance is most obvious in nature: whether our discourse says so or not, pigs can't fly. But examples abound in society too. In 1519 Montezuma faced the same kind of epistemological problem facing social scientists today: how to refer to people who, in his case, called themselves Spaniards. Many representations were conceivable, and no doubt the one he chose - that they were gods - drew on the discursive materials available to him. So why was he killed and his empire destroyed by an army hundreds of times smaller than his own? The realist answer is that Montezuma was simply wrong: the Spaniards were not gods, and had come instead to conquer his empire. Had Montezuma adopted this alternative representation of what the Spanish were, he might have prevented this outcome because that representation would have corresponded more to reality. The reality of the conquistadores did not force him to have a true representation, as the picture theory of reference would claim, but it did have certain effects - whether his discourse allowed them or not. The external world to which we ostensibly lack access, in other words. often frustrates or penalizes representations. Postmodernism gives us no insight into why this is so, and indeed, rejects the question altogether.33 The description theory of reference favored by empiricists focuses on sense-data in the mind while the relational theory of the postmoderns emphasizes relations among words, but they are similar in at least one crucial respect: neither grounds meaning and truth in an external world that regulates their content.34 Both privilege epistemology over ontology. What is needed is a theory of reference that takes account of the contribution of mind and language yet is anchored to external reality. The realist answer is the causal theory of reference. According to the causal theory the meaning of terms is determined by a two-stage process.35 First there is a "baptism/' in which some new referent in the environment (say, a previously unknown animal) is given a name; then this connection of thing-to-term is handed down a chain of speakers to contemporary speakers. Both stages are causal, the first because the referent impressed itself upon someone's senses in such a way that they were induced to give it a name, the second because the handing down of meanings is a causal process of imitation and social learning. Both stages allow discourse to affect meaning, and as such do not preclude a role for "difference" as posited by the relational theory. Theory is underdetermined by reality, and as such the causal theory is not a picture theory of reference. However, conceding these points does not mean that meaning is entirely socially or mentally constructed. In the realist view beliefs are determined by discourse and nature.36 This solves the key problems of the description and relational theories: our ability to refer to the same object even if our descriptions are different or change, and the resistance of the world to certain representations. Mind and language help determine meaning, but meaning is also regulated by a mind-independent, extra-linguistic world. 
Evaluate consequences

Weiss, Prof Poli Sci – CUNY Grad Center, ‘99
(Thomas G, “Principles, Politics, and Humanitarian Action,” Ethics and International Affairs 13.1)

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.

Default to util

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.

2NC
Plan
Plan Flaw

They didn’t read a plan pretty easy neg ballot – it means they don’t do anything – vote neg on presumption – easy ballot – punish them for making a massive mistake

The plan is key – it’s the locus point of the debate – how we determine topicality, CP competition and DA links – that’s the entirety of negative preparation – that is uniquely true in this instance since it was a new plan so there wasn’t even anything that we could work off of. That’s key to research and the entirety of critical thinking and decisionmaking skills since only comparing competing policies provides us with any education
Hanghoj 8

http://static.sdu.dk/mediafiles/Files/Information_til/Studerende_ved_SDU/Din_uddannelse/phd_hum/afhandlinger/2009/ThorkilHanghoej.pdf
 Thorkild Hanghøj, Copenhagen, 2008 
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 Joas’ re-interpretation of Dewey’s pragmatism as a “theory of situated creativity” raises a critique of humans as purely rational agents that navigate instrumentally through meansends- schemes (Joas, 1996: 133f). This critique is particularly important when trying to understand how games are enacted and validated within the realm of educational institutions that by definition are inscribed in the great modernistic narrative of “progress” where nation states, teachers and parents expect students to acquire specific skills and competencies (Popkewitz, 1998; cf. chapter 3). However, as Dewey argues, the actual doings of educational gaming cannot be reduced to rational means-ends schemes. Instead, the situated interaction between teachers, students, and learning resources are played out as contingent re-distributions of means, ends and ends in view, which often make classroom contexts seem “messy” from an outsider’s perspective (Barab & Squire, 2004). 4.2.3. Dramatic rehearsal The two preceding sections discussed how Dewey views play as an imaginative activity of educational value, and how his assumptions on creativity and playful actions represent a critique of rational means-end schemes. For now, I will turn to Dewey’s concept of dramatic rehearsal, which assumes that social actors deliberate by projecting and choosing between various scenarios for future action. Dewey uses the concept dramatic rehearsal several times in his work but presents the most extensive elaboration in Human Nature and Conduct: Deliberation is a dramatic rehearsal (in imagination) of various competing possible lines of action… [It] is an experiment in finding out what the various lines of possible action are really like (...) Thought runs ahead and foresees outcomes, and thereby avoids having to await the instruction of actual failure and disaster. An act overtly tried out is irrevocable, its consequences cannot be blotted out. An act tried out in imagination is not final or fatal. It is retrievable (Dewey, 1922: 132-3).    This excerpt illustrates how Dewey views the process of decision making (deliberation) through the lens of an imaginative drama metaphor. Thus, decisions are made through the imaginative projection of outcomes, where the “possible competing lines of action” are resolved through a thought experiment. Moreover, Dewey’s compelling use of the drama metaphor also implies that decisions cannot be reduced to utilitarian, rational or mechanical exercises, but that they have emotional, creative and personal qualities as well. Interestingly, there are relatively few discussions within the vast research literature on Dewey of his concept of dramatic rehearsal. A notable exception is the phenomenologist Alfred Schütz, who praises Dewey’s concept as a “fortunate image” for understanding everyday rationality (Schütz, 1943: 140). Other attempts are primarily related to overall discussions on moral or ethical deliberation (Caspary, 1991, 2000, 2006; Fesmire, 1995, 2003; Rönssön, 2003; McVea, 2006). As Fesmire points out, dramatic rehearsal is intended to describe an important phase of deliberation that does not characterise the whole process of making moral decisions, which includes “duties and contractual obligations, short and long-term consequences, traits of character to be affected, and rights” (Fesmire, 2003: 70). Instead, dramatic rehearsal should be seen as the process of “crystallizing possibilities and transforming them into directive hypotheses” (Fesmire, 2003: 70). Thus, deliberation can in no way guarantee that the response of a “thought experiment” will be successful. But what it can do is make the process of choosing more intelligent than would be the case with “blind” trial-and-error (Biesta, 2006: 8). The notion of dramatic rehearsal provides a valuable perspective for understanding educational gaming as a simultaneously real and imagined inquiry into domain-specific scenarios. Dewey defines dramatic rehearsal as the capacity to stage and evaluate “acts”, which implies an “irrevocable” difference between acts that are “tried out in imagination” and acts that are “overtly tried out” with real-life consequences (Dewey, 1922: 132-3). This description shares obvious similarities with games as they require participants to inquire into and resolve scenario-specific problems (cf. chapter 2). On the other hand, there is also a striking difference between moral deliberation and educational game activities in terms of the actual consequences that follow particular actions. Thus, when it comes to educational games, acts are both imagined and tried out, but without all the real-life consequences of the practices, knowledge forms and outcomes that are being simulated in the game world. Simply put, there is a difference in realism between the dramatic rehearsals of everyday life and in games, which only “play at” or simulate the stakes and   risks that characterise the “serious” nature of moral deliberation, i.e. a real-life politician trying to win a parliamentary election experiences more personal and emotional risk than students trying to win the election scenario of The Power Game. At the same time, the lack of real-life consequences in educational games makes it possible to design a relatively safe learning environment, where teachers can stage particular game scenarios to be enacted and validated for educational purposes. In this sense, educational games are able to provide a safe but meaningful way of letting teachers and students make mistakes (e.g. by giving a poor political presentation) and dramatically rehearse particular “competing possible lines of action” that are relevant to particular educational goals (Dewey, 1922: 132). Seen from this pragmatist perspective, the educational value of games is not so much a question of learning facts or giving the “right” answers, but more a question of exploring the contingent outcomes and domain-specific processes of problem-based scenarios.  

It’s also aff conditionality which is independently bad because we can’t pin them to a consistent advocacy – reading it in CX doesn’t solve since not everyone listens to CX or thinks it is binding – means they would just keep reading the 1AC through CX which takes away valuable time for the neg to establish links to the aff and clarify

Don’t apply reasonability – they weren’t reasonable since they had no plan
CP
2NC CP Solves

Our tax credit and grant scheme solves the whole case
Rule, 10
(Professor of Law, University of Missouri School of Law, “Renewable Energy and the Neighbors,” http://epubs.utah.edu/index.php/ulr/article/viewFile/486/354)

A compelling argument can be made for distributing at least some of the compensation directly to a community’s landowners. Property owners hold fragmented rights to exclude distributed renewables from the community under the land use regulations at issue and would directly bear most of the financial losses from a community’s sale of those exclusion rights. As described in Part V below, landowner compensation could be inexpensively distributed as tax credits through a state’s property tax system. Local governments should arguably also be eligible to receive some portion of the compensation paid to communities that accommodate distributed renewables. City councils and county commissions would undertake the process of amending local land use regulations to effectuate the “sale” of their regulatory entitlement to the state and would be more motivated to make room on their agendas for the issue if state grant funding were at stake. Allocating some of the compensation directly to municipal governments as a block grant might also foster greater local support among a community’s renters, who would receive only indirect benefits from the tax credits.

V. GREEN COMMUNITY TAX CREDITS A state could create a compensatory scheme corresponding to Rule 5 by enacting legislation that awarded modest property tax credits to landowners in communities that voluntarily accommodated distributed renewables. Local governments in communities qualifying for these “Green Community Tax Credits” would also receive a one-time grant upon a showing that they had amended their land use laws to welcome distributed renewable energy devices. A Green Community Tax Credit program would not disturb communities’ long-held entitlement to restrict distributed renewables in their land use regulations because no community would be forced to make any regulatory changes. At the same time, the program would encourage communities to “sell” their entitlement to the state by accommodating distributed renewables if they believed that the aggregate value of the grant and tax credits offered exceeded the cost within their jurisdictions. A. Structuring the Tax Credit Program A statute creating a Green Community Tax Credits program would likely have an initial section describing the property tax credits available to landowners within Green Communities. The section could also set forth a simple application process for communities to obtain Green Community status and provide for modest one-time grants to community governments that achieved it. The statute would also include model ordinance provisions and model subdivision covenant amendment provisions for use by municipalities and private neighborhoods to achieve Green Community status. The model ordinance and subdivision covenant for obtaining Green Community designation would include specific provisions that reasonably exempted solar panels and small turbines from local land use restrictions. Parcels of land that were subject to private subdivision covenants would qualify for the tax credits only upon the adoption of amendments at both the municipal and subdivision levels. The model documents might also require that local land use regulations reasonably accommodate xeriscaping, clotheslines, or other green LULUs. For the reasons set forth above, however, the community’s adoption of various homevoter-favored or homevoter-neutral sustainability policies should be optional. The tax credit program’s primary aim would be to motivate communities to allow green LULUs—a homevoter-feared aspect of sustainable land use policy. 

Only way to increase community solar and still preserve localized policy making which their 1AC impacts
Rule, 10

(Professor of Law, University of Missouri School of Law, “Renewable Energy and the Neighbors,” http://epubs.utah.edu/index.php/ulr/article/viewFile/486/354)

VI. CONCLUSION As the popularity of small wind turbines and solar panels continues to grow, neighborhood conflicts over the devices will become increasingly common. Despite state and federal programs that aggressively encourage landowners to invest in distributed renewable energy systems, local land use laws often deter their installation. A growing number of states have enacted statutes that sweepingly invalidate land use restrictions on distributed renewables. These broadbrush preemption laws tear down local barriers to installing the devices, but they also undermine communities’ land use authority and inefficiently ignore local issues and concerns. Characterizing land use regulatory power as an alienable entitlement within Calabresi and Melamed’s Cathedral model offers a new perspective on the debate over how to promote sustainable development at the local level. It revealed an option-based policy approach that could promote more efficient allocations of land use regulatory authority related to distributed renewables between states and communities. A state could apply the approach by offering modest property tax credits to landowners in communities that elect to accommodate distributed renewables in their land use controls. Such a system would incentivize more neighborhoods to remove restrictions on renewable energy devices, yet allow each community to decide the issue for itself, preserving the benefits of localized land use decisionmaking. Sustainable development continues to generate new and complex policy challenges. Applying the tools of law and economics to analyze these emerging issues helps to unveil the solutions needed to sustain the sustainability movement for generations to come. 

2NC-Local Resistance DA
Only tax credits cause local buy-in—federal preemption ensures community resistance
Rule, 10

(Professor of Law, University of Missouri School of Law, “Renewable Energy and the Neighbors,” http://epubs.utah.edu/index.php/ulr/article/viewFile/486/354)

Communities' reluctance to accommodate distributed renewables raises difficult questions over how best to allocate land use regulatory authority between states and local governments. Statutes in a growing minority of states overcome community opposition to distributed renewables by broadly invalidating local land use controls that restrict their installation. n9 Such broad legislation succeeds at tearing down local barriers to distributed renewable energy but can ignore legitimate concerns that drive community resistance.

Distributed renewable energy is vital to curbing energy sprawl n10 by large-scale energy generation facilities while still reducing the nation's reliance on fossil fuels. n11 As small-scale wind and solar power systems grow ever more cost-efficient, neighborhood battles over them will only increase. Innovative laws are  [*1225]  needed to prevent local opposition from hindering the future growth of distributed renewable energy.

This Article analyzes distributed renewable energy from the perspective of communities, proposing a new strategy for making it more attractive at the local level. Part II of the Article suggests that fears of adverse effects on home values are a primary reason why land use laws favoring distributed renewables often garner less local support than other sustainability-driven land use policies. Part III analyzes existing state and federal efforts to overcome community resistance, concluding that none of them effectively mitigates neighborhood opposition without forfeiting the valuable benefits of local land use decisionmaking. Part IV frames governmental powers to regulate land use as scarce "entitlements" within Guido Calabresi and A. Douglas Melamed's model of property rules and liability rules. Part IV also explores the possibility of using liability rule-like approaches to promote more efficient allocations of these powers between state and local governments. Part V proposes a statutory scheme that would award special property tax credits to landowners in communities that have voluntarily amended their land use regulations to allow distributed renewables. This "Green Community Tax Credit" approach would encourage communities to accommodate distributed renewables, yet allow each community to weigh its unique local costs and independently decide the issue.

Local buy-in is a prerequisite to successful community development

Rule, 10

(Professor of Law, University of Missouri School of Law, “Renewable Energy and the Neighbors,” http://epubs.utah.edu/index.php/ulr/article/viewFile/486/354)

F. In Search of a Better Way

 Recognizing the shortcomings of preemption and other strategies, legal scholars have increasingly called for inventive new policies that motivate communities to embrace sustainable land use without diminishing their regulatory authority. n152 Professor John Nolon recently advocated for more "reflexive" legal [*1255] regimes to promote sustainability, n153 envisioning programs under which state or federal funds are "allocated to those local governments most motivated to act to support initiatives that suit local conditions and capacities." n154 Professor Sara Bronin has emphasized the need for states to "find innovative ways to preserve both the environment and local autonomy." n155 And Professor Patricia Salkin has expressed similar sentiments, arguing that state governments must find ways to "incentivize local action ... and must be mindful of the importance of local buy-in when developing state-level plans for sustainability." n156 An optimal legal regime would enable communities to internalize more of the outside gains associated with allowing distributed renewables, draw upon the expertise and resources of state governments, and leverage existing social norms in favor of sustainability. These called-for solutions to community resistance could conceivably originate at the state or federal level. Commentators seem divided as to whether the federal government is better suited for the task. Federal regulation of renewable energy-related land use would arguably be more equitable n157 and would likely be constitutional. n158 In fact, one recent article advocates a system of federal and local cooperation that would largely preclude state-level involvement. n159 However, some scholars have written resoundingly against federal involvement, n160 arguing that [*1256] land use issues are distinctively local and are ill-suited for governance by a distant, bureaucratic federal government. n161 Regardless, federal legislation seems unlikely in the near future. n162 Thus, this Article evaluates state-level intervention, although much of the analysis could apply to a federal approach as well.

AT: Perm-Do Both
Preemption of local land laws on renewables politically suicidal—the link independently turns the case because communities will find other ways to block renewables—only the counterplan solves

Rule, 10

(Professor of Law, University of Missouri School of Law, “Renewable Energy and the Neighbors,” http://epubs.utah.edu/index.php/ulr/article/viewFile/486/354)

Efficiency arguments aside, state laws that broadly preempt local land use restrictions on distributed renewables are probably politically infeasible in some  [*1254]  states. n148 Preemption statutes can provoke political hostility because they tend to marginalize the distinct interests and characteristics of a state's communities and fail to engage local governments in the policymaking process. n149 Even where state legislatures succeed in passing preemption laws, the laws could prove costly and difficult to enforce amidst weak community support. n150

An ideal regulatory strategy would promote more efficient siting of distributed renewables by allowing for consideration of the costs and preferences unique to each community. Land use restrictions that exempt distributed renewables may be welfare-maximizing in many localities, particularly where aesthetics are of minimal concern. In communities such as Beachtown, however, the aggregate costs to landowners and neighbors from accommodating distributed renewables likely exceed the social benefits. The challenge lies in crafting equitable, low-cost rules that lead to distributed renewables installations only in "least-cost avoider" communities where accommodating the devices makes the most economic sense. n151

The counterplan is more politically palatable
Rule, 10

(Professor of Law, University of Missouri School of Law, “Renewable Energy and the Neighbors,” http://epubs.utah.edu/index.php/ulr/article/viewFile/486/354)

A Rule 5-based strategy is less likely to incite political opposition than one corresponding to Rule 2. Under a Rule 5 approach, communities would retain their entitlement to restrict distributed renewables in their land use controls but would also receive a put option enabling them to sell the entitlement to the state. If Rule 5 applied in Beachtown, n210 the state would not require that Beachtown pay a tax or fee to protect its existing set of local land use controls against preemption. Instead, the state would offer the city a statutorily-determined amount of cash or tax credits to voluntarily revise its controls. n211 Beachtown could then make a localized estimate of the likely costs of accommodating distributed renewables in its municipal ordinances and weigh that estimate against the value of the state's offered tax credit or grant to reach its own decision on the issue.

The cost of funding the state's tax credits or grants under a Rule 5 approach would ultimately be shared throughout the state but would be less conspicuous than a locally-funded tax payment to the state under Rule 2 and less likely to rouse  [*1267]  political opposition. n212 A Rule 5 approach would portray a community's accommodation of distributed renewables as a meritorious act, n213 providing financial rewards to localities that voluntarily undertake it. n214 For this reason, as at least one commentator has noted, put option strategies like Rule 5 are often most effective when used to "induce people to engage in socially valuable conduct." n215

The perm links to our backlash DA---it says that local governments CAN NOT ever block renewable energy and then provides compensation---communities will view the perm as a nuisance fee and not buy-in to sustainable development
Rule, 10

(Professor of Law, University of Missouri School of Law, “Renewable Energy and the Neighbors,” http://epubs.utah.edu/index.php/ulr/article/viewFile/486/354)

Allocations of entitlements to restrict distributed renewables through land use controls are presently governed in most states by Rules 1 and 3, the rigid, property rule-like approaches critiqued in Part II above. n191 A majority of those states have a regime that resembles Rule 3 - allowing communities to choose for themselves whether to accommodate the devices in their ordinances and covenants. n192 This "hands-off" approach effectively assigns the regulatory entitlement to communities and protects it with a property rule. Communities in Rule 3 states are free to regulate land use inside their jurisdictions, even if their local ordinances deter or prohibit landowners from installing renewable energy devices. n193 A Rule 3 approach gives communities wide discretion to structure renewable energy-related land use policies in accordance with local interests and facilitates Tieboutian sorting. However, it fails to address the externality problems that have led many communities to excessively restrict distributed renewables. For the reasons set forth previously, n194 communities tend to underconsider the regional, national, or global benefits of distributed renewables when formulating land use regulations and thus overrestrict their installation. Increasing calls for preemption or other state or federal interventions cast serious doubt on the ability of a Rule 3 approach to support distributed renewable energy growth in the coming years. [*1263] In contrast, statutes in a handful of states seem to embrace Rule 1, preempting and invalidating local restrictions on distributed renewables. n195 Because communities operating under such laws cannot unilaterally pay the state to avoid preemption, these legal regimes assign the scarce regulatory entitlement to the state government and protect it with a property rule. A Rule 1 approach succeeds in causing communities to adopt land use regulations that allow for distributed renewables, but it does so at the expense of local involvement and flexibility and is thus prone to inefficiency. For example, in the picturesque city of Beachtown, described earlier, n196 the costs to residents of allowing small wind turbine installations far exceeded those in more ordinary communities where views and aesthetics were less valuable. A Rule 1-like statute preempting local restrictions on distributed renewables nonetheless applies equally to all types of communities, ignoring localized differences, preventing Tieboutian sorting, and excluding local involvement from the policymaking process. n197 Moreover, the transaction costs associated with intergovernmental bargaining over entitlements to regulate are often very high, so there is little chance of states voluntarily selling the entitlements to communities under the rule. n198 In the face of such obstacles, an appropriately tailored liability rule-like approach could motivate community acceptance of distributed renewables while harnessing localized information in ways that sustainability law scholars have been clamoring for. n199

The perm doesn’t solve and vote neg on presumption---keeping the program voluntary is vital to get communities on board

Rule, 10

(Professor of Law, University of Missouri School of Law, “Renewable Energy and the Neighbors,” http://epubs.utah.edu/index.php/ulr/article/viewFile/486/354)

D. Communities as "Best Choosers" 

Having determined that the two existing, property rule approaches to promoting community acceptance of distributed renewables are inadequate, our attention turns to the remaining four rules in figure 1. These four rules incorporate option theory to allow greater flexibility in policymaking than is possible under Rule 1 or Rule 3. Selecting among the remaining four rules requires one to determine which party is most likely to be the "best chooser." n200 The best chooser is the party "in the best position to make the cost-benefit analysis" relating to a locality's accommodation of distributed renewables. n201 If one determines that state governments are the best choosers, one would favor Rules 4 and 6, because those rules empower states to compel a transfer of the regulatory entitlement at issue. Conversely, if one determines that communities are the best choosers, Rules 2 and 5 are more attractive, because those rules give greater discretion regarding distributed renewables to communities than to the state. The weight of recent scholarship suggests that communities are the best choosers in this context because they typically are in a better position than state officials to estimate the likely costs of distributed renewables within their jurisdictions. Most calls for innovative approaches to promoting sustainable land use emphasize the need to harness valuable community-level information and support. n202 It has also long been understood that communities that voluntarily accept LULUs are less likely to oppose them than communities that have LULUs thrust upon them. n203 As Professor Fischel has noted, the consent of communities is "best obtained by compensation offered in a system in which local governments [*1265] can decline to accept ... Schemes that force communities to accept compensation and unwanted [land uses] are apt to meet much more resistance." n204 Because approaches based on Rules 4 and 6 fail in this regard, those rules seem ill-suited for governing allocations of the regulatory entitlement at issue. n205

Constitution DA
The plan is an unconstitutional restriction on state and local land use authority

Hamilton, 8

(Law Prof-Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law, The Constitutional Limitations on Congress’s Power Over Local Land Use: Why the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act Is Unconstitutional, http://cardozo.yu.edu/uploadedFiles/Cardozo/Profiles/hamilton02-447/SSRN-id1442897.pdf)

There is nothing more local than land, and state and local communities have been entitled to significant autonomy in crafting their land use priorities. This principle of deference has been stated repeatedly in Supreme Court decisions across a large swath of settled doctrine addressing takings, telecommunications, environmental law, and fair housing. In the absence of intentional discrimination, constitutionally mandated deference to local governments reaching land use determinations has been applied in cases involving any and all landowners, religious or otherwise. Without taking heed of this constitutional doctrine, in 1993 and 2000, members of Congress chose to impose federal control over local land use to benefit one category of land owners. With the Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993, which applied to every law in the country, and the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000, which targeted state and local land use laws, Congress negated the constitutional rule of federal deference to local land use law and created a privileged class of landowners and developers – those that are religious. It did so by giving them the extraordinary benefit of strict scrutiny against neutral, generally applicable local and state land use laws whenever the land use applicant is religious. Congress enacted RFRA and RLUIPA without any apparent awareness or acknowledgment that the federal government is constitutionally constrained to treat local land use principles and decision-makers with respect and deference. 

That outweighs—it’s a side constraint

Carter, 87 

(Brigham Young University Law Review No. 3, p. 751-2)

The constitution, which is after all a species of law, is thus quite naturally viewed as a potential impediment to policy, a barrier that must be adjusted, through interpretation or amendment, more often than preservation of government under that constitution is viewed as a desirable policy in itself. In this modern student of policy is like the modern moral philosopher—and like a good number of constitutional theorists as well---in denigrating the value of preserving any particular process and exalting the desirable result. But constitutionalism assigns enormous importance to process, and assigns costs, albeit perhaps intangible ones, to violating the constitutional process. For the constitutionalist, as for classical liberal democratic theory, the autonomy of the people themselves, not the achievement of some well-intentioned government policy, is the ultimate end for which government exists. As a consequence, no violation of the means the people have approved for pursuit of policy---here, the means embodied in the structural provisions of the Constitution---can be justified through reference to the policy itself as the end. Somewhere between the totalitarian horror of a society driven entirely by its zeal to achieve stated ends, and Grant Kilmore’s Kafkaesque evocation of a society so bound up in the forms of law that it becomes a living hell, drifts the moderately progressive American constitutional ideal. I am not at all sure that we best pursue it by freeing our legislature entirely from the bonds of constitutionalism, trusting to nothing but the independent and largely unguided judgement of the courts to decide when the legislature goes too far. 

at: cp doesn’t solve – moral stance**
If we win our CP solves, it access all of their moral framework. That means you default to cost-benefit analysis—even prominent deontologists concede this
Finnish, 1980

John Finnis, deontologist, teaches jurisprudence and constitutional Law. He has been Professor of Law & Legal Philosophy since 1989,1980, Natural Law and Natural Rights, pg. 111-2

The sixth requirement has obvious connections with the fifth, but introduces a new range of problems for practical reason, problems which go to the heart of ‘morality’. For this is the requirement that one bring about good in the world (in one’s own life and the lives of others) by actions that are efficient for their (reasonable) purpose (s). One must not waste one’s opportunities by using inefficient methods. One’s actions should be judged by their effectiveness, by their fitness for their purpose, by their utility, their consequences… There is a wide range of contexts in which it is possible and only reasonable to calculate, measure, compare, weigh, and assess the consequences of alternative decisions. Where a choice must be made it is reasonable to prefer human good to the good of animals. Where a choice must be made it is reasonable to prefer basic human goods (such as life) to merely instru​mental goods (such as property). Where damage is inevitable, it is reasonable to prefer stunning to wounding, wounding to maiming, maiming to death: i.e. lesser rather than greater damage to one-and-the-same basic good in one-and-the-same instantiation. Where one way of participating in a human good includes both all the good aspects and effects of its alternative, and more, it is reasonable to prefer that way: a remedy that both relieves pain and heals is to be preferred to the one that merely relieves pain. Where a person or a society has created a personal or social hierarchy of practical norms and orienta​tions, through reasonable choice of commitments, one can in many cases reasonably measure the benefits and disadvantages of alternatives. (Consider a man who ha decided to become a scholar, or a society that has decided to go to war.) Where one ~is considering objects or activities in which there is reasonably a market, the market provides a common de​nominator (currency) and enables a comparison to be made of prices, costs, and profits. Where there are alternative techniques or facilities for achieving definite, objectives, cost— benefit analysis will make possible a certain range of reasonable comparisons between techniques or facilities. Over a wide range  of preferences and wants, it is reasonable for an individual or society to seek o maximize the satisfaction of those preferences or wants. 

Centralized
DR Fail

at: try or die/implementation irrelevant
Implementation questions are critical to DG policy—bottom up politics is insufficient without effective policy prescriptions
Umberger, JD candidate – Golden Gate University School of Law, ‘12
(Allyson, 6 Golden Gate U. Envtl. L.J. 183, Fall)

Establishing a democratic structure is only half the battle, as implementation of the new laws requires the support of the people. Initiating the requisite behavioral change can and will come only with inspirational policy that gives people the power to enforce a new framework. n261 Addressing this complex challenge requires sociological expertise from individuals like David Gershon, who suggests methods for behavioral change and large system transformation in his latest book, Social Change 2.0. n262 First and foremost, it is necessary to close the gap between passed legislation and implemented legislation by changing urban behavior. Gershon advocates blending top-down policy change with bottom-up social change in a creative, synergistic way that maximizes change. n263 It is important to recognize that traditional methods will not work for such progressive plans, so we have to think outside the box before change can occur. n264 Social engagement based on connection, cooperation, collaboration, and an emphasis on community empowers people and implements policy in a one-two punch. n265 For a working model, we can look to Gershon's Cool City Challenge, for which the Empowerment Institute is working with three American cities and three Brazilian neighborhoods to achieve dramatic carbon reduction, vibrant livability, and green prosperity. n266 The chosen cities were announced at the June 2012 RIO+20 Climate Conference, and the results of the project will be announced at the 2016 Rio Olympics. n267 These projects will encourage individual involvement in renewable energy on a local, community level to build momentum for a wide-sweeping systemic change. The Cool City Challenge can be studied for the  [*214]  implementation of the wide-sweeping change proffered by this Comment. After all, change will not occur in a democratic society without societal support.

Solar Fails
Solar fails – it’s not cost competitive even if we give away the panels – cost overruns and intermittency – that’s Zehner

Solar is not cost competitive–proven by tiny contribution to the grid despite supply glut
English 13 (Adam, Market Analyst for Wealth Daily, 1/23/2013, "The Right Way to Fund Solar Power A Little Change Will Go a Long Way...", www.wealthdaily.com/articles/the-right-way-to-fund-solar-power/3923)

Regardless of your stance on government spending and subsidies, I'm sure we can agree on one thing... The solar industry has been sputtering and jerking around like a jalopy with misfiring cylinders. I don't think I even need to mention Solyndra. In theory, all of the parts are there: Technology and installation costs are headed lower, and installations have been going strong in spite of the economic downturn. Still, solar can't seem to come close to standing on its own. Subsidies on the federal, state, and local levels continue unabated; at the current pace, they'll be in place for countless years to come. Luckily, every once in a great while someone comes along and, with a minor tweak, turns a sputtering hunk of junk into a working machine. When it comes to solar's woes, a former Moody's Investors Services CEO, CEO of the Export-Import Bank of the United States, U.S. Ambassador and Executive Director of the Asian Development Bank may be that person... His name is John A. Bohn, and he's currently the CEO of Renewable Energy Trust Capital, Inc. The Problem Before we get to the fix, we should first define the problem. To put it in simple terms, renewable energy subsidies aren't giving much bang for the buck. Here's a look at data from the Congressional Budget Office, a nonpartisan government agency tasked with figuring out what half-baked proposals will actually do to federal spending and revenue: Tax preferences are defined by the CBO as special tax rates and deductions, tax credits and grants in lieu of tax credits. The total bill for the 2011 fiscal year (the closest year with official data) came to $20.5 billion, while the Department of Energy’s spending programs totaled $3.5 billion. (Note that this doesn't include state and local programs that create subsidies for solar power that fuel-based power sources certainly don't enjoy.) With the incredibly small amount of power solar is actually providing to the U.S. grid, this is a serious discrepancy and dependency issue. According to the Energy Information Administration, total energy from all renewable sources accounted for 9% of total U.S. energy in 2011. Solar accounted for 2% of that 9%. That minuscule .18% of total energy is absurdly expensive. The Institute for Energy Research calculated the subsidies for each energy source normalized to the amount of energy produced, in dollars per megawatt hour ($/Mwhr). In 2011 $0.64/MWhr was given for fossil fuels, $0.82/MWhr for hydro, $3.14/MWhr for nuclear, $56.29/MWhr for wind, and $775.64/MWhr for solar. I know solar is in its infancy and subsidies are designed to even out the market, but we're still way off the mark when it comes to the bloated use of government funds for solar's development... It will take years to get things in order with the current system.

Complexity
Relying on the heuristic of scenario planning is best – it allows us to cope with impossibly complex systems and use that complexity to our advantage
Gorka et al 12 (Dr. Sebastian L. V., Director of the Homeland Defense Fellows Program at the College of International Security Affairs, National Defense University, teaches Irregular Warfare and US National Security at NDU and Georgetown, et al., Spring 2012, “The Complexity Trap,” Parameters, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/parameters/Articles/2012spring/Gallagher_Geltzer_Gorka.pdf)

Once we abandon complexity and begin to talk of prioritization, diffusion of power, and speed of change, we start to see that there is a deep irony in the complexity trap. Proclaiming complexity to be the bedrock principle of today’s approach to strategy indicates a failure to understand that the very essence of strategy is that it allows us to cope with complexity—or at least good strategy does. Strategy is a commitment to a particular course of action, a heuristic blade that allows us to cut through large amounts of data with an overriding vision of how to connect certain available means with certain desired ends. By winnowing the essential from the extraneous, such heuristics often outperform more complicated approaches to complex (or even allegedly “wicked”) problems that end up being computationally intractable. The more complex the system, the more important it is to rely on heuristics to deal with it. Whether through the use of heuristics or otherwise, the ability to peer through seemingly impenetrable complexity and to identify underlying patterns and trends is richly rewarded when others remain confused or intimidated by the apparent inscrutability of it all—especially when that ability is coupled with a recognition that small changes can have a big impact when amplified throughout an interconnected system. If complexity, whether real or perceived, is truly the defining characteristic of the current strategic environment, then we should be witnessing a corresponding renaissance in grand strategy design and longterm strategic planning. 40 Not so, unfortunately—or at least not yet. More to the point, because strategy copes with complexity, complexity actually rewards truly strategic actors. Those who are prepared, organized, and rich in physical and human capital can exploit complexity to secure their interests. For example, international regime complexity enables “chessboard politics” whereby strategic actors can shop among forums for the best international venue to promote their policy preferences or can use cross-institutional political strategies to achieve a desired outcome. 41 Due to its high concentration of technical and legal expertise, the United States is ideally suited to exploit this complexity and to thrive in an age of chessboard politics. 42 The first step is replacing the current reactive worship of complexity with proactive prioritization. To escape the complexity trap, let us dare to decide—that is, let us strategize.

Predictions Good
IR nuclear war gaming key to good predictions and effective policy-making
Han 10 (Dong-ho Han, Ph.D. Candidate in Political Science at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, January 26,, “Scenario Construction and Implications for IR Research: Connecting Theory to a Real World of Policy Making”, http://www.allacademic.com/one/isa/isa10/index.php?cmd=Download+Document&key=unpublished_manuscript&file_index=1&pop_up=true&no_click_key=true&attachment_style=attachment&PHPSESSID=3e890fb59257a0ca9bad2e2327d8a24f)

Another example of the use of scenario analysis by defense planners can be found in a series of papers by the Rand Corporation that deal with ongoing national security issues and develop national security policies for the United States government. A recent article by Brian Jackson and David Frelinger entitled “Emerging Threats and Security Planning,” one of a series, deals with issues such as the security threats the U.S. government faces now and suggests how to discern “true” threats from “false” threats.57 Coping with a variety of emerging threats means not just focusing on traditional and conventional ways of thinking but also concentrating on unconventional and unusual modes of reasoning, often based on fanciful thinking that scenario planning most seeks to inspire. Again, a series of papers at the Rand Corporation have dealt with diverse national security issues and tried to devise various national security policies for the U.S. government on the basis of scenario thinking and analysis. One of the early efforts in this domain could be found in a work on how nuclear war might start from the perspective of the early twenty-first century.58 In these papers various scenarios have been unfolded ranging from the possibility of nuclear warfare to emerging threats and new technological innovations in the military and industrial domains. The diverse usages of scenarios in government think tanks like Rand suggest that scenarios could have potential to be used for not only articulating alternative possibilities in a certain issue area but also applying various thoughts of different outcomes into a real world of policy making. In a word, scenario-based planning could make a difference in such diverse areas as business, military, economics, and politics. Common and effective usage of scenario planning in other fields such as business, military, and even education strategic planning, strengthened by scenario-oriented methodological approaches, has considerable implications for the development of the field of IR in terms of the possible connection of theory and policy. If IR scholars could derive more practical insights from these fields of studies, their research could be more fruitful in the arena of real world policy making. This is why we need a discussion of the necessity of introducing scenario analysis in our field, the topic of the following section. 4. Why the Study of International Politics Needs Scenario Analysis Is the rationale for using scenarios in other disciplines still relevant for the study of international politics? Or do we have to find some other reasons for using the scenario methodology in our field?59 The potential relevance of the scenario method to the field of IR can be found in various efforts of IR scholars to use a variety of theoretical insights in order to think about an unknown future. As the previous section suggested, the scenario methodology has been primarily developed in the areas of military planning and strategic management. In the field of IR a few scholars have reevaluated the importance of scenario analysis as a social science methodology.60 These scholars contend that the scenario-building method could make a unique contribution to IR research because of the alternatives to a “scientific” approach it offers to mainstream IR theorizing.
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Overview

Extinction outweighs everything—it’s not even close. 

Bostrom 11 – 

Nick Bostrom, Professor in the Faculty of Philosophy & Oxford Martin School, Director of the Future of Humanity Institute, and Director of the Programme on the Impacts of Future Technology at the University of Oxford, recipient of the 2009 Eugene R. Gannon Award for the Continued Pursuit of Human Advancement, holds a Ph.D. in Philosophy from the London School of Economics, 2011 (“Existential Risk: The most important task for all humanity” Draft of a Paper published on ExistentialRisk.com, http://www.existential-risk.org/concept.html)AS
But even this reflection fails to bring out the seriousness of existential risk. What makes existential catastrophes especially bad is not that they would show up robustly on a plot like the one in figure 3, causing a precipitous drop in world population or average quality of life. Instead, their significance lies primarily in the fact that they would destroy the future. The philosopher Derek Parfit made a similar point with the following thought experiment: I believe that if we destroy mankind, as we now can, this outcome will be much worse than most people think. Compare three outcomes: (1) Peace. (2) A nuclear war that kills 99% of the world’s existing population. (3) A nuclear war that kills 100%. (2) would be worse than (1), and (3) would be worse than (2). Which is the greater of these two differences? Most people believe that the greater difference is between (1) and (2). I believe that the difference between (2) and (3) is very much greater. … The Earth will remain habitable for at least another billion years. Civilization began only a few thousand years ago. If we do not destroy mankind, these few thousand years may be only a tiny fraction of the whole of civilized human history. The difference between (2) and (3) may thus be the difference between this tiny fraction and all of the rest of this history. If we compare this possible history to a day, what has occurred so far is only a fraction of a second. (10: 453-454) To calculate the loss associated with an existential catastrophe, we must consider how much value would come to exist in its absence. It turns out that the ultimate potential for Earth-originating intelligent life is literally astronomical. One gets a large number even if one confines one’s consideration to the potential for biological human beings living on Earth. If we suppose with Parfit that our planet will remain habitable for at least another billion years, and we assume that at least one billion people could live on it sustainably, then the potential exist for at least 1018 human lives. These lives could also be considerably better than the average contemporary human life, which is so often marred by disease, poverty, injustice, and various biological limitations that could be partly overcome through continuing technological and moral progress. However, the relevant figure is not how many people could live on Earth but how many descendants we could have in total. One lower bound of the number of biological human life-years in the future accessible universe (based on current cosmological estimates) is 1034 years.[7] Another estimate, which assumes that future minds will be mainly implemented in computational hardware instead of biological neuronal wetware, produces a lower bound of 1054 human-brain-emulation subjective life-years (or 1071 basic computational operations).(4)[8] If we make the less conservative assumption that future civilizations could eventually press close to the absolute bounds of known physics (using some as yet unimagined technology), we get radically higher estimates of the amount of computation and memory storage that is achievable and thus of the number of years of subjective experience that could be realized.[9] Even if we use the most conservative of these estimates, which entirely ignores the possibility of space colonization and software minds, we find that the expected loss of an existential catastrophe is greater than the value of 1018 human lives. This implies that the expected value of reducing existential risk by a mere one millionth of one percentage point is at least ten times the value of a billion human lives. The more technologically comprehensive estimate of 1054 human-brain-emulation subjective life-years (or 1052 lives of ordinary length) makes the same point even more starkly. Even if we give this allegedly lower bound on the cumulative output potential of a technologically mature civilization a mere 1% chance of being correct, we find that the expected value of reducing existential risk by a mere one billionth of one billionth of one percentage point is worth a hundred billion times as much as a billion human lives. One might consequently argue that even the tiniest reduction of existential risk has an expected value greater than that of the definite provision of any “ordinary” good, such as the direct benefit of saving 1 billion lives. And, further, that the absolute value of the indirect effect of saving 1 billion lives on the total cumulative amount of existential risk—positive or negative—is almost certainly larger than the positive value of the direct benefit of such an action.[10]
Warming turns structural violence
Cuomo ’11 

(Chris Professor of Philosophy and Women's Studies, and an affiliate faculty member of the Environmental Ethics Certificate Program and the Institute for African-American Studies. The author and editor of many articles and several books in feminist, postcolonial, and environmental philosophy, Cuomo served as Director of the Institute for Women's Studies from 2006-2009. Her book, The Philosopher Queen, a reflection on post-9/11 anti-war feminist politics, was nominated for a Lambda Award and an APA book award, and her work in ecofeminist philosophy and creative interdiciplinary practice has been influential among those seeking to bring together social justice and environmental concerns, as well as theory and practice. She has been a recipient of research grants from the Rockefeller Foundation, the National Science Foundation, the Ms. Foundation, the National Council for Research on Women, and the Institute for Sustainability and Technology Policy, and she has been a visiting faculty member at Cornell University, Amherst College, and Murdoch University in Perth, Australia, “Climate Change, Vulnerability, and Responsibility,” Hypatia 26 no4 Fall 2011 p. 690-714, AM) 

The aftermath of Hurricane Katrina made it plain that structural inequalities produced by racism can determine who is most affected by severe weather events, and in turn disasters can greatly intensify social and political inequalities. In addition, within nearly any society the poorest and most vulnerable includes disproportionate numbers of females, people of color, and children. Research shows that large-scale disasters are especially devastating for those who lack economic and decision-making power, and that “economic insecurity is a key factor increasing the impact of disasters on women as caregivers, producers, and community actors” (Enarson 2000, viii). But economic security is not the only factor influencing female vulnerabilities. Existing social roles and divisions of labor can also set the stage for increased susceptibility to harm. The tsunami that struck Asia in late 2004 resulted in a much greater loss of life among women and girls in many locations, because women “stayed behind to look for their children and other relatives; men more often than women can swim; men more often than women can climb trees,” and at the time the waves struck, many men and boys were working in small boats or doing errands away from home (Oxfam 2005; see also American Congress of Obstetricians and Gynecologists 2006). Extreme droughts, already occurring due to climate change, exacerbate gender inequalities in places where it is women’s and girls’ responsibility to gather daily water, for when water becomes more scarce, “many poor people, but particularly women and girls, will have to spend more time and energy fetching water from further away” (Stern 2009, 70). Physical hardship for women and girls is multiplied, but there are also auxiliary effects, such as decreased opportunities for girls to attend school and increased risk of assault (American Congress of Obstetricians and Gynecologists 2006; Stern 2009; UN News Centre 2009). And wealthier high emitters with running water are not immune to such ecological pressures. In southeast Australia previously prosperous farmers are suffering due to reduced water availability and accompanying distribution policies. Women married to men in farming families report that their burden is greatly increased, because drought reduces farm income, and when wages are needed women find more opportunities for off-farm work. Some must travel far or temporarily relocate for employment, although their caretaking responsibilities remain. Male partners respond to the compounding impacts of loss of financial security, livelihood, and identity with increased incidences of depression and domestic violence (Alston 2008). Not surprisingly, their vulnerabilities are also shaped by norms of sex and gender. 
So does innovation

Ridley, visiting professor at Cold Spring Harbor Laboratory, former science editor of The Economist, and award-winning science writer, 2010
(Matt, The Rational Optimist, pg. 28-31)

Crunch And yet, good as life is, today life is not good. Happy statistics of recent improvement sound as hollow to a laid-off car worker in Detroit or an evicted house owner in Reykjavik as they would to a cholera victim in Zimbabwe or a genocide refugee in Congo. War, disease, corruption and hate still disfigure the lives of millions; nuclear terrorism, rising sea levels and pandemic flu may yet make the twenty-first century a dreadful place. True, but assuming the worst will not avert these fates; striving to continue improving the human lot may. It is precisely because so much human betterment has been shown to be possible in recent centuries that the continuing imperfection of the world places a moral duty on humanity to allow economic evolution to continue. To prevent change, innovation and growth is to stand in the way of potential compassion. Let it never be for gotten that, by propagating excessive caution about genetically modified food aid, some pressure groups may have exacerbated real hunger in Zambia in the early 2000s. The precautionary principle – better safe than sorry – condemns itself: in a sorry world there is no safety to be found in standing still. More immediately, the financial crash of 2008 has caused a deep and painful recession that will generate mass unemployment and real hardship in many parts of the world. The reality of rising living standards feels to many today to be a trick, a pyramid scheme achieved by borrowing from the future. Until he was rumbled in 2008, Bernard Madoff offered his investors high and steady returns of more than 1 per cent a month on their money for thirty years. He did so by paying new investors’ capital out to old investors as revenue, a chain-letter con trick that could not last. When the music stopped, $65 billion of investors’ funds had been looted. It was roughly what John Law did in Paris with the Mississippi Company in 1719, what John Blunt did in London with the South Sea company in 1720, what Charles Ponzi did in Boston in 1920 with reply coupons for postage stamps, what Ken Lay did with Enron’s stock in 2001. Is it possible that not just the recent credit boom, but the entire postwar rise in living standards was a Ponzi scheme, made possible by the gradual expansion of credit? That we have in effect grown rich by borrowing the means from our children and that a day of reckoning is now at hand? It is certainly true that your mortgage is borrowed (via a saver somewhere else, perhaps in China) from your future self, who will pay it off. It is also true on both sides of the Atlantic that your state pension will be funded by your children’s taxes, not by your payroll contributions as so many think. But there is nothing unnatural about this. In fact, it is a very typical human pattern. By the age of 15 chimpanzees have produced about 40 per cent and consumed about 40 per cent of the calories they will need during their entire lives. By the same age, human hunter-gatherers have consumed about 20 per cent of their lifetime calories, but produced just 4 per cent. More than any other animal, human beings borrow against their future capabilities by depending on others in their early years. A big reason for this is that hunter-gatherers have always specialised in foods that need extraction and processing – roots that need to be dug and cooked, clams that need to be opened, nuts that need to be cracked, carcasses that need to be butchered – whereas chimpanzees eat things that simply need to be found and gathered, like fruit or termites. Learning to do this extraction and processing takes time, practice and a big brain, but once a human being has learnt, he or she can produce a huge surplus of calories to share with the children. Intriguingly, this pattern of production over the lifespan in hunter-gatherers is more like the modern Western lifestyle than it is like the farming, feudal or early industrial lifestyles. That is to say, the notion of children taking twenty years even to start to bring in more than they consume, and then having forty years of very high productivity, is common to hunter-gatherers and modern societies, but was less true in the period in between, when children could and did go to work to support their own consumption. The difference today is that intergenerational transfers take a more collective form – income tax on all productive people in their prime pays for education for all, for example. In that sense, the economy (like a chain letter, but unlike a shark, actually) must keep moving forward or it collapses. The banking system makes it possible for people to borrow and consume when they are young and to save and lend when they are old, smoothing their family living standards over the decades. Posterity can pay for its ancestors’ lives because posterity can be richer through innovation. If somebody somewhere takes out a mortgage, which he will repay in three decades’ time, to invest in a business that invents a gadget that saves his customers time, then that money, brought forward from the future, will enrich both him and those customers to the point where the loan can be repaid to posterity. That is growth. If, on the other hand, somebody takes out a loan just to support his luxury lifestyle, or to speculate on asset markets by buying a second home, then posterity will be the loser. That is what, it is now clear, far too many people and businesses did in the 2000s – they borrowed more from posterity than their innovation rate would support. They misallocated the resources to unproductive ends. Most past bursts of human prosperity have come to naught because they allocated too little money to innovation and too much to asset price inflation or to war, corruption, luxury and theft. In the Spain of Charles V and Philip II, the gigantic wealth of the Peruvian silver mines was wasted. The same ‘curse of resources’ has afflicted countries with windfalls ever since, especially those with oil (Russia, Venezuela, Iraq, Nigeria) that end up run by rent-seeking autocrats. Despite their windfalls, such countries experience lower economic growth than countries that entirely lack resources but get busy trading and selling – Holland, Japan, Hong Kong, Singapore, Taiwan, South Korea. Even the Dutch, those epitomes of seventeenth-century enterprise, fell under the curse of resources in the late twentieth century when they found too much natural gas: the Dutch disease, they called it, as their inflated currency hurt their exporters. Japan spent the first half of the twentieth century jealously seeking to grab resources and ended up in ruins; it spent the second half of the century trading and selling without resources and ended up topping the lifespan league. In the 2000s the West misspent much of the cheap windfall of Chinese savings that the United States Federal Reserve sluiced our way. 

AT Pol cap is nonsense

Dickinson concludes neg
Dickinson 9 (Matthew, professor of political science at Middlebury College. He taught previously at Harvard University, where he also received his Ph.D., working under the supervision of presidential scholar Richard Neustadt, We All Want a Revolution: Neustadt, New Institutionalism, and the Future of Presidency Research, Presidential Studies Quarterly 39 no4 736-70 D 2009)

Small wonder, then, that initial efforts to find evidence of presidential power centered on explaining legislative outcomes in Congress. Because scholars found it difficult to directly and systematically measure presidential influence or "skill," however, they often tried to estimate it indirectly, after first establishing a baseline model that explained these outcomes on other factors, including party strength in Congress, members of Congress's ideology, the president's electoral support and/or popular approval, and various control variables related to time in office and political and economic context. With the baseline established, one could then presumably see how much of the unexplained variance might be attributed to presidents, and whether individual presidents did better or worse than the model predicted. Despite differences in modeling assumptions and measurements, however, these studies came to remarkably similar conclusions: individual presidents did not seem to matter very much in explaining legislators' voting behavior or lawmaking outcomes (but see Lockerbie and Borrelli 1989, 97-106). As Richard Fleisher, Jon Bond, and B. Dan Wood summarized, "[S]tudies that compare presidential success to some baseline fail to find evidence that perceptions of skill have systematic effects" (2008, 197; see also Bond, Fleisher, and Krutz 1996, 127; Edwards 1989, 212).     To some scholars, these results indicate that Neustadt's "president-centered" perspective is incorrect (Bond and Fleisher 1990, 221-23). In fact, the aggregate results reinforce Neustadt's recurring refrain that presidents are weak and that, when dealing with Congress, a president's power is "comparably limited" (Neustadt 1990, 184). The misinterpretation of the findings as they relate to PP stems in part from scholars' difficulty in defining and operationalizing presidential influence (Cameron 2000b; Dietz 2002, 105-6; Edwards 2000, 12; Shull and Shaw 1999). But it is also that case that scholars often misconstrue Neustadt's analytic perspective; his description of what presidents must do to influence policy making does not mean that he believes presidents are the dominant influence on that process. Neustadt writes from the president's perspective, but without adopting a president-centered explanation of power.     Nonetheless, if Neustadt clearly recognizes that a president's influence in Congress is exercised mostly, as George Edwards (1989) puts it, "at the margins," his case studies in PP also suggest that, within this limited bound, presidents do strive to influence legislative outcomes. But how? Scholars often argue that a president's most direct means of influence is to directly lobby certain members of Congress, often through quid pro quo exchanges, at critical junctures during the lawmaking sequence. Spatial models of legislative voting suggest that these lobbying efforts are most effective when presidents target the median, veto, and filibuster "pivots" within Congress. This logic finds empirical support in vote-switching studies that indicate that presidents do direct lobbying efforts at these pivotal voters, and with positive legislative results. Keith Krehbiel analyzes successive votes by legislators in the context of a presidential veto and finds "modest support for the sometimes doubted stylized fact of presidential power as persuasion" (1998,153-54). Similarly, David Brady and Craig Volden look at vote switching by members of Congress in successive Congresses on nearly identical legislation and also conclude that presidents do influence the votes of at least some legislators (1998, 125-36). In his study of presidential lobbying on key votes on important domestic legislation during the 83rd (1953-54) through 108th (2003-04) Congresses, Matthew Beckman shows that in addition to these pivotal voters, presidents also lobby leaders in both congressional parties in order to control what legislative alternatives make it onto the congressional agenda (more on this later). These lobbying efforts are correlated with a greater likelihood that a president's legislative preferences will come to a vote (Beckmann 2008, n.d.).     In one of the most concerted efforts to model how bargaining takes place at the individual level, Terry Sullivan examines presidential archives containing administrative headcounts to identify instances in which members of Congress switched positions during legislative debate, from initially opposing the president to supporting him in the final roll call (Sullivan 1988,1990,1991). Sullivan shows that in a bargaining game with incomplete information regarding the preferences of the president and members of Congress, there are a number of possible bargaining outcomes for a given distribution of legislative and presidential policy preferences. These outcomes depend in part on legislators' success in bartering their potential support for the president's policy for additional concessions from the president. In threatening to withhold support, however, members of Congress run the risk that the president will call their bluff and turn elsewhere for the necessary votes. By capitalizing on members' uncertainty regarding whether their support is necessary to form a winning coalition, Sullivan theorizes that presidents can reduce members of Congress's penchant for strategic bluffing and increase the likelihood of a legislative outcome closer to the president's preference. "Hence, the skill to bargain successfully becomes a foundation for presidential power even within the context of electorally determined opportunities," Sullivan concludes (1991, 1188).     Most of these studies infer presidential influence, rather than measuring it directly (Bond, Fleisher, and Krutz 1996,128-29; see also Edwards 1991). Interestingly, however, although the vote "buying" approach is certainly consistent with Neustadt's bargaining model, none of his case studies in PP show presidents employing this tactic. The reason may be that Neustadt concentrates his analysis on the strategic level: "Strategically the question is not how he masters Congress in a peculiar instance, but what he does to boost his mastery in any instance" (Neustadt 1990, 4). For Neustadt, whether a president's lobbying efforts bear fruit in any particular circumstance depends in large part on the broader pattern created by a president's prior actions when dealing with members of Congress (and "Washingtonians" more generally). These previous interactions determine a president's professional reputation--the "residual impressions of [a president's] tenacity and skill" that accumulate in Washingtonians' minds, helping to "heighten or diminish" a president's bargaining advantages. "Reputation, of itself, does not persuade, but it can make persuasions easier, or harder, or impossible" (Neustadt 1990, 54).
Leadership matters

Jacobs and King 10, University of Minnesota, Nuffield College, (Lawrence and Desmond, “Varieties of Obamaism: Structure, Agency, and the Obama Presidency,”  Perspectives on Politics (2010), 8: 793-802)  

Yet if presidential personality and leadership style come up short as primary explanations for presidential success and failure, this does not render them irrelevant. There is no need to accept the false choice between volition and structure—between explanations that reduce politics to personality and those that focus only on system imperatives and contradictions. The most satisfying explanations lie at the intersection of agency and structure—what we describe as structured agency. Presidents have opportunities to lead, but not under the circumstances they choose or control. These circumstances both restrict the parameters of presidential impact and highlight the significance of presidential skill in accurately identifying and exploiting opportunities. Indeed, Obama himself talks about walking this tightrope—exercising “ruthless pragmatism” in seizing opportunities for reform while accepting the limits and seeking to “bridge that gap between the status quo and what we know we have to do for our future”.12
AT no solve/no spillover
Causes international cooperation and here’s the RC piece of evidence
Herman and Smith ‘10, *founder of a immigration and business law firm in Cleveland, Ohio which serves a global clientele in over 10 languages, *veteran journalist who covers international cultures and immigration issues for the Cleveland Plain Dealer (Richard and Robert, “Why Immigrants Can Drive the Green Economy,” Immigration Policy Center, 2010, http://immigrationpolicy.org/perspectives/why-immigrants-can-drive-green-economy) 

It should come as no surprise that immigrants will help drive the green revolution. America’s young scientists and engineers, especially the ones drawn to emerging industries like alternative energy, tend to speak with an accent. The 2000 Census found that immigrants, while accounting for 12 percent of the population, made up nearly half of the all scientists and engineers with doctorate degrees. Their importance will only grow. Nearly 70 percent of the men and women who entered the fields of science and engineering from 1995 to 2006 were immigrants. Yet, the connection between immigration and the development and commercialization of alternative energy technology is rarely discussed. Policymakers envision millions of new jobs as the nation pursues renewable energy sources, like wind and solar power, and builds a smart grid to tap it. But Dan Arvizu, the leading expert on solar power and the director of the National Renewable Energy Laboratory of the U.S. Department of Energy in Golden, Colorado, warns that much of the clean-technology talent lies overseas, in nations that began pursuing alternative energy sources decades ago. Expanding our own clean-tech industry will require working closely with foreign nations and foreign-born scientists, he said. Immigration restrictions are making collaboration difficult. His lab’s efforts to work with a Chinese energy lab, for example, were stalled due to U.S. immigration barriers. “We can’t get researchers over here,” Arvizu, the son of a once-undocumented immigrant from Mexico, said in an interview in March 2009, his voice tinged with dismay. “It makes no sense to me. We need a much more enlightened approach.” Dr. Zhao Gang, the Vice Director of the Renewable Energy and New Energy International Cooperation Planning Office of the Ministry of Science and Technology in China, says that America needs that enlightenment fast. “The Chinese government continues to impress upon the Obama administration that immigration restrictions are creating major impediments to U.S.-China collaboration on clean energy development,” he said during a recent speech in Cleveland. So what’s the problem? Some of it can be attributed to national security restrictions that impede international collaboration on clean energy. But Arvizu places greater weight on immigration barriers, suggesting that national secrecy is less important in the fast-paced world of green-tech development. “We are innovating so fast here, what we do today is often outdated tomorrow. Finding solutions to alternative energy is a complex, global problem that requires global teamwork,” he said. We need an immigration system that prioritizes the attraction and retention of scarce, high-end talent needed to invent and commercialize alternative energy technology and other emerging technologies. One idea we floated by Arvizu was a new immigrant “Energy Scientist Visa,” providing fast-track green cards for Ph.D.s with the most promising energy research, as reviewed by a panel of top U.S. scientists. Arvizu enthusiastically responded, “Wow, that’s a brilliant idea.” As the recent submission of the Startup Visa Act bill suggests, there’s really no shortage of good ideas of leveraging immigration to jumpstart the economy. The challenge is getting the American people to understand that high-skill immigration creates jobs, that the current system is broken, and that action is required now. 

AT Uniqueness thumps

Will pass—top of the docket—overwhelms their pounders

Mike Lillis, The Hill, 1/25/13, Republicans shift gears on immigration ahead of reform debate with Obama, thehill.com/homenews/house/279221-gop-girds-for-immigration-debate-with-obama
The issue of immigration reform has been a third rail of Washington politics for years, but November's elections — which saw more than 70 percent of Hispanic voters supporting President Obama — has created a new appetite for reform on Capitol Hill, as GOP leaders are scrambling to ensure that the Democrats' advantage with Latinos doesn't become a permanent one. Obama has made immigration reform a top priority of 2013, and Congress is lining up behind that effort. Senate Judiciary Committee Chairman Patrick Leahy (D-Vt.) has said he'll hold hearings on the issue in February. And Goodlatte's House panel has slated a hearing for early next month, according to a GOP aide briefed on the schedule. “We are a nation of immigrants and our immigration system has contributed to the greatness of the United States," Goodlatte said Thursday in an email. "However, we are also a nation of laws. It is clear that our immigration system is in desperate need of repair and is not working as efficiently and fairly as it should be." Fueling the push, Sen. Marco Rubio (R-Fla.), a rising star in the Republican Party, is advocating targeted immigration reforms that have already won the endorsement of conservative standard-bearer Rep. Paul Ryan (R-Wis.). Sensing the shift in tone, Rep. Luis Gutierrez (D-Ill.), Congress's loudest immigrant-rights advocate, gave up his seat on the Financial Services Committee this year in favor of a temporary Judiciary Committee spot that will bring him to the center of the debate. The outspoken Democrat had predicted the Republicans "would get religion" after the election numbers came in, and he's scrambling to ensure Congress doesn't fritter away the rare political opportunity to enact sweeping reforms.

Obama has priced in the rest of his agenda and will get immigration done – a new contentious topic ruins his strategy
Zeleny, writer for International Herald Tribune, 1/24/2013

(Jeff, “For Obama, an ambitious agenda faces ticking clock,” Lexis)

The State of the Union address that Mr. Obama will deliver to Congress on Feb. 12 will offer the most definitive road map yet for how the White House will set priorities in his second term as well as how it intends to avoid becoming mired in a heated debate over one contentious topic to the detriment of the full agenda. ''There's no doubt you want to get off to a strong start, and we've got a pretty big dance card,'' said David Plouffe, a senior adviser to Mr. Obama who is leaving the White House this week. He ticked through a list of agenda items that included guns, immigration and fiscal issues, but he disputed the suggestion that one item would overtake the others. ''We clearly have this moment where we can get immigration done,'' Mr. Plouffe added. ''If we don't get it done, then shame on us. We've got to seize this opportunity.''

Debt ceiling resolved and won’t come up again until May, which proves pounders trigger the disad

Eleanor Clift, 1/24/13, House GOP Caves on Debt Ceiling, Delaying Confrontation Until Spring, www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2013/01/24/house-gop-caves-on-debt-ceiling-delaying-confrontation-until-spring.html
The House easily passed a short-term extension of the debt ceiling Wednesday with much of the drama around the measure replaced by a dawning recognition of reality on the Republican side. Speaker John Boehner failed to reach the necessary majority of 218 with Republicans alone, putting 199 votes on the tally board, while Democrats supplied the rest for a final total of 285 yeas to 144 nays. There was never any doubt that the measure the GOP dubbed “No Budget No Pay” would pass, putting off a potential debt crisis until mid-May, but Democrats held off casting their yes votes until nearly the end of the scheduled vote period to force Republicans to step forward with their votes to support the bill. “We wanted to make it as difficult as possible for them,” says a Democratic leadership aide, who added, “It helps with primaries.” Republicans campaigned on cutting spending and holding down the debt ceiling, and to turn around in the first month of the new Congress and violate their pledge sets them up for a primary challenge from the right. That’s precisely the scenario that Democrats believe boosts their chances to take back control of the House in 2014 and why they believe they got the best of both worlds: legislation that avoids a debt ceiling crisis, at least for now, and fodder for a 30-second ad in the next election. 

No debt ceiling leverage

Manu Raju, John Bresnahan, 1/23/13,  Next up: Sequester, budget resolution, dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=9704108B-031B-4811-8E96-B0988299DBEF
Privately, some top Republicans in the House believe the threat of an economy-shaking debt default is off the table — at least for now — as a political weapon for Republicans to extract spending and entitlement cuts from President Barack Obama. That is certain to anger tea party conservatives who want to renew their demands for dollar-for-dollar spending cuts in exchange for raising the debt ceiling again.
AT Climate is super complex
Warming is real and anthropogenic–best climate data and models
Mueller 12 

(The New York Times, Richard A. Mueller, July 28, 2012, “The Conversion of a Climate Change Skeptic” Richard A. Muller, a professor of physics at the University of California, Berkeley, and a former MacArthur Foundation fellow, is the author, most recently, of “Energy for Future Presidents: The Science Behind the Headlines.” http://www.nytimes.com/2012/07/30/opinion/the-conversion-of-a-climate-change-skeptic.html?_r=1&pagewanted=all)

CALL me a converted skeptic. Three years ago I identified problems in previous climate studies that, in my mind, threw doubt on the very existence of global warming. Last year, following an intensive research effort involving a dozen scientists, I concluded that global warming was real and that the prior estimates of the rate of warming were correct. I’m now going a step further: Humans are almost entirely the cause. My total turnaround, in such a short time, is the result of careful and objective analysis by the Berkeley Earth Surface Temperature project, which I founded with my daughter Elizabeth. Our results show that the average temperature of the earth’s land has risen by two and a half degrees Fahrenheit over the past 250 years, including an increase of one and a half degrees over the most recent 50 years. Moreover, it appears likely that essentially all of this increase results from the human emission of greenhouse gases. These findings are stronger than those of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the United Nations group that defines the scientific and diplomatic consensus on global warming. In its 2007 report, the I.P.C.C. concluded only that most of the warming of the prior 50 years could be attributed to humans. It was possible, according to the I.P.C.C. consensus statement, that the warming before 1956 could be because of changes in solar activity, and that even a substantial part of the more recent warming could be natural. Our Berkeley Earth approach used sophisticated statistical methods developed largely by our lead scientist, Robert Rohde, which allowed us to determine earth land temperature much further back in time. We carefully studied issues raised by skeptics: biases from urban heating (we duplicated our results using rural data alone), from data selection (prior groups selected fewer than 20 percent of the available temperature stations; we used virtually 100 percent), from poor station quality (we separately analyzed good stations and poor ones) and from human intervention and data adjustment (our work is completely automated and hands-off). In our papers we demonstrate that none of these potentially troublesome effects unduly biased our conclusions. The historic temperature pattern we observed has abrupt dips that match the emissions of known explosive volcanic eruptions; the particulates from such events reflect sunlight, make for beautiful sunsets and cool the earth’s surface for a few years. There are small, rapid variations attributable to El Niño and other ocean currents such as the Gulf Stream; because of such oscillations, the “flattening” of the recent temperature rise that some people claim is not, in our view, statistically significant. What has caused the gradual but systematic rise of two and a half degrees? We tried fitting the shape to simple math functions (exponentials, polynomials), to solar activity and even to rising functions like world population. By far the best match was to the record of atmospheric carbon dioxide, measured from atmospheric samples and air trapped in polar ice. Just as important, our record is long enough that we could search for the fingerprint of solar variability, based on the historical record of sunspots. That fingerprint is absent. Although the I.P.C.C. allowed for the possibility that variations in sunlight could have ended the “Little Ice Age,” a period of cooling from the 14th century to about 1850, our data argues strongly that the temperature rise of the past 250 years cannot be attributed to solar changes. This conclusion is, in retrospect, not too surprising; we’ve learned from satellite measurements that solar activity changes the brightness of the sun very little. How definite is the attribution to humans? The carbon dioxide curve gives a better match than anything else we’ve tried. Its magnitude is consistent with the calculated greenhouse effect — extra warming from trapped heat radiation. These facts don’t prove causality and they shouldn’t end skepticism, but they raise the bar: to be considered seriously, an alternative explanation must match the data at least as well as carbon dioxide does. Adding methane, a second greenhouse gas, to our analysis doesn’t change the results. Moreover, our analysis does not depend on large, complex global climate models, the huge computer programs that are notorious for their hidden assumptions and adjustable parameters. Our result is based simply on the close agreement between the shape of the observed temperature rise and the known greenhouse gas increase.
Err strongly aff—their evidence is a joke

Plait 12/11/12

Phil, Creator of Bad Astronomy, is an astronomer, lecturer, and author. After 10years working on Hubble Space Telescope data and six more working on astronomy education, he struck out on his own as a writer, “Why Climate Change Denial Is Just Hot Air,” http://www.slate.com/blogs/bad_astronomy/2012/12/11/climate_change_denial_why_don_t_they_publish_scientific_papers.html, AM

I was thinking of writing a lengthy post about climate change denial being completely unscientific nonsense, but then geochemist and National Science Board member James Lawrence Powell wrote a post that is basically a slam-dunk of debunking. His premise was simple: If global warming isn’t real and there’s an actual scientific debate about it, that should be reflected in the scientific journals. He looked up how many peer-reviewed scientific papers were published in professional journals about global warming, and compared the ones supporting the idea that we’re heating up compared to those that don’t. What did he find? This: Oh my. Powell looked at 13,950 articles. Out of all those reams of scientific results, how many disputed the reality of climate change? Twenty-four. Yup. Two dozen. Out of nearly 14,000. Now I know some people will just say that this is due to mainstream scientists suppressing controversy and all that, but let me be succinct: That’s bull. Science thrives on dissenting ideas, it grows and learns from them. If there is actual evidence to support an idea, it gets published. I can point out copious examples in my own field of astronomy where papers get published about all manners of against-the-mainstream thinking, some of which come to conclusions that, in my opinion, are clearly wrong. So let this be clear: There is no scientific controversy over this. Climate change denial is purely, 100 percent made-up political and corporate-sponsored crap. When the loudest voices are fossil-fuel funded think tanks, when they don’t publish in journals but instead write error-laden op-eds in partisan venues, when they have to manipulate the data to support their point, then what they’re doing isn’t science. It’s nonsense. And worse, it’s dangerous nonsense. Because they’re fiddling with the data while the world burns.

AT Winners win

Doesn’t win on energy policy

Matthew N. Eisler, Research Fellow at the Center for Contemporary History and Policy at the Chemical Heritage Foundation, 12 [“Science, Silver Buckshot, and ‘All of The Above’” Science Progress, April 2, http://scienceprogress.org/2012/04/science-silver-buckshot-and-%E2%80%9Call-of-the-above%E2%80%9D/]

Conservatives take President Obama’s rhetoric at face value. Progressives see the president as disingenuous. No doubt White House planners regard delaying the trans-border section of the Keystone XL pipeline and approving the Gulf of Mexico portion as a stroke of savvy realpolitik, but one has to wonder whether Democratic-leaning voters really are as gullible as this scheme implies. And as for the president’s claims that gasoline prices are determined by forces beyond the government’s control (speculation and unrest in the Middle East), it is probably not beyond the capacity of even the mildly educated to understand that the administration has shown little appetite to reregulate Wall Street and has done its part to inflate the fear premium through confrontational policies in the Persian Gulf. Committed both to alternative energy (but not in a rational, comprehensive way) and cheap fossil fuels (but not in ways benefiting American motorists in an election year), President Obama has accrued no political capital from his energy policy from either the left or the right by the end of his first term. The president long ago lost the legislative capacity for bold action in practically every field, including energy, but because the GOP’s slate of presidential candidates is so extraordinarily weak in 2012, he may not need it to get re-elected. At least, that is the conventional wisdom in Democratic circles. Should President Obama win a second term, Congress is likely to be even more hostile than in his first term, as in the Clinton years. And as in the Clinton years, that will probably mean four more years of inaction and increased resort to cant.
Obama’s Velcro---only blame stick to him---means winners lose---healthcare proves

Nicholas & Hook 10 Peter and Janet, Staff Writers – LA Times, “Obama the Velcro president”, LA Times, 7-30, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jul/30/nation/la-na-velcro-presidency-20100730/3

If Ronald Reagan was the classic Teflon president, Barack Obama is made of Velcro. Through two terms, Reagan eluded much of the responsibility for recession and foreign policy scandal. In less than two years, Obama has become ensnared in blame. Hoping to better insulate Obama, White House aides have sought to give other Cabinet officials a higher profile and additional public exposure. They are also crafting new ways to explain the president's policies to a skeptical public. But Obama remains the colossus of his administration — to a point where trouble anywhere in the world is often his to solve. The president is on the hook to repair the Gulf Coast oil spill disaster, stabilize Afghanistan, help fix Greece's ailing economy and do right by Shirley Sherrod, the Agriculture Department official fired as a result of a misleading fragment of videotape. What's not sticking to Obama is a legislative track record that his recent predecessors might envy. Political dividends from passage of a healthcare overhaul or a financial regulatory bill have been fleeting. Instead, voters are measuring his presidency by a more immediate yardstick: Is he creating enough jobs? So far the verdict is no, and that has taken a toll on Obama's approval ratings. Only 46% approve of Obama's job performance, compared with 47% who disapprove, according to Gallup's daily tracking poll. "I think the accomplishments are very significant, but I think most people would look at this and say, 'What was the plan for jobs?' " said Sen. Byron L. Dorgan (D-N.D.). "The agenda he's pushed here has been a very important agenda, but it hasn't translated into dinner table conversations."

