Solvency

Tech exists, only question is cost
Molly Rettig 2011 Why nuclear energy is on hold for Alaska, http://www.newsminer.com/view/full_story/11103374/article-Why-nuclear-energy-is-on-hold-for-Alaska

The report looked at various small, modular reactors that were proportionate to power needs in both cities and rural hubs in Alaska. So far, none have been approved or built in the United States. But they are expected to be commercially available by 2020. The best match for Fairbanks would be a light-water reactor in the range of 45 megawatts. “It’s very similar to the current technology. You use water to move the heat away from the core,” she said. “It’s just scaled down.” Though the technology exists to build small-scale reactors, the question is whether they are affordable. The study weighed the cost of installing and operating the different reactors against the cost of current sources of power. Would nuclear be cheaper in the long run? (Researchers assumed that consumers would switch from space heat to electric heat if it became cheaper over time.)

Manufacturing capability will develop as the industry expands. 
Howard, ‘7
[Angie, Vice President -- NEI, 2-15, “Achieving Excellence in Human Performance: Nuclear Energy Training and Education,” http://nei.org/newsandevents/speechesandtestimony/2007/americannuclearsociety/]
Finally, we are seeing the first signs of revival in the supply chain for new nuclear plant construction. In manufacturing, for instance, Babcock & Wilcox recently renewed its federal accreditation for manufacturing nuclear-grade components. And there is manufacturing capability overseas in Japan and France. U.S. nuclear companies have already placed orders with Japanese companies for long-lead, heavy-forgings for reactor components. The supply chain will respond as market demand dictates. The more it looks like new nuclear plants will be built, the more U.S. capability will be developed. Today, 14 companies and consortia have announced that they are preparing to submit license applications to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to build up to 32 new reactors. These companies are selecting technologies from two NRC-certified reactor designs, and two more designs that are under review by the NRC. These application submittals are expected beginning in 2007. Every major nuclear fleet operator is involved in some way, as well as some newcomers to the industry. Different companies are moving at different speeds, but the momentum is real.
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Extinction outweighs – we can’t come back from it and it affects everyone
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 (“The Concept of Existential Risk,” Draft of a Paper published on ExistentialRisk.com, Available Online at http://www.existentialrisk.com/concept.html, Accessed 07-04-2011)
 
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.

Education about federal policies must be informed by climate science – that is key to check special interests from causing warming, and it’s low now
Hansen ‘9, heads the NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies and adjunct professor in the Department of Earth and Environmental Sciences at Columbia University (James, December, Storms of My Grandchildren, xi)

I believe the biggest obstacle to solving global warming is the role of money in politics, the undue sway of special interests. But the public, and young people in particular, will need to get involved in a major way. “What?” you say. You already did get involved by working your tail off to help elect President Barack Obama. Sure, I (a registered Independent who has voted for both Republicans and Democrats over the years) voted for change too, and I had moist eyes during his Election Day speech in Chicago. That was and always will be a great day for America. But let me tell you: President Obama does not get it. He and his key advisers are subject to heavy pressures, and so far the approach has been, “Let’s compromise.” So you still have a hell of a lot of work ahead of you. You do not have any choice. Your attitude must be “Yes, we can.” I am sorry to say that most of what our politicians are doing on the climate front is greenwashing – their proposals sound good, but they are deceiving you and themselves at the same time. Politicians think that if matters look difficult, compromise is a good approach. Unfortunately, nature and the laws of physics cannot compromise – they are what they are. Policy decisions on climate change are being deliberated every day by those without full knowledge of the science, and often with intentional misinformation spawned by special interests. This book was written to help rectify the situation. Citizens with a special interest – in their loved ones – need to become familiar with the science, exercise their democratic rights, and pay attention to politicians’ decisions. Otherwise, it seems, short-term special interests will hold sway in capitals around the world – and we are running out of time.

Put our predictions on a different level – they are based in fact and not politics. Attempts to relegate science as mere opinion empower climate skeptics and cause warming
Banning ‘9, Professor of Communication at the University of Colorado (Elisabeth, “When Poststructural Theory and Contemporary Politics Collide-The Vexed Case of Global Warming”, September)

This essay critically reads a preeminent public policy debate*that of global warming*with a two-fold purpose. Because global warming skeptics have used strategies and coercions that lie mostly beneath the radar of public life to manipulate public opinion, I array some of their extensive efforts to control public information. I offer this array of efforts not just to reveal what has occurred behind the scenes, but also to illustrate that the resources, motives, and authority behind these efforts are anything but symmetrical. Rather, while there are clearly opposing points that can be reified on a talk show as a two-sided debate, there is an imbalance between conclusions based on scientific conventions, protocols, and inter-subjective agreement, and conclusions based on commercial interests, private profit, and corporate gain. The debate on global warming exemplifies what has been termed a ‘‘disingenuous’’ or ‘‘pseudo-controversy,’’ 5 in which commercial and political entities labor to generate a perception of widespread debate among a scientific community where instead there is a strong agreement. The goal of this pseudo-controversy is to keep viable the appearance that there is ongoing debate about global warming and to foster uncertainty amongst US publics. Those attempting to manipulate the results of science research and the rhetorical impact of scientific findings on global warming to achieve these ends are not limited to the Bush Administration, but include various political action groups, the Republican National Committee, energy industry representatives, and conservative punditry positioned in mainstream media news outlets and elsewhere. To capture a sense of the extent of these efforts in this essay, I synthesize the COGR with other research reports, news accounts, policy statements, letters, and speeches on the topic. Studies of discrete or ‘‘limited’’ texts are common in interpretive work in rhetoric, such as presidential actions or speeches, canonical works, or official policy, but the discursive actions occurring behind these textual scenes often contradict and complicate public and official discourses; indeed, that is their purpose. Amassing the evidence provides the grounds for an analysis that addresses the epistemological question of how various publics in the US can know what information to believe in their policy deliberations, an analysis that discerns the connections between phenomena that are often scrutinized discretely. My investigation is thus unabashedly normative*it assumes there is a social imperative to which public discourse should be accountable and ethical warrants to which scholarship must answer*and it is informed by Fredric Jameson’s critical stance that eschews aporias and antinomies in favor of a focus on the central contradiction of a ‘‘text,’’ however construed. 6 Both sides in the struggle to define global warming offer factual claims that result in positions that are irreconcilable. Both positions cannot be equally true, and this is the central contradiction on which I focus. My account implicitly relies on McGee’s notion that rhetorical critics need to construct ‘‘discourses from scraps and pieces of evidence’’ that they amass, 7 in order to illustrate the links between discursive and non-discursive practices (the historical events that become the basis for further discourse), and to account for the stabilization of beliefs about a historical event (global warming). My second purpose is to ask what institutional and discursive conditions have enabled this moment, in which the broad ideals of academic freedom and protocols guiding scientific inquiry appear to hold precarious authority in the public arena, and the knowledge produced by this inquiry is increasingly viewed as political. A complex of factors contributes to the difficulty for US publics to know what to believe about global warming or who to hold accountable for changes in policy: The quality of information that US publics have received is certainly key. Perhaps a more insidious set of epistemological problems, however, are the assumptions that the debate over global warming is in fact a debate, that all discourse is equally political, and that there are no standards by which to determine what to accept as contingently true. Even the most rudimentary rhetorical analysis of the public discourse on global warming would reveal that the interlocutors in this debate are not equally positioned in terms of resources, motives, and authority, nor do they abide by a normative set of deliberative standards for public discourse. There are two institutional arenas related to this set of epistemological problems to which I pay particular attention, the public arena with its broad array of government, economic, and political operatives; and the academic arena*specifically*how theoretical discourses on knowledge and truth generated within this arena have been exported to, if not expropriated in, public discourse. This co-optation of contemporary critical perspectives on knowledge and truth in public discourse deserves particular scrutiny: When commercial interests deploy contemporary critical perspectives on knowledge and truth to obfuscate and mislead publics, they impede interventions designed to restore conditions for public reason in the political realm. Rhetorical critics and critical communication scholars are uniquely positioned to intervene when scientific conclusions relevant to public policy but disadvantageous to private and elite interests are manipulated. It is not clear, however, how critical scholars of any stripe intervene in order to press this social imperative into service in the public arena, or what might be the moment and manner of critical intervention in pseudo-controversies such as these. As I will show, those like myself who are indebted to poststructuralist 8 theories of knowledge, truth, and power and who want to intervene in contemporary struggles over policy find ourselves positioned awkwardly*at best*by these theories and our own standards of disinterestedness. Our capacities as critical rhetorical and communication scholars are not easily translated into practice and when they are, they face the same claims of partisan politics as all discourse. The question of how these capacities might be pressed into service, however, seems worthy of attention.

Perm do the plan and let being be
Prefer the permutation – it gives rise to ‘structural coupling’ that resolves Heidegger’s basic ontological question, and nuke power is key.
Dicks ‘11
(Henry, U. Institute of Tech @ U of Burgundy, “The self-poetizing earth: Heidegger, Santiago theory, and gaia theory”, Spring, p. http://ephilosophy.uoregon.edu/Dicks_SelfPoetizingEarth_EnvPhilSpring2011.pdf, DZ) 
Lovelock further notes that a number of human activities—burning¶ fossil fuels, deforestation, etc.—are giving rise to global warming (or¶ “global heating” as he prefers to call it), thus threatening to drastically¶ reduce, if not necessarily entirely destroy, the habitability of the Earth.¶ But what does Lovelock propose to do about global warming? In order¶ to answer this question, it is first necessary to consider his understanding¶ of its root causes. Lovelock is strongly opposed to any clear ontological¶ distinction between humans and animals. Indeed, he thinks that¶ any differences there might be are merely a question of degrees of¶ intelligence. Nevertheless, he also thinks that it was the evolution of¶ human intelligence, and in particular tool use and agriculture, that¶ led humanity to fall out of harmony with Gaia, for it allowed us to¶ grow in numbers to a point where the combination of over-population¶ and modern technology is giving rise to global warming. However,¶ despite the importance Lovelock attributes to human intelligence, he¶ also worries that we may be “too stupid” to do anything about global¶ warming, for the genes we evolved in the vastly different circumstances¶ of hunter-gathering are simply not suited to living in harmony with¶ Gaia. The likely outcome of the current crisis, Lovelock concludes, is¶ a massive reduction in the human population, an event from which he¶ thinks there may emerge a species that has evolved the requisite genes¶ to live intelligently as a partner of Gaia (2010, 150–59).¶ This raises the question of what it would mean to live intelligently¶ with Gaia. For Lovelock, there are two basic answers to this question:¶ first, we must learn to assist Gaia in the regulation of various different¶ variables she was previously able to regulate on her own, a project¶ which will in turn require the massively increased (self-)regulation of¶ human activity (2010, 21, 159); second, the world as a whole should¶ adopt nuclear power, for it is the only way of securing sufficient¶ quantities of the reliable, economically efficient energy that is required¶ to power modern civilization without further destroying Gaia (2010,¶ 17). In short, Lovelock thinks that self-regulation and nuclear power¶ are the two basic solutions to the current destruction of Gaia.¶ So how, then, is poiēsis, the “saving power,” harbored within the¶ roots of this way of thinking? Heidegger shares Lovelock’s fundamental¶ insight that the Darwinian concept of adaptation is mistaken, for¶ it fails adequately to understand the ecological question of how¶ organisms make themselves at home by adapting the environment (in)¶ to themselves:¶ The word ecology derives from oikos, the Greek word for house. It¶ signifies the investigation of where and how animals are at home in the¶ world, of the way in which they live in relation to their environment.¶ But in Darwinism precisely this was understood in an external manner¶ in the light of the questioning concerning adaptation. In Darwinism¶ such investigations were based on the fundamentally misconceived¶ idea that the animal is present at hand, and then subsequently adapts¶ itself to a world that is present at hand, that it then comports itself¶ accordingly and that the fittest individual gets selected. Yet the task¶ is not simply to identify the specific conditions of life materially¶ speaking, but rather to acquire insight into the relational structure¶ between the animal and its environment. . . . The organism is not something¶ independent in its own right which then adapts itself. On the contrary,¶ the organism adapts a particular environment into it in each case, so to¶ speak. (1995a, 263–64)¶ There is, however, a significant difference between Heidegger and¶ Lovelock concerning the question of adaptation: whereas Lovelock sees¶ life’s adaptation of the environment to itself as an objective scientific¶ fact that has been born out through empirical investigation, Heidegger¶ interprets it as a cognitive process taking place within the “opening”¶ that is the animal’s encircling ring.13¶ Now, as we have already seen, Heidegger’s analysis of living beings¶ as “open” to triggers prescribed by their encircling ring, but “closed” to¶ beings, is broadly in line with Maturana and Varela’s claim that organisms¶ are “closed organizations” and that the concept of “environment” is¶ thus observer-dependent (1987, 135). However, where Maturana and¶ Varela go further than Heidegger is in their claim that the adoption¶ of an “allopoietic” perspective towards ecology, according to which¶ organisms exchange matter and energy with their environment, makes¶ visible what they call “structural coupling,” a concept which clearly¶ corresponds to the Gaian concept of “mutual adaptation” (99–102).¶ They further claim that structural coupling may give rise to “higherorder”¶ autopoietic entities possessing their own cognitive domains¶ (1973, 109–110).

Inherent equality of all beings requires utilitiarianism
Cumminsky, 1996 (David, Associate Professor of Philosophy at Bates College and Ph.D. from UM, “Kantian Consequentialism”, p. 145-146)
In the next section, I will defend this interpretation of the duty of beneficence. For the sake of argument, however, let us first simply assume that beneficence does not require significant self-sacrifice and see what follows. Although Kant is unclear on this point, we will assume that significant self-sacrifices are supererogatory.11 Thus, if I must harm one in order to save many, the individual whom I will harm by my action is not morally required to affirm the action. On the other hand, I have a duty to do all that I can for those in need. As a consequence I am faced with a dilemma: If I act, I harm a person in a way that a rational being need not consent to; if I fail to act, then I do not do my duty to those in need and thereby fail to promote an objective end. Faced with such a choice, which horn of the dilemma is more consistent with the formula of the end-in-itself? We must not obscure the issue by characterizing this type of case as the sacrifice of individuals for some abstract "social entity." It is not a question of some persons having to bear the cost for some elusive "overall social good." Instead, the question is whether some persons must bear the inescapable cost for the sake of other persons. Robert Nozick, for example, argues that "to use a person in this way does not sufficiently respect and take account of the fact that he is a separate person, that his is the only life he has."12 But why is this not equally true of all those whom we do not save through our failure to act? By emphasizing solely the one who must bear the cost if we act, we fail to sufficiently respect and take account of the many other separate persons, each with only one life, who will bear the cost of our inaction. In such a situation, what would a conscientious Kantian agent, an agent motivated by the unconditional value of rational beings, choose? A morally good agent recognizes that the basis of all particular duties is the principle that "rational nature exists as an end in itself" (GMM 429). Rational nature as such is the supreme objective end of all conduct. If one truly believes that all rational beings have an equal value, then the rational solution to such a dilemma involves maximally promoting the lives and liberties of as many rational beings as possible (chapter 5). In order to avoid this conclusion, the non-consequentialist Kantian needs to justify agent-centered constraints. As we saw in chapter 1, however, even most Kantian deontologists recognize that agent-centered constraints require a non-value-based rationale. But we have seen that Kant's normative theory is based on an unconditionally valuable end. How can a concern for the value of rational beings lead to a refusal to sacrifice rational beings even when this would prevent other more extensive losses of rational beings? If the moral law is based on the value of rational beings and their ends, then what is the rationale for prohibiting a moral agent from maximally promoting these two tiers of value? If I sacrifice some for the sake of others, I do not use them arbitrarily, and I do not deny the unconditional value of rational beings. Persons may have "dignity, that is, an unconditional and incomparable worth" that transcends any market value (GMM 436), but persons also have a fundamental equality that dictates that some must sometimes give way for the sake of others (chapters 5 and 7). The concept of the end-in-itself does not support the view that we may never force another to bear some cost in order to benefit others. If one focuses on the equal value of all rational beings, then equal consideration suggests that one may have to sacrifice some to save many.

Prioritizing ontology and epistemology over specific policy formulations paralyzes problem solving measures ensuring short-term annihilation
David Owen Millennium Journale of international studies 2002 “Re-Orientation Internatioal Relations:  On Pragmatism, Pluralism and Practical Reasoning” 
Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitments. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theoryto recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulatesthe idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.

Waiting for nature to reveal itself cedes the battle to transnational corporations and causes extinction
Graham, 2k – Graduate School of Management, Queensland (P, Heidegger's Hippies, http://www.philgraham.ne t/HH_conf.pdf)

By emphasising the problem of the 'ontological self' (Giddens 1991: 49), informationalism and 'consumerism' confines the navel-gazing, 'narcissistic' masses to a permanent present which they self-consciously sacrifice for a Utopian future (cf. Adorno 1973: 303; Hitchens 1999; Lasch 1984: 25-59). Meanwhile transnational businesses go about their work, raping the environment; swindling each other and whole nations; and inflicting populations with declining wages, declining working conditions, and declining social security. Slavery is once again on the increase (Castells, 1998; Graham, 1999; ILO, 1998). There is no "problem of the subject", just as there is no "global society"; there is only the mass amnesia of utopian propaganda, the strains of which have historically accompanied revolutions in communication technologies. Each person's identity is, quite simply, their subjective account of a unique and objective history of interactions within the objective social and material environments they inhabit, create, and inherit. The identity of each person is their most intimate historical information, and they are its material expression: each person is a record of their own history at any given time. Thus, each person is a recognisably material, identifiable entity: an identity. This is their condition. People are not theoretical entities; they are people. As such, they have an intrinsic identity with an intrinsic value. No amount of theory or propaganda will make it go away. The widespread multilateral attempts to prop up consumer society and hypercapitalism as a valid and useful means of sustainable growth, indeed, as the path to an inevitable, international democratic Utopia, are already showing their disatrous cracks. The "problem" of subjective death threatens to give way, once again, to unprecedented mass slaughter. The numbed condition of a narcissistic society, rooted in a permanent "now", a blissful state of Heideggerian Dasein, threatens to wake up to a world in which "subjective death" and ontology are the least of all worries.

This obviously links to the Status quo more – Natural gas reliance results in things like Fracking which harms the environment much more with no thought about the way energy production affects the global climate

Attempts to reduce the ability of science to inform policy allows the right to coopt the global warming debate
Robin McKie, science editor, 2/18/12, “Attacks paid for by big business are 'driving science into a dark era'”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/science/2012/feb/19/science-scepticism-usdomesticpolicy

Most scientists, on achieving high office, keep their public remarks to the bland and reassuring. Last week Nina Fedoroff, the president of the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), broke ranks in a spectacular manner.¶ She confessed that she was now "scared to death" by the anti-science movement that was spreading, uncontrolled, across the US and the rest of the western world.¶ "We are sliding back into a dark era," she said. "And there seems little we can do about it. I am profoundly depressed at just how difficult it has become merely to get a realistic conversation started on issues such as climate change or genetically modified organisms."¶ The remarks of Fedoroff, one of the world's most distinguished agricultural scientists, are all the more remarkable given their setting.¶ She made them at the AAAS annual meeting, an event at which scientists normally revel in their latest accomplishments: new insights into marine biology or first results from a recently launched satellite, for example.¶ But this year there has been a palpable chill to proceedings. Yes, good work was reported to the 8,000 who attended the various symposia and lectures at the meeting in Vancouver.¶ However, these pronouncements were set against a background of an entire intellectual discipline that realises that it, and its practitioners, are now under sustained attack.¶ As Fedoroff pointed out, university and government researchers are hounded for arguing that rising carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere are changing the climate. Their emails are hacked while Facebook campaigns call for their dismissal from their posts, calls that are often backed by rightwing politicians. At the last Republican party debate in Florida, Rick Santorum insisted he should be the presidential nominee simply because he had cottoned on earlier than his rivals Newt Gingrich or Mitt Romney to the "hoax" of global warming.¶ "Those of us who grew up in the sixties, when we put men on the Moon, now have to watch as every Republican candidate for this year's presidential election denies the science behind climate change and evolution. That is a staggering state of affairs and it is very worrying," said Professor Naomi Oreskes, of the University of California, San Diego.¶ Oreskes is co-author, with Erik Conway, of Merchants of Doubt, an investigation into the links between corporate business interests and campaigns in the US aimed at blocking the introduction of environmental and medical measures such as bans on smoking and the use of DDT, laws to limit acid rain, legislation to end the depletion of ozone in the atmosphere and attempts to curb carbon dioxide emissions.¶ In each case, legislation was delayed by years, sometimes decades, thanks to the activities of a variety of foundations – such as the Heartland Institute – which are backed by energy companies such as Exxon and billionaires like Charles Koch.¶ These institutions, acting as covers for major energy corporations, are responsible for the onslaught that has deeply lowered the reputation of science in many people's minds in America. This has come in the form of personal attacks on the reputations of scientists and television adverts that undermine environment laws. The Environmental Protection Agency, which is responsible for blocking mining and drilling proposals that might harm threatened species or habitats, has become a favourite target.¶ "Our present crisis over the rise of anti-science has been coming for a long time and we should have seen it coming," adds Oreskes.¶ This point was backed by Francesca Grifo of the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS), although she added that one specific event had brought matters to a head this year: the decision by the United States supreme court to overrule the law that allowed the federal government to place limits on independent spending for political purposes by business corporations.¶ "That has opened the gates for corporations – often those associated with coal and oil industries – to flood the market with adverts that support rightwing politicians and which attack government bodies that impose environmental regulations that these companies don't like," she said. "The science that supports these regulations is attacked as well. That has made a terrible difference over the past year and it is now bringing matters to a head."¶ Her remarks are backed by a UCS report, Heads They Win, Tails We Lose: How Corporations Corrupt Science at the Public's Expense, which was published at the Vancouver meeting on Friday. It chronicles the methods used by corporate businesses to attack their targets: harassing individual scientists, ghost-writing scientific articles to raise doubts about government research, and undermining the use of science to form government policy.¶ "People may believe that political interference in science went extinct when George W. Bush left office, but the reality is that the pressure to politicise science is still with us," added Grifo.¶ Most scientists acknowledge that President Barack Obama is sympathetic to science. "The trouble is that he still hasn't been able to do anything to help. He is continually blocked by Congress, and that only adds to our worries and sense of desperation," said Fedoroff. "If the current president is for us, but still cannot do anything to help us, then what will happen if a Republican gets into the White House this year?"¶ In general, the worst excesses of the anti-science lobbies are confined to the US. However, there are signs that their influence is spreading, and that raises worrying issues, said Bob Ward of the Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change, in London.¶ "In coming years, we will have to ask ourselves if public policies should be based on the advice of experts who have carried out robust and rigorous analysis of the evidence, or if they should be guided by lobbyists who appear driven by narrow ideological dogma.

Tech inevitable – it’s better to evaluate the desirability of specific uses rather than a totalizing rejection
Selinger, 06 (Evan, Postphenomenology, p 149-50)

As Ihde has made us acutely aware, however, Heidegger's dissatisfaction with modern technology stems from his assumption of a decontextualized attitude of nostalgic romanticism (PP 103—I 15) based on the unacknowledged construction of a myth of lost pretechnological ages of harmony. As such, and paradoxically contrary to its own self-interpretation, Heidegger's account remains a willful subjectivist dialectical partner and reflection of the technological age it invents to criticize. In fact, technology has always been part of the human landscape, from chipped stones, from plows and altars, to trains, super-highways, telephones and computer generated virtual realities. Each technology involves gains and losses. To build a temple is to create a quarry or deforest a wood. To gather here is to separate there. The issue in understanding technology is not to deride it as such, which is equivalent to deriding the human condition as such (which is a theological rather than a philosophical position), but to grasp and then evaluate what is peculiar about its contemporary manifestations in our time of modern science. 
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Perm – Do the CP 
Reg neg is illigit – it steals the 1AC and leads to stale debate about implementation which kills topic education – conditionality is uniquely abusive because they can go for say no arguments as links to disads 
Links to politics, litigation, and causes delay – their author 
Harter 2k (Philip J. Harter, AB, Kenyon College; MA, JD University of Michigan; Adjunct Professor and Summer Faculty, Vermont Law School; former Chair, Section of Administrative Law and Regulatory Practice and former Co-chair Working Group on Regulatory Reform of the American Bar Association., 2000 “Assessing the Assessors: The Actual Performance of Negotiated Rulemaking”, 9 N.Y.U. ENVTL. 

**Their evidence ends 
Recent Criticism. Criticism has recently been leveled at negotiated rulemaking,¶ however, on the ground that it has failed to achieve its “instrumental goals.”27¶ Professor Cary Coglianese first undertook a review of the legislative history of¶ negotiated rulemaking and found that “[p]roponents have emphasized that the primary¶ purposes of negotiated rulemaking are to reduce rulemaking time and decrease¶ litigation over regulations.”28 He then sought to measure whether negotiated¶ rulemaking in fact saved time and reduced litigation, and he found it wanting in both¶ dimensions. To demonstrate his thesis, Coglianese primarily analyzed negotiated¶ rulemaking at the Environmental Protection Agency.29¶ Coglianese’s methodology for measuring the time involved in rulemaking was to¶ examine all the rules in which EPA completed a negotiated rulemaking30 and “calculate¶ the difference in time between the date the agency announced its intent to create a¶ negotiated rulemaking committee and the date the agency published its final rule in the¶ Federal Register.”31 He then compared the resulting times to those developed by¶ traditional notice- and-comment rulemaking as reported in a study by Kerwin and¶ Furlong.32 According to this research, the average length of time for rules developed¶ by traditional means is about 3 years (1,108 days) and the average length of time for the¶ negotiated rules was 2.8 years (1,013) — not a significant savings of time.¶ As for the other “instrumental goal” — the saving of litigation — Coglianese¶ likewise finds reg neg falls short, and indeed, he even concludes that it has an incidence¶ of litigation that is actually higher than rules developed the traditional way.
Perm – Do both 
Causes delay, litigation, and worse policies – plan is comparatively better 
Cary Coglianese (Associate Professor of Public Policy, Harvard University, John F. Kennedy School of Government; Chair of the¶ Regulatory Policy Program, Center for Business and Government; and Affiliated Scholar, Harvard Law School) 2001 “Assessing The Advocacy Of Negotiated Rulemaking:¶ A Response To Philip Harter” http://www.hks.harvard.edu/m-rcbg/research/c.coglianese_new.york_assessing.advocacy.pdf, CMR
Despite nearly twenty years of experimentation, negotiated rulemaking has yet to achieve a demonstrable reduction in the time it takes to develop regulations nor in the frequency or intensity of subsequent litigation over those regulations. Indeed, the empirical record shows that negotiated rulemaking actually demands more effort and results in more litigation than other comparable rulemaking processes. Had it not been for several decades worth of enthusiastic advocacy of negotiated rulemaking, these results would probably neither be surprising nor contested. After all, it is bound to take an intensive effort to develop a consensus among multiple interests on a proposed rule, even for those rules that agencies find more predisposed to success and which are for that reason selected for negotiation in the first place. It is similarly unrealistic to expect that negotiation will stave off subsequent litigation, especially when negotiated processes themselves raise expectations and generate conflicts over who participates in the negotiation and over what the terms (and silences) in the negotiated agreements mean. The finding that negotiated rulemaking neither reduces rulemaking time nor prevents litigation could conceivably be viewed as somewhat less of a failure if it could be shown that negotiated rulemaking systematically led to significantly better quality rules. Harter makes such an assertion, but it too is unsupported by the available body of empirical research. The results of the Langbein and Kerwin study cited by Harter are not easy to interpret, but at best they can be said to show only that participants in negotiated rulemakings tend to perceive the negotiation process in terms better than those who file comments perceive the conventional rulemaking process. Perceptions on the part of participants in negotiated rulemaking, formed as they are after involvement in quite intensive processes, are likely explained by factors other than genuine, underlying policy improvements. Indeed, there are good reasons to doubt that negotiated rulemaking will in fact lead to any systematic improvement at all in regulatory policy. Making consensus a precondition for policymaking will only likely exacerbate problems such as ambiguity, lowest common denominator results, and an undue emphasis on tractability. More significantly, whatever benefits negotiated rulemaking might presumably hold in terms of generating information and dialogue over regulatory policy, these benefits appear to be just as achievable through alternative processes that encourage public participation but which do not demand consensus. Negotiated rulemaking's failure to achieve its goals of reducing rulemaking time and preventing litigation is simply not offset by any demonstrated improvements in the quality of regulatory policy when compared with other ways of developing regulations.

CP waters the aff down to the lowest common denominator – results in vague policy agreements that cause confusion and backlash
Cary Coglianese (Associate Professor of Public Policy, Harvard University, John F. Kennedy School of Government; Chair of the¶ Regulatory Policy Program, Center for Business and Government; and Affiliated Scholar, Harvard Law School) 2001 “Assessing The Advocacy Of Negotiated Rulemaking:¶ A Response To Philip Harter” http://www.hks.harvard.edu/m-rcbg/research/c.coglianese_new.york_assessing.advocacy.pdf, CMR
In addition to giving priority to tractable issues, negotiated rulemaking may encourage¶ imprecision or ambiguity.273 Since it is usually easier to achieve consensus at higher levels of¶ abstraction, the potential always exists that negotiators will adopt abstract or vague language.274 As¶ Neil Kerwin has observed, when an agency commits itself to obtaining consensus, that is, “to¶ producing a rule with which everyone with a recognized interest can agree, the only way to break¶ certain deadlocks is to produce a rule that ignores unresolved (or unresolvable) issues or deals with¶ them through vague language whose meaning will be disputed during the implementation¶ process.”275 Adopting vague language may Negotiated rulemaking’s emphasis on unanimity also makes it more likely that the final outcome will succumb to the lowest-common-denominator problem. The outcome that is minimally acceptable to all the members of a negotiated rulemaking committee will not necessarily be optimal or effective in terms of achieving social goals. A recent study of negotiated rulemaking conducted by Charles Caldart and Nicholas Ashford shows that in industries that are not likely to innovate in the absence of strong governmental regulation, the lowest-common-denominator problem keeps negotiated rules from promoting the technological innovation needed to improve environmental and safety performance.276 They conclude that because industry representatives in these types of industries will be reluctant to agree to regulations that would compel firms to make dramatic investments in new technologies, “negotiated rulemaking’s focus on consensus can effectively remove the potential to spur innovation.”277
Negotiation doesn’t prevent conflict- it starts and temporarily hides it
Cary Coglianese (Associate Professor of Public Policy, Harvard University, John F. Kennedy School of Government; Chair of the¶ Regulatory Policy Program, Center for Business and Government; and Affiliated Scholar, Harvard Law School) 2001 “Assessing The Advocacy Of Negotiated Rulemaking:¶ A Response To Philip Harter” http://www.hks.harvard.edu/m-rcbg/research/c.coglianese_new.york_assessing.advocacy.pdf, CMR

Not only does negotiated rulemaking fail to eliminate litigation or reduce its intensity, it also results in more legal challenges than would otherwise be expected. These legal challenges have been filed both by participants in negotiated rulemakings and by organizations who were not part of the negotiation process.193 As I explain in Assessing Consensus, the failure of negotiated rulemaking to live up to expectations is in part explained by the fact that conventional rulemaking at EPA has been much more resistant to litigation than anyone previously believed.194 It is also the case that negotiation efforts do not resolve all conflicts, and, in some ways, they can even engender new conflicts. As we have seen, consensus is not always attainable, and even when it is, it may only temporarily hide underlying conflicts.195 Negotiated rulemaking also creates new sources of conflict that do not exist with other methods of policy making.196 Conflicts can arise over the selection of participants in the negotiations, the meaning of agreements that are reached, and whether the final rule is consistent with those agreements.197 Disagreements can even arise about the implications of silence in the agreement over particular terms or issues.198 None of these additional kinds of conflict arise in the absence of negotiated rulemaking. 

Oil

Low US demand - economy
Graeber 8-21-2012
[Daniel, Oil Price, “Demand Is Weak, So Why Are Oil Prices Rising?”, http://www.cnbc.com/id/48741377]
Crude oil demand in the United States is down to its lowest level since the onset of the global economic recession. A lackluster economic recovery, coupled with cautious consumer sentiment, is keeping demand for petroleum products suppressed. Nevertheless, lingering concerns over geopolitical tensions with Iran has prompted some governments to raise the possibility of releasing strategic petroleum reserves. Fundamentally, it seems, markets are well supplied, though it may be emotional factors driving certain aspects of the energy market. The American Petroleum Institute, in its report for July, finds that crude oil demand is down to its lowest levels in roughly four years. U.S. petroleum deliveries for July declined to around 18 million barrels per day, the lowest level for the month since 1995 and the lowest overall since the onset of the global economic recession in 2008. Oil production in the United States, however, reached 6.2 million bpd, the highest for any July figure since 1998 and total refinery inputs grew 2.3 percent in July to reach their highest level for the year. 

Slow economic recovery is decreasing oil demand
Johnson and Zhdannikov 8-10-2012
[Christopher and Dmitry, Reuters, “Oil demand slows as global economy falters”, http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/08/10/us-iea-oil-idUSBRE87909P20120810]
Oil demand will rise more slowly than expected in China, Europe and the United States next year as economic growth falters, pushing up stockpiles of fuel and offering some relief to consumers facing high prices. The West's energy watchdog, the International Energy Agency (IEA), said on Friday it had cut its estimates of oil use worldwide for several years, trimming its 2013 demand forecast by 400,000 barrels per day (bpd) in the light of a "worrying slowdown" in global economic activity. Much of this decline is due to a deceleration in economic growth in China, which will consume much less oil this year and next, the IEA said in its monthly oil market report. "Lower economic growth is feeding through to slower oil demand all round," said David Fyfe, head of the IEA's markets division. "Global inventories have risen, and the oil market looks comfortably supplied." The IEA report echoed pessimistic forecasts this week by the U.S. government and the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC). <EIA/M> <OPEC/M> The three top energy market forecasters all say output of crude oil has exceeded demand by a wide margin in the first half of this year, filling up stocks of oil and offering a sizeable cushion to cope with any unexpected shock to supplies. 

No dependency – 
flexible fuels 
McFarlane ’12 – served as President Reagan’s national security adviser and is co-founder of the U.S. Energy Security Council (Robert, “MCFARLANE: Flexible fuel to end foreign oil dependence”, 5/30, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/may/30/flexible-fuel-to-end-foreign-oil-dependence/, CMR) 

It doesn’t have to be this way. But the only way we will overcome this challenge will be to introduce competition at the pump. Fortunately, there are alternative fuels in a family of alcohol products. One hundred years ago, Henry Ford thought we ought to burn alcohol in his cars. It burns cleaner and has a higher octane (race-car drivers love methanol) and would enable us to stop breathing in carcinogenic benzene, xylene and toluene (additives currently blended into gasoline to increase octane). Methanol, which a recent Massachusetts Institute of Technology study concluded is the most desirable alternative to gasoline, can be made from natural gas - think shale gas - which is being found in great abundance both here and throughout the world. The best news is that methanol producers think they will be able to deliver at the pump the energy equivalent to a gallon of gasoline for about $3 (including processing, distribution, infrastructure and taxes) - all without federal subsidies of any kind.¶ Parallel advances have been made in the chemical industry, where the time isn’t far off when a pound of sugar will replace a barrel of oil and enable the growth of a huge biochemical industry that doesn’t rely on any food feedstock to produce those fibers and plastics mentioned earlier. To reach that day, the industry may need a little help - in the way of investment tax credits or loan guarantees - to complete the necessary research and development. But that support will be short-lived and could be offset by no longer needing to give $40 billion annually in subsidies to the oil industry. It would be the best bargain we’d ever make.¶ America, we can do this. Following a week of remembrance when we honored those who have given their lives to preserve the freedoms we enjoy at the ballot box and in the marketplace, what better time to recommit ourselves to lessening our dependence on unstable parts of the world where our sons and daughters have died fighting. A good starting point would be investment into ramping up production of methanol and other alternatives to gasoline. This will add immeasurably to our national security, our economic security, our health and the environment. We simply cannot go on as we have. To do so is to heap yet another family of burdens on the backs of generations to come.
natural gas 
Ganos ’12 (Todd, “Breaking U.S. Dependence On Foreign Oil”, 1/3, http://www.forbes.com/sites/toddganos/2012/01/03/breaking-u-s-dependence-on-foreign-oil/, CMR)

U.S. crude oil consumption is roughly 7 billion barrels per year, of which approximately 4.5 billion barrels is imported. Based on data from the U.S. Energy Information Administration, about 24 trillion cubic feet of natural gas per year would be needed to replace the 4.5 billion barrels per year we import.¶ The U.S. currently produces just under this amount each year. With an effective doubling of consumption of natural gas each year, an expansion of infrastructure would be needed. Such an expansion might take ten years to implement. But, it would be a shift from energy investment that we are already paying for outside the United States to energy investment inside the United States. This would likely have the effect of pulling jobs back into the U.S.¶ Various sources estimate that the U.S. has between 1.5 and 2.5 quadrillion cubic feet of natural gas reserves. If we were to assume its complete replacement of foreign oil, this translates to a 60 to 100-year supply. Tacking on the additional ten years for implementation, what might technology yield in the 2080 to 2120 timeframe? I posit that technology will yield a clean, green, cheap source of domestic energy that will once and for all put the issue to rest.¶ So, while natural gas certainly is not the final solution, it might well be the steppingstone that gets us there.
new production lines 
Krauss 8/19/12 (Clifford, “U.S. reliance on Saudi oil is growing again”, http://www.sltrib.com/sltrib/money/54718663-79/oil-saudi-iran-dependence.html.csp, CMR)

The United States imported a daily average of more than 1.45 million barrels of Saudi crude over the first five months of this year, compared with a daily average of roughly 1.15 million barrels over the same period last year, according to Energy Department estimates. Many oil experts say that the increasing dependency is probably going to last only a couple of years, or until more Canadian and Gulf of Mexico production comes on line.

Plan solves unbalanced dependence on natural gas 
Whitman ’12 – former EPA administrator and New Jersey governor, co-chair of the Clean and Safe Energy Coalition which promotes the inclusion of nuclear power as part of a clean energy portfolio (Christine Todd, “It's dangerous to depend on natural gas”, May 9,  http://tech.fortune.cnn.com/2012/05/09/christine-whitman-nuclear-energy/, CMR)

FORTUNE -- The United States needs an "all of the above" energy strategy that focuses on low-carbon electricity sources that will lower energy costs, reduce dependency on foreign fuel sources and promote clean electricity. This is a prudent strategy to help drive American manufacturing and transportation networks of the future. Most importantly, this approach can put the country on a sustainable path toward long-term economic growth.¶ While today's rock-bottom natural gas prices are attractive, an unbalanced dependence on natural gas in the electricity sector would put Americans at risk, both economically and in terms of longer term energy security.¶ While many look at energy prices from today's lens, successful energy policy requires a long view that promotes fuel diversity but doesn't pick technology winners; it preserves our air, land and water and is affordable for consumers.¶ We need only look at the volatile history of natural gas prices. Consider the shift from the low, stable prices of the 1990s to the record-high rates and wild supply fluctuations of the mid-2000s.¶ We should take advantage of our domestic energy resources, recognizing that today's natural gas market is still vulnerable. The present oversupply of natural gas opens opportunities for exports into foreign markets at prices two-to-three times higher. If demand from other countries increases as they meet growing energy demand, it will cause our prices to align with higher world prices.¶ During my tenure as governor of a state that relies heavily on nuclear energy, I can attest to the cost effectiveness of nuclear fuel and the protection it offers against price spikes in natural gas or future environmental controls such as a cost on carbon. Nuclear energy doesn't emit any greenhouse gases or controlled pollutants while producing power and it is affordable, predictable and efficient. Moreover, a nuclear power plant with a footprint of one square mile generates the same amount of energy as 20 square miles of solar panels or 2,400 wind turbines spread out across 235 square miles.¶ Uranium fuel is abundant and costs an average of 2.14 cents per kilowatt-hour, compared to 4.86 cents per kilowatt-hour for natural gas. A nuclear plant typically generates electricity at 90 percent capacity—an electric sector best and twice that of combined cycle natural gas plants at 40 to 45 percent capacity.¶ Clean energy production costs, which include fuel, operations and maintenance, run nearly equal for nuclear and natural gas. A new nuclear plant with state or federal support can generate power at $84-$91 per megawatt-hour with zero carbon emissions. Natural gas plants produce power at today's gas prices for $56-$71 per megawatt-hour, but still emit greenhouse gases at about half the rate of coal plants. Assuming a carbon price of $30 per ton, natural gas power generation costs rise to about $74-$89 per megawatt-hour.¶ At Fortune's Brainstorm Green conference, I noted a March 2012 Gallup poll that found 57% of Americans support nuclear energy.¶ This support reflects the momentum behind nuclear energy's expansion, including recent U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission approval of four reactors in Georgia and South Carolina.¶ New large-scale electricity is needed today in the fast-growing Southeast electric grid because of business expansion and population growth. These new reactors will serve the needs of 3 million homes while creating thousands of high-paying jobs. On average, a nuclear facility creates up to 3,500 construction jobs and 400 to 700 operation positions.¶ According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, nuclear energy accounted for 54% of green jobs in the utility sector in 2010, supplying the most green goods-and-services jobs—35,800—in private sector electricity generation. For example, 90% of the components for the Westinghouse reactors being built in Georgia and South Carolina will be manufactured domestically.¶ As the dash to gas accelerates across America, I am encouraged by the support from government and industry leaders for nuclear energy as part of a diverse electricity supply. Secretary of Energy Steven Chu recently restated the administration's support for nuclear energy to be developed alongside renewable energy sources and natural gas. Kevin Marsh, president and CEO of Columbia, S.C.-based SCANA, which is developing two advanced designed Westinghouse reactors, said a balanced energy portfolio is best. "You don't want to be all gas, all nuclear or all coal."¶ Fuel diversity is one of the great strengths of the United States' electric supply system, and we must be mindful of that lesson. In the coming years, we will need hundreds of new power plants from a variety of fuel sources along with significant investment in the smart grid that will move that power to homes, businesses and an evolving electrified transportation system. Nuclear energy is the only large-scale, carbon-free electricity source, and it must be among these energy choices if we are to secure a safe and sustainable portfolio of energy resources.
Key to the grid 
Hart ’12 (Kathleen, “Duke CEO warns against 'all gas, all the time' for electric generation”, April 11, http://www.snl.com/Interactivex/article.aspx?CdId=A-14623524-13105, CMR)

Warning against the use of "all gas, all the time" for electricity generation, Duke Energy Corp. Chairman, President and CEO Jim Rogers said a balance of natural gas, coal, nuclear power, renewables and energy efficiency will be crucial to maintaining the affordability and reliability of the U.S. electric grid.¶ "Our greatest challenge as an industry is to avoid all gas, all the time, because it's very cheap today," Rogers said at an April 11 Energy for Tomorrow conference sponsored by The New York Times. "I think this is the first time in my career that our gas units are dispatching after nuclear and before all our coal plants. … That's based on price, because gas prices are so low."¶ Rogers noted that "tremendous inventories" of coal are building up in the PJM Interconnection LLC and Midwest ISO markets as natural gas is being burned on a regular basis for power generation. When asked what will happen to all this coal, Rogers responded, "I guess we'll be exporting it to China, maybe one answer."¶ The challenge for the United States is to keep nuclear and coal in the electricity generation mix, Rogers said. He predicted that "between now and 2030, you'll see electricity generated from gas be equal to coal in megawatt-hours. You're going to see that transition occur over the next 20 years."¶ Because natural gas is so cheap today, selling in the $2/MMBtu range, regulators, particularly in regulated states, will likely push for "all gas, all the time," rather than putting an emphasis on new nuclear plants or wind, solar power and other renewables, Rogers said. "When gas is that cheap, there's no need for renewables. You just build a gas unit."¶ Rogers noted that U.S. electric utility companies are in the position of having "to remake our entire generation fleet over the next 40 years. We have a blank sheet of paper, and so the question is, 'What do we build?'" He argued in favor of maintaining a balanced mix of generation sources. "The 'Holy Grail' for our industry is all of the above. We've got to have all of them. … It would be a mistake for our country [to build] nothing but gas over the next two decades, as we have in the last two. Almost 90% of what we've built in the last two decades has been gas."¶ Rogers predicted that at some point, the United States is going to address the carbon dioxide emissions that are widely believed to be causing global warming. "My preference has always been for cap-and-trade for a number of reasons, including the equity of such a system," he said. However, even though Congress has not yet passed legislation aimed at cutting CO2 emissions from power plants and other sources of greenhouse gases, Rogers said he assumes that ultimately there will be a price on carbon. "We know, over time, people in this country will recognize this is an issue and address the issue. Will it get done in the next session of Congress? Not clear. I'm not sure it gets done in the next presidential term."
Extinction 
Rifkin, 2 (Alan, The founder and president of the Foundation on Economic Trends, Fellow at the Wharton School’s Executive Education Program (Jeremy, The Hydrogen Economy: The Creation of the World-Wide Energy Web and the Redistribution of Power on Earth, p.163-164) CMR

It is understandable that we would be unmindful of the critical role that oil plays in feeding our families, because the process of growing food is so removed in time and place from our urban lives. The same holds true for the electricity that we have come to rely on to maintain our daily routines. The electrical grid is the central nervous system that coordinates a densely populated urban existence. Without electrical power, urban life would cease to exist, the information age would become a faded memory, and industrial production would grind to a halt. The fastest way to ensure the collapse of the modern era would be to pull the plug and turn off the flow of electricity. Light,  heat, and power would all stop. Civilization as we know it would come to an end. It is hard to imagine what life would be like without electricity, although it has only been utilized as a source of energy for less than a century. Most of our great-grandparents were born into a world with electricity. Today, we take electricity for granted. That is because, food, it is abundantly available. We rarely think about where it comes from or how it gets to us. It is a kind of stealth force, tucked away inside wires overhead, buried in the ground, or hidden inside our walls. Colorless and odorless, it is an invisible but indispensable' presence in our lives.
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Elections

Stem cell failure inevitable – even with Obama 
Lo, 10-11 (Chris, “US elections 2012: a crossroad for stem cell research?”, 2012, http://www.pharmaceutical-technology.com/features/featureus-elections-2012-stem-cell-research/, CMR)

In reality, despite Obama's 2009 legislation, under the Dickey-Wicker amendment introduced in 1996 it is still illegal in the US to pursue any research that involves the creation, destruction or discarding of human embryos, meaning that although scientists can conduct research on stem cell lines derived from embryos, they are barred from using embryos to create their own lines.¶ Dickey-Wicker has even been used during the last few years to try to put a stop to the hESC research that is allowed under Obama's new regulations, including the protracted Sherley v. Sebelius court case, which prompted a prolonged injunction on federal hESC funding before it was eventually rejected on appeal.¶ So while Obama has pledged more support to stem cell research than his predecessor, and will almost certainly continue to do so if re-elected, the Dickey-Wicker amendment remains an obstacle to uninhibited embryonic stem cell research in the US, and it's unclear if the president would have the clout to do away with it.¶ While the amendment is still in place, it's unlikely that US stem cell research will be able to keep up with its counterparts in more permissive regulatory regimes such as the UK, Japan and China.¶ Romney's stem cell position¶ "In 2009, Obama reversed a 2001 directive from George W Bush that denied federal funding to research on any stem cells created after 2001."¶ While Obama has a legislative track record on stem cell research, Mitt Romney's position on this area of study is less clear. His party certainly hasn't had any trouble finding a clear-cut position on the subject, as the 2012 Republican Party Platform makes clear: "We oppose the killing of embryos for their stem cells. We oppose federal funding of embryonic stem cell research." The use of the word 'killing' rather than 'destruction' in this position statement is clearly no accident.¶ Romney's personal view on hESC seems to broadly follow that of his party, in that he supports stem cell research in general, but opposes the destruction of embryos for the purpose. In a Republican presidential candidates debate for the last election in 2007, Romney stated that he wouldn't outlaw taking surplus embryos from fertility clinics for stem cell research (a common ethical source of embryos for testing), but neither would he use federal funds to finance that research, as is currently the case under Obama.¶ This refusal to fund hESC research through the NIH would essentially take the US back to the same situation as under George W Bush, and there's no reason to think that Romney would have changed his position between 2007 and now.¶ The Republican candidate has also consistently extolled the benefits of adult and umbilical cord stem cells, which, he asserts, provide the benefits of creating pluripotent cells without the "moral shortcut" of destroying an embryo in the process.¶ This method has received a particular boost in the last month as John Gurdon and Shinya Yamanaka, the scientists behind the discovery that cells in the body can be reprogrammed into multipurpose cells, were jointly awarded the Nobel Prize in Physiology or Medicine. Alternatives to embryonic stem cell research are Romney's perfect political solution, allowing him to appear to support stem cell research without losing the religious right by excusing the destruction of embryos.¶ From a scientific standpoint, his position is less tenable. Researchers have said that the development of non-embryonic stem cell types, such as the promising adult cells like induced pluripotent stem cells (iPS cells), is actually dependent on embryonic stem cell research as a complementary process.¶ "The incentives to use both types of cell in comparative studies are high because the science behind iPS cells is still in its infancy," University of Michigan researcher Jason Owen-Smith said in June 2011. "As a result, induced pluripotent stem cells do not offer an easy solution to the difficult ethical questions surrounding embryonic stem cell research."¶ So by plugging adult stem cell research alternatives as the exclusive answer to the ethical concerns of embryonic stem cells, Romney may be unwittingly damaging their development by depriving researchers of important side-by-side embryonic research.¶ Whatever the outcome of the elections on 6 November, the US is unlikely to live up to its stem cell research potential when compared to world leaders in the field. If Obama wins, there will at least be federal funding to study existing embryonic stem cells, but the Dickey-Wicker amendment will maintain the ban on creating new lines and new innovations. If Romney turns the tide and emerges on top, American stem cell researchers will likely have to suffer through four more years in the unfunded wilderness.

Romney will win now --- closing gender gap.
Daily Mail, 10-25-2012, Romney closes the gender gap as he pulls even with Obama among femal voters weeks after lagging by 16 points, p. www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2223023/U-S-presidential-election-2012-Mitt-Romney-pulls-Barack-Obama-female-voters.html?ito=feeds-newsxml
As the polls have tightened over the past few weeks, Barack Obama has relied on his overwhelming advantage among women to retain a slim lead over Mitt Romney. But now the Republican challenger has wiped out the President's 16-point lead among female voters entirely, according to a new poll by the Associated Press. Coupled with a boost in Obama's standing among men, the latest polls suggest that what was on track to be a historically large gender gap could have been completely eliminated. Those churning gender dynamics leave the presidential race a virtual dead heat, with Romney favored by 47 per cent of likely voters and Obama by 45 per cent - a result within the poll's margin of sampling error. After a commanding first debate performance, Romney has gained ground with Americans on a number of important fronts, including their confidence in how he would handle the economy and their impressions of his ability to understand their problems. At the same time, expectations that Obama will be re-elected have slipped - half of voters now expect the President to win a second term, down from 55 per cent a month earlier.
Romney will win now --- newest polls. 
Huffington Post, 10-26-2012, Romney in National Polls Overtaking Obama by Narrow Margin, p. www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/10/26/romney-polls_n_2022691.html?utm_hp_ref=elections-2012
The national tracking polls released on Thursday had a rare moment of apparent convergence, with most showing Republican nominee Mitt Romney leading President Barack Obama by small single-digit margins. That uptick was not large enough, for the moment, to undo Obama's edge in the battleground states.  Much of this day-to-day fluctuation in the daily tracking polls is random noise, but for one day, at least, the pattern tipped slightly in Romney's favor. Three of the six daily national tracking polls released on Thursday ticked in Romney's direction, while one moved a point toward Obama and two were unchanged.    Whatever the reason, the shifts helped produce something of a consensus. Six of the eight new polls gave Romney an edge of between 1 and 3 percentage points, and three of the best-known brand names -- Gallup, ABC/Washington Post and Rasmussen Reports -- all converged on a 3-point Romney lead.
Romney winning now --- 9 point lead.
Sahit Muja, NY Economy and Politics @ Examiner, 10-25-2012, New Polls: Romney opens a significant lead of 9% over Obama, the Examiner, p. www.examiner.com/article/new-polls-romney-opens-a-significant-lead-of-9-over-obama
The QStarNews Poll released on October 25, 2012 showed Mitt Romney Leads President Obama 53.99% to 45.12%.  Survey conducted by The QStar Group of 2529 likely voters surveyed via the web between October 18 - October 24. The survey has a margin of error of 1.95 percent.  According to QStarNews polls the question was, If the election were held today, would you vote for the ticket of Democratic candidates, President Barack Obama and Vice President Joe Biden, or the ticket of Republican candidates, former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney and Congressman Paul Ryan or a ticket of other candidates?  Romney/Ryan 53.99, Obama/Biden 45.12 other 0.89  The Rasmussen Reports daily Presidential Tracking poll for Thursday shows Mitt Romney attracting support from 50% of voters nationwide, while President Obama earns the vote from 47%. Two percent (2%) prefers some other candidate, and two percent (2%) are undecided. See daily tracking history.  Gallup poll shows Mitt Romney keeps the momentum going as he leads over President Barack Obama in the latest daily tracking poll for likely voters. Gallup Polls are best known for their accuracy in predicting the outcome of United States presidential elections.  According to a new poll on Thursday morning with only just 12 days to go until election day, Mitt Romney leads President Obama 50% to 47% among likely voters.

Obama is Teflon – no chance the plan hurts him 
Rogers 9/17/12 (Ed, “Obama's 21st-century Teflon is working,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/the-insiders/post/obamas-21st-century-teflon-is-working/2012/09/17/82b05da8-00bf-11e2-bbf0-e33b4ee2f0e8_blog.html?wprss=rss_opinions, CMR)
 
It is safe to say that America's outreach to the world under President Obama has been a complete failure. Does America enjoy more or less respect than it did four years ago? If you think more, please let me know where.¶ Last weekend was the end of Obama's foreign policy. Diplomats are being called in and troops are being sent out — at least to where our enemies will allow them. The likes of Sudan know they can refuse Obama's wish for more troops to protect our embassies. Obama will probably tell us the Sudanese promise to provide adequate protection for Americans was a hard-fought concession.¶ Anyway, for the first time since the 2012 campaign began, Obama might want to talk about the economy. The images of the fires burning and the angry crowds on the Arab streets all underscore the complete failure of Obama's foreign policy, reminding us of his naivete and the price we pay for his on-the-job-training. Remember, this is a man who thought he was worthy of the Nobel Peace Prize just for being who he was.¶ The planet would heal because of his desire for it to do so. His very presence meant tension in the Middle East would subside. And why not? He had some new ideas: Remember his instructions to his NASA administrator that there was no higher priority than to make Arabs feel better about themselves? ¶ With the world mostly either disrespecting America or just sadly shaking its head and wondering where America has gone, perhaps the Obama campaign could use a few days of blaming George W. Bush for the Obama administration's economic failures.¶ Foreign policy can't win elections, but it can lose them. Obama is pushing his luck as it becomes more and more clear that he can't influence events that endanger America and American interests. Meanwhile, he has outsourced America's economic management to the Federal Reserve, an abdication of responsibility that will be the subject of books to come. By announcing another quantitative easing program, the Federal Reserve was irrefutably saying that Obama's policies are not working, that the economy is so weak it has to step in to do something to try and generate the jobs that Obama's policies haven't — and won't — deliver. ¶ So as the campaign heads for the debates, voters must be asking themselves what a vote for Obama is really about. It's not about peace and prosperity. It's not about respect abroad and certainty at home. There is nothing about Obama's tenure in office that voters should want more of. So why is he winning? I'm not sure, but based on his record at home and the sorry state of affairs his foreign policy has produced, the fact that he isn't cratering suggests a 21st-century coat of Teflon that makes Reagan's legendary resilience look small-time.

Huge support – despite Fukushima
Newport ’12 (Frank, “Americans Still Favor Nuclear Power a Year After Fukushima”, March 26, http://www.gallup.com/poll/153452/americans-favor-nuclear-power-year-fukushima.aspx, CMR) 

PRINCETON, NJ -- One year after the tsunami and resulting failure of the Fukushima nuclear power plant in Japan, a majority of Americans continue to favor the use of nuclear energy as one of the ways to provide electricity for the U.S. The 57% who favor nuclear power this year is identical to the percentage measured in early March 2011, just before the Fukushima incident.¶ Trend: Overall, do you strongly favor, somewhat favor, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose the use of nuclear energy as one of the ways to provide electricity for the U.S.?¶ These data are from Gallup's annual Environment survey, conducted March 8-11, 2012. Gallup in 1994 first asked Americans if they favored or opposed the use of nuclear power for electricity, and the 57% in favor at that point is identical to what is found today. The highest level of support for nuclear power was 62% in 2010. The lowest was 46% in March 2001, the only reading out of 10 in which less than half of Americans said they favored nuclear power.¶ The majority of Americans also continue to think nuclear power plants are safe. Gallup has asked Americans this question three times over the past four years, and the positive responses each time have been within a narrow 56% to 58% range.¶ Trend: Generally speaking, do you think nuclear power plants are safe or not safe?¶ The extensive news coverage of the major problems the Fukushima reactors experienced after power was disrupted as a result of the massive tsunami that hit the Japanese coast on March 11, 2011, does not appear to have had a long-term effect on Americans' attitudes about nuclear power. Although attitudes may have shifted in the immediate aftermath of last year's incident, attitudes now are almost identical to those measured in last year's pre-disaster survey.¶ Men Much More Likely Than Women to Favor Nuclear Power¶ Men and women have sharply different attitudes about nuclear power, differences that are larger than those found between partisan, ideological, age, and educational segments of the population. Men favor nuclear power as a source of electricity by a 72% to 27% margin. But 51% of women oppose it, with 42% in favor. The same large gender gap exists in terms of views of the safety of nuclear power plants. The wide gender gap in attitudes about nuclear power has been found in previous years' surveys as well.¶ Overall, do you strongly favor, somewhat favor, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose the use of nuclear energy as one of the ways to provide electricity for the U.S.?\ Generally speaking, do you think nuclear power plants are safe or not safe? Among national adults and by selected demographics, March 2012¶ Republicans and Republican-leaning independents are more likely to favor the use of nuclear power than are Democrats and Democratic leaners, as they have consistently over the years, but at least half of each partisan group currently favors its use. Americans aged 50 and older are slightly more likely to be in favor of nuclear power than are those under 50, although age makes no difference in views on the safety of nuclear power plants.¶ Implications¶ The catastrophic failure of the Fukushima nuclear power plant in Japan last year, coupled with the resulting fears of leaked radiation, generated a great deal of news coverage concerning the future viability of nuclear power as a safe and reliable source of electricity. None of this, however, appears to have made much difference in the thinking of the average American one year after the incident. The 57% who now favor the use of nuclear power and who say nuclear power plants are safe are essentially unchanged from just prior to the Fukushima disaster.¶ Although Republicans continue to be more supportive than Democrats of the use of nuclear energy, these political differences are dwarfed by the 30-point gender gap in views on nuclear energy. Men are more likely than women to be Republicans, but politics alone do not explain the gap in support for nuclear energy between men and women. Something about nuclear energy apparently strikes a strongly negative chord in the minds of the nation's women, making them one of the few demographic segments of any type in which opposition to nuclear power is higher than 50%.¶ The future of nuclear energy in this country may be driven as much by economics as by safety concerns or public opinion. The ability to use new methods to extract natural gas from the nation's shale deposits in particular has flooded the energy marketplace with cheap natural gas. This makes the long-range projected return on investment from multibillion-dollar nuclear power plants more tenuous. But the majority of Americans would appear to be supportive if the industry does decide to build new plants in the future.

Plan popular in Ohio - manufacturing
Yurman 2012
[Dan, The Energy Collective, “Race for DOE SMR money heats up”, http://theenergycollective.com/dan-yurman/97081/race-doe-smr-money-heats]
The Department of Energy is reviewing proposals from B&W and several other SMR firms to be granted up to $452 million over five years to support SMR engineering and licensing work. The agency will make up to two awards by the end of September this year. What's unusual about today’s news, and which puts it in perspective relative to a $452 million funding opportunity for SMRs from the Department of Energy, are statements from Ohio's senators. On a normal day they rarely agree on anything. However, with the prospect of real money from the government for developing SMRs, and the possibility of the manufacturing jobs that could follow, they put aside their partisan differences. Both men noted the Ohio connection in their extensive remarks. “This agreement between FirstEnergy and Generation mPower represents another significant step towards making Ohio a hub for advanced manufacturing and next-generation energy,” Sen. Sherrod Brown (D-OH) said. “Sustained economic growth and job creation in the United States will require a domestic supply of safe, reliable, and cost-effective energy,” said Sen. Rob Portman (R-OH).

Ohio is a must-win for Romney.
In These Times, 8-9-2012, Obama’s Trump Card: Ohio, In These Times, p. http://www.inthesetimes.com/article/13609/obamas_ohio_trump_card/, accessed 9-10-2012
Can Mitt Romney lose Ohio and win the election? Not likely. Assuming that President Obama takes Ohio and that Romney wins Florida, Romney would need to win 50 of the remaining swing state's 53 electoral college votes. If Romney loses both Ohio and Florida, where he now trails by about a point, he has essentially no chance of winning. (This analysis is based on the Real Clear Politics electoral map.) The critical question, then, is whether Romney can win Ohio. With the standard caveat that anything could happen between now and November, it looks increasingly doubtful.

Plan won’t affect voters
Hill 9/3 (David, writer @ The Washington Post, “Who wins the election? Most in academia predict Obama”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/sep/3/who-wins-the-election-most-in-academia-predict-oba/, CMR) 

Most expect the House to stay Republican with the GOP losing a small number of seats, but there is division in whether the GOP can gain four seats they would need to assure they win control of the Senate.¶ The Republicans hoped to sway voters into their favor during last week’s Republican National Convention, and Democrats will try to do the same at their convention this week.¶ However, Mr. Lichtman said that despite the furious campaigning that is sure to come from now until November, elections are seldom decided by events and campaign strategies in the final months and are more a reaction to circumstances over the past several years.

Foreign policy crushes Obama
Morrissey 9/18/12 (Ed, “Will this become a foreign-policy election?” http://hotair.com/archives/2012/09/18/will-this-become-a-foreign-policy-election/, CMR)

We’ve assumed throughout this election cycle that the economy and jobs would drive voter choice, but that would mean a referendum on the current incumbent, something Democrats desperately wanted to avoid. Two weeks ago, Democrats promised us that they would make foreign policy the focus of the election. As I note in my column for The Week, that didn’t come from low-level party functionaries, but from the prime-time speakers — including Barack Obama himself:¶ Ironically, Democrats had promised a fight on foreign policy just a week earlier, at their national convention. Sen. John Kerry, the party’s nominee in 2004, called the Republican ticket “the most inexperienced foreign-policy twosome to run for president and vice president in decades.” Barack Obama himself attacked Mitt Romney and Paul Ryan as “new to foreign policy,” and warned that “they want to take us back to an era of blustering and blundering that cost America so dearly.” Democrats salivated at the prospect of highlighting Obama’s foreign-policy experience — all of which he compiled over the last three-and-a-half years — as a contrast to the GOP’s nominees, and a transparent attempt to deflect the election away from the economy.¶ As an old axiom warns, be careful what you wish for — you just might get it. With the explosion of violent protests in the Muslim world and the first US Ambassador killed in the line of duty since 1979, foreign policy has finally intruded in a big way in this election — and it doesn’t make Obama look good at all. When the Washington Post’s liberal columnist Richard Cohen rips a Democratic President for a feckless foreign policy, it’s a stark indicator of just how badly Obama has failed on this front:¶ What lessons can be learned from events in Libya? That nothing good will come out of the Arab Spring? That Arabs are volatile, easily excitable and prone to acting out? That the United States, Mitt Romney notwithstanding, cannot control everything or that the United States, Mitt Romney more to the point, has tried to control nothing? In other words, is this what happens when the United States is “leading from behind”?¶ This phrase, you might remember, was coined in reference to Barack Obama’s reluctance to take the lead in the NATO air campaign that toppled the dictatorship of Moammar Gaddafi. And that operation, in which the French seized the initiative, was mounted to save Benghazi, the city where the insurrection started and the one where U.S. Ambassador J. Christopher Stevens and three other Americans were killed last week. Benghazi was saved from Gaddafi’s bloody reprisals, but not from mayhem.¶ The notion that the United States can lead from behind is pitiful, the sorry concoction of an Obama administration that mistakes dulcet passivity for a foreign policy. The view from behind now has to be awfully depressing. Where once Obama could see the gallant tails of the French, the British, the Italians and some others, there is now no one. The predictably indignant Nicolas Sarkozy has been replaced by the soullessly pragmatic Francois Hollande, who has other fish to saute. NATO’s warplanes have returned to base and Libya, a tribal society, was left to fend for itself. It has not fended all that well.¶ Cohen predictably rips Romney for pointing this out, but concludes that Romney is very much right about Obama’s foreign policy of passivity:¶ Romney was wrong and ham-fisted and alarmingly premature to criticize Obama for a statement put out by the U.S. Embassy in Cairo. He is both wrong and dishonest to keep repeating the canard about Obama being a serial apologizer. But he is right in sensing that beyond the very Obamaness of Obama himself — the quality that made him a Nobel Peace Prize winner in the pupal stage of his presidency — lurks a foreign policy that has been more sentiment and aspiration than hard reasoning. Leading from behind is not a nifty phrase. In Libya, it’s an indictment.¶ Michael Ramirez distills the lessons from a week of making the Obama foreign-policy expertise the center of attention:¶ But will this become a foreign-policy election? In my column, I argue no — at least not for now — but that it might end up backfiring on Obama anyway:¶ By Monday, the Washington Post reported that the Obama campaign would shift its focus to the economy, a stark about-face from just a fortnight earlier in Charlotte, N.C.¶ Have events changed the nature of the election from a focus primarily on domestic policy to a debate on Obama’s handling of foreign policy? If more revelations of incompetence arise, perhaps — but at this point, that seems doubtful. When crises do erupt, they tend to take a long time to damage presidents; Jimmy Carter’s polling looked solid in September 1980, despite 10 months of a hostage crisis in Iran that echoes in today’s multiple diplomatic crises. Although foreign policy is the one area in which presidents have most authority, voters tend to grade incumbents on whether they have improved their economic situation. Voters want to know who lost the economic recovery more than they want to discuss who lost Egypt, because that has a lot more relevance to their immediate circumstances. But if the bungling continues at the White House and State Department, the risk rises that a perception of incompetence in the administration’s foreign policy will reinforce an impression of incompetence in economic policy, and create the kind of narrative that made Carter a one-term president.¶ In short, the argument for an economy-based election always relied on making an argument that Barack Obama has performed incompetently. These episodes reinforce the sense of incompetence and broaden it to an area that Democrats figured would be a strength for Obama in this election. That may provide a hinge that could spell doom for Obama in the election, especially if further data shows that the White House and State missed opportunities to prevent what happened in Benghazi.

