War
War won’t happen – 
· Popular pressure – countries can’t get populations on board with major war which means they will forgo that option
· Rationality – states exist to maintain sovereignty – major conflict is inherently more risky than diplomacy
· Burden of Proof – the burden is on them to prove war can happen since it is a substantial change from the status quo – that’s a framing argument
That’s Fettweis – prefer it – He studies IR and works in a decision-making department in the Naval War college 
And Deterrence, Rational actors evaluate the costs of war – nuclear weapons make the risk too high which means countries will choose to back down – That’s Tepperman he cites empirics and makes a predictive claim about crazy dictators 
And no risk of Miscalc – No context for the short time in which actors need to choose to use nukes – empirics flow aff – that’s Quinlan
And Interdependence – Global trade linkages and multilateral institutions ensure that countries have a major disincentive to escalate conflict – Prefer it 
They have conceded a framing argument that you should view their impacts skeptically because they have not provided a scenario for conflict occurring they only said that it becomes more likely – the burden of proof is on them to show a causal internal link chain and they haven’t – err aff

Nuke War

First is a framing issue – Nuclear wars will be fought using counterforce targeting which means that not enough soot will be thrown into the air and only 2 million would die – that’s Mueller
Next Nuclear war doesn’t cause extinction – Extend our Socol evidence – Fallout effects are exaggerated and a single detonation wouldn’t kill 30 thousand people – cancer cases recorded have been historically low since World War 2 and the conflict would only last days or a week – it wouldn’t take long to devastate one countries ability to respond – Prefer it Socol is a Physicist who studies high energy physics – most qualified to discuss nuclear explosions
And their studies are flawed – Extend our Seitz evidence – nuclear winter science is based on outdated and misapplied science – not enough soot would be thrown into the air to cause nuclear winter – err aff – Seitz evidence cites the best available data and conclusion of most climatologists 

Anthro

1.  Warming is happening and is human induced – Berkeley Earth Surface Temperature project studied warming data over the past 250 years and concluded CO2 increases have rapidly increased the rate of warming past natural fluctuations – prefer our evidence – it cites the most recent studies and comes from a former skeptic who attempted to explain the data any other way – That’s Muller

2.  Scientific consensus is on our side
Lewandowsky and Ashley 2011 [Stephan Lewandowsky, Professor of Cognitive Studies at the University of Western Australia, and Michael Ashley, Professor of Astrophysics at the University of New South Wales, June 24, 2011, “The false, the confused and the mendacious: how the media gets it wrong on climate change,” http://goo.gl/u3nOC]

But despite these complexities, some aspects of climate science are thoroughly settled. We know that atmospheric CO2 is increasing due to humans. We know that this CO2, while being just a small fraction of the atmosphere, has an important influence on temperature. We can calculate the effect, and predict what is going to happen to the earth’s climate during our lifetimes, all based on fundamental physics that is as certain as gravity. The consensus opinion of the world’s climate scientists is that climate change is occurring due to human CO2 emissions. The changes are rapid and significant, and the implications for our civilisation may be dire. The chance of these statements being wrong is vanishingly small. Scepticism and denialism Some people will be understandably sceptical about that last statement. But when they read up on the science, and have their questions answered by climate scientists, they come around. These people are true sceptics, and a degree of scepticism is healthy. Other people will disagree with the scientific consensus on climate change, and will challenge the science on internet blogs and opinion pieces in the media, but no matter how many times they are shown to be wrong, they will never change their opinions. These people are deniers. The recent articles in The Conversation have put the deniers under the microscope. Some readers have asked us in the comments to address the scientific questions that the deniers bring up. This has been done. Not once. Not twice. Not ten times. Probably more like 100 or a 1000 times. Denier arguments have been dealt with by scientists, again and again and again. But like zombies, the deniers keep coming back with the same long-falsified and nonsensical arguments. The deniers have seemingly endless enthusiasm to post on blogs, write letters to editors, write opinion pieces for newspapers, and even publish books. What they rarely do is write coherent scientific papers on their theories and submit them to scientific journals. The few published papers that have been sceptical about climate change have not withstood the test of time. The phony debate on climate change So if the evidence is this strong, why is there resistance to action on climate change in Australia? At least two reasons can be cited. First, as The Conversation has revealed, there are a handful of individuals and organisations who, by avoiding peer review, have engineered a phony public debate about the science, when in fact that debate is absent from the one arena where our scientific knowledge is formed. These individuals and organisations have so far largely escaped accountability. But their free ride has come to an end, as the next few weeks on The Conversation will continue to show. The second reason, alas, involves systemic failures by the media. Systemic media failures arise from several presumptions about the way science works, which range from being utterly false to dangerously ill-informed to overtly malicious and mendacious. The false Let’s begin with what is merely false. A tacit presumption of many in the media and the public is that climate science is a brittle house of cards that can be brought down by a single new finding or the discovery of a single error. Nothing could be further from the truth. Climate science is a cumulative enterprise built upon hundreds of years of research. The heat-trapping properties of CO₂ were discovered in the middle of the 19th century, pre-dating even Sherlock Holmes and Queen Victoria.

3.  Carbon dioxide accounts for 60% of the human induced GHG emissions – this outweighs all other causes of warming – studies of carbon composition prove this is caused by human energy consumption – that’s Vertessy and Clark

Feedbacks

1.  Feedbacks are net positive – as temperature increases land and ocean carbon sinks release carbon and can’t store more of it and as permafrost thaws or wetlands warm methane is released which quickly increases the rate of climate change – melting ice removes the Earth’s ability to reflect UV rays – ensures warming speeds up and causes extinction – that’s Speth

Ice Age

1.  the Earth is Warming – the global average temperature has increased over the past 50 years – the only explanation is CO2 emissions – prefer our evidence – it cites the most recent studies and is unbiased 

2.  Global Warming outweighs – collapses global biodiversity which makes life impossible much quicker than an Ice Age because of positive feedback loops
Golub and Pasachoff 2001  (Leon, Senior Astrophysicist @ Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, and Jay, Director of the Hopkins Observatory @ Williams, “Nearest Star: The Surprising Science of Our Sun”, p. 215-216)

It might be tempting to argue that, since the world is now undergoing a gradual decline in temperature based on the Milankovitch theory of ice ages, the man-made warming may prevent us from descending into another ice age. But there are several problems with this reasoning. First, the time scales involved are very different: the next ice age is coming, but it is thousands of years away, whereas the global warming due to fossil fuel burning is arriving very quickly, within a few decades. Human activity might then cause an enormous upswing in global temperature followed by a more drastic downturn than would otherwise have occurred. Moreover, the warming that is now either underway or imminent has not been intentional, but rather is a side effect of our efforts to produce energy for an industrial economy. Given our present rudimentary understanding of global climate, it would be difficult to produce a controlled, planned change. The likelihood that an unplanned, uncontrolled change would be beneficial is extremely low.

3.  Err Aff – if CO2 is actually necessary to prevent and Ice Age we can always pump more into the atmosphere easily – but taking it out is difficult and risks extinction

4.  No ice age coming
Rice 5-17-2012  (Stanley, Professor of Biological Sciences at Southeastern Oklahoma State University, “GLOBAL WARMING, GLOBAL DISRUPTION”, http://stanleyrice.com/presentations/Global_Warming_May_2012.pdf)

First, over the last 400,000 years, there have been four ice ages. Right now, global temperatures are as warm as they have ever been during any previous interglacial  period. If Michael Mann is right, even warmer. Second, global temperature and  atmospheric carbon dioxide are pretty precisely correlated: it is hot when the air has more  carbon dioxide in it. Third, the current levels of carbon dioxide far exceed the carbon  dioxide levels of any time in the last half million years. What this may mean is that we have  yet to see most of the global warming that all of that extra carbon dioxide will cause. The  Earth has just put its sweater on during the last century—watch out! 

5.  No offense – enough CO2 to offset ice age now, adding more is catastrophic. 
AFP 2008 [“CO2 may prevent next Ice Age: study”, http://www.abc.net.au/science/articles/2008/11/13/2418491.htm] 

Scheduled shifts in the earth's orbit should plunge the planet into a deep freeze thousands of years from now, but current changes to our atmosphere may stop it from occurring, say scientists. Professor Thomas Crowley of the University of Edinburgh, and Dr William Hyde of the University of Toronto report in the journal Nature that the current level of carbon dioxide (CO2) in our atmosphere could negate the onset of the next Ice Age, which could occur 10,000 years from now. But they caution that their finding is not an argument in favour of global warming, which is driving imminent and potentially far-reaching damage to the climate system. Earth has experienced long periods of extreme cold over the billions of years of its history. The big freezes are interspersed with "interglacial" periods of relative warmth, of the kind we have experienced since the end of the last Ice Age, around 11,000 years ago. These climate swings have natural causes, believed to be due to changes in the earth's orbit and axis that, while minute, have a powerful effect on how much solar heat falls on the planet. Abrupt changes The researchers built a computer model to take a closer look at these phases of cooling and warmth. In addition to the planetary shifts, they also factored in levels of CO2, found in tiny bubbles in ice cores, which provide an indicator of temperature spanning hundreds of thousands of years. They found dramatic swings in climate, including changes when the earth flipped from one state to the other, which occur in a relatively short time, says Crowley. These shifts, called "bifurcations," appear to happen in abrupt series, which is counter-intuitive to the idea that the planet cools or warms gradually. "You had a big change about a million years ago, then a second change around 650,000 years ago, when you had bigger glaciations, then 450,000 years ago, when you started to get more repeated glaciations," says Thomas. "What's also interesting is that the inter-glaciations also became warmer." According to the model the next "bifurcation" would normally be due between 10,000 and 100,000 years from now. The chill would induce a long, stable period of glaciation in the mid-latitudes, smothering Europe, Asia and parts of North America with a thick sheet of ice. But Crowley says there is now enough CO2 in the air, as a result of fossil-fuel burning and deforestation, to offset any future cooling impacts due to orbital shift, says Crowley. "Even the level that we have there now is more than sufficient to reach that critical state seen in the model," he said. "If we cut back [on CO2] some, that would probably still be enough." In September, a scientific research consortium called the Global Carbon Project (GCP) said that atmospheric concentrations of CO2 reached 383 parts per million (ppm) in 2007, or 37% above pre-industrial levels. Present concentrations are "the highest during the last 650,000 years and probably during the last 20 million years," the report says. No green light Crowley cautions those who would seize on the new study to say "carbon dioxide is now good, it prevents us from walking the plank into this deep glaciation." "We don't want to give people that impression," he says. "You can't use this argument to justify [human-induced] global warming." Last year, the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) said that greenhouse-gas emissions were already inflicting visible changes to the climate system, especially on ice and snow. Left unchecked, climate change could inflict widespread drought and flooding by the end of the century, translating into hunger, homelessness and other stresses for millions of people. 

6.  Turn - Warming melts arctic sea ice – that leads to an ice age 
The Telegraph 2/27/12 [The Telegraph, news agency, 27 Feb 2012, Freezing winters ahead due to melting Arctic Sea ice, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/earth/earthnews/9109106/Freezing-winters-ahead-due-to-melting-Arctic-Sea-ice.html]

Climate change means autumn levels of sea ice have dropped by almost 30 percent since 1979 - but this is likely to trigger more frequent cold snaps such as those that brought blizzards to the UK earlier this month. And Arctic sea ice could be to blame. Dr Jiping Liu and colleagues studied the extensive retreat of the ice in the summer and its slow recovery focusing on the impacts of this phenomenon on weather in the Northern Hemisphere. Information about snow cover, sea level pressure, surface air temperature and humidity was used to generate model simulations for the years 1979-2010. The researchers say dramatic loss of ice may alter atmospheric circulation patterns and weaken the westerly winds that blow across the North Atlantic Ocean from Canada to Europe. This will encourage regular incursions of cold air from the Arctic into Northern continents - increasing heavy snowfall in the UK. Dr Liu said: "The results of this study add to an increasing body of both observational and modeling evidence that indicates diminishing Arctic sea ice plays a critical role in driving recent cold and snowy winters over large parts of North America, Europe and east Asia." While the Arctic region has been warming strongly in recent decades there has been abnormally large snowfall in these areas. Dr Liu, of Georgia Institute if Technology in Atlanta, said: "Here we demonstrate the decrease in autumn Arctic sea ice area is linked to changes in the winter Northern Hemisphere atmospheric circulation. "This circulation change results in more frequent episodes of blocking patterns that lead to increased cold surges over large parts of northern continents. "Moreover, the increase in atmospheric water vapor content in the Arctic region during late autumn and winter driven locally by the reduction of sea ice provides enhanced moisture sources, supporting increased heavy snowfall in Europe during early winter and the northeastern and midwestern United States during winter. "We conclude the recent decline of Arctic sea ice has played a critical role in recent cold and snowy winters." In November research showed there is less Arctic sea ice now than there has been at any time in the last 1,450 years.

CO2 Ag
1.  Doesn’t matter if we all die – too much CO2 absorbed into the water acidifies it – decimates marine life which collapses the food chain

2.  Warming turns the impact – Drought and flooding combined with rising temperatures will force overall food production to decline – that’s Strom 7

3.  CO2 kills agriculture
A.  Turn – pollution leads to ozone – tanks ag – outweighs any benefit from CO2
Monbiot 2007 [George, Professor @ Oxford Brookes University, Heat: How to Stop the Planet from Burning, pg. 7]

But now, I am sorry to say, it seems that I might have been right, though for the wrong reasons. In late 2005, a study published in the Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society alleged that the yield predictions for temperate countries were 'over optimistic'. The authors had blown carbon dioxide and ozone, in concentrations roughly equivalent to those expected later this century, over crops in the open air. They discovered that the plants didn't respond as they were supposed to: the extra carbon dioxide did not fertilize them as much as the researchers predicted, and the ozone reduced their yields by 20 per cent." Ozone levels are rising in the rich nations by between 1 and 2 per cent a year, as a result of sunlight interacting with pollution from cars, planes and power stations. The levels happen to be highest in the places where crop yields were expected to rise: western Europe, the midwest and eastern US and eastern China. The expected ozone increase in China will cause maize, rice and soybean production to fall by over 30 per cent by 2020, These reductions in yield, if real, arc enough to cancel out the effects of both higher temperatures and higher carbon dioxide concentrations.
B.  Turn – weeds – Co2 leads to weeds – tanks agriculture
Ziska 2007 [Lewis Ziska, PhD, Principal investigator at United States Department of Agriculture
Agricultural Research Service Alternate Crop and Systems Lab. “Climate change impact on weeds” http://www.climateandfarming.org/pdfs/FactSheets/III.1Weeds.pdf]

Weeds have a greater genetic diversity than crops. Consequently, if a resource (light, water, nutrients or carbon dioxide) changes within the environment, it is more likely that weeds will show a greater growth and reproductive response. It can be argued that many weed species have the C4 photosynthetic pathway and therefore will show a smaller response to atmospheric CO2 relative to C3 crops. However, this argument does not consider the range of available C3 and C4 weeds present in any agronomic environment. That is, at present, the U.S. has a total of 46 major crops; but, over 410 “troublesome” weed species (both C3 and C4) associated with those crops (Bridges 1992). Hence, if a C4 weed species does not respond, it is likely that a C3 weed species will. In addition, many growers recognize that the worst weeds for a given crop are similar in growth habit or photosynthetic pathway; indeed, they are often the same uncultivated or “wild” species, e.g. oat and wild oat, sorghum and shattercane, rice and red rice. To date, for all weed/crop competition studies where the photosynthetic pathway is the same, weed growth is favored as CO2 is increased (Table 1, Ziska and Runion, In Press). In addition to agronomic weeds, there is an additional category of plants that are considered “noxious” or “invasive” weeds. These are plants, usually non-native whose introduction results in wide-spread economic or environmental consequences (e.g. kudzu). Many of these weeds reproduce by vegetative means (roots, stolons, etc.) and recent evidence indicates that as a group, these weeds may show a strong response to recent increases in atmospheric CO2 (Ziska and George 2004). How rising CO2 would contribute to the success of these weeds in situ however, is still unclear. Overall, the data that are available on the response of weeds and changes in weed ecology are limited. Additional details, particularly with respect to interactions with other environmental variables (e.g. nutrient availability, precipitation and temperature) are also needed. 

4.  These factors outweigh CO2 benefits 
Hatfield 2011 [J.L. Hatfield, Laboratory Director, National Laboratory for Agriculture and the Environment; K.J. Boote, Agronomy Department, University of Florida; B.A. Kimball, USDA-ARS, U.S. Arid-Land Agricultural Research Center; L.H. Ziska, USDA Crop Systems and Global Change Laboratory; R.C. Izaurralde, Joint Global Change Research Institute, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, University of Maryland; D.R. Ort, USDA/ARS, Photosynthesis Research Unit, University of Illinois; A. M. Thomson, Joint Global Change Research Institute, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, University of Maryland; David W. Wolfe, Department of Horticulture, Cornell University, 2011, “Climate Impacts on Agriculture: Implications for Crop Production,” Agronomy Journal, Volume 103, Issue 2]

Climate change, either as increasing trends in temperature, CO2, precipitation (decreasing as well as increasing), and/or O3, will have impacts on agricultural systems. Production of annual and perennial crops will be affected by changes in the absolute values of these climatic variables and/or increased variation. Episodic temperature changes exceeding the thresholds during the pollination stage of development could be quite damaging  to crop production because of the sensitivity of crop plants to temperature extremes during this growth stage. These changes coupled with variable precipitation that places the plant under conditions of water stress would exacerbate the temperature effects. Warmer temperatures during the night, especially during the reproductive period, will reduce fruit or grain size because the rapid rate of development and increased respiration rates. A recent analysis by Ko et al. (2010), using the CERES–Wheat 4.0 module in the RZWQM2 model, evaluated the interactions of increasing CO2 obtained from a FACE experiment along with temperature, water, and N. They found the effects of water and N were greater than CO2 effects on biomass and yield and that temperature effects offset the CO2 effects. These results further confirm the concept that there are counterbalancing effects from different cli- mate variables and that development of adaptation or mitigation strategies will have to account for the combined effects of climate variables on crop growth, development, and yield. In an effort to examine potential solutions to low yields in sub-Saharan Africa, Laux et al. (2010) evaluated planting dates under climate change scenarios to evaluate the effect of increasing CO2 and higher temperature on groundnut (peanut) and maize. They found the positive effect of CO2 would offset the temperature response in the next 10 to 20 yr but would be overcome by higher temperatures by 2080. Changing planting dates were beneficial for the driest locations because of the more effective use of precipitation and avoidance of high temperature stresses. Both of these types of analyses will have to be conducted to evaluate potential adapta- tion strategies for all cropping regions.  Increases in CO2 concentrations offer positive impacts to plant growth and increased WUE. However, these positive impacts may not fully mitigate crop losses associated with heat stress, increases in evaporative demand, and/or decreases in water availability in some regions. The episodic variation in extremes may become the larger impact on plant growth and yield. To counteract these effects will require management systems that offer the largest degree of resilience to climatic stresses as possible. This will include the development of man- agement systems for rainfed environments that can store the maximum amount of water in the soil profile and reduce water stress on the plant during critical growth periods.

5.  Other limiting factors prevent yield increases – nutrients, fisheries, pollination
Whitesell 2011 [William, Director of Policy Research at the Center for Clean Air Policy in Washington, DC, “Climate Policy Foundations: Science and Economics with Lessons from Monetary Regulation”, p. 97]

In many regions, however, water and nutrients are the limiting factors for plant growth, not CO2 and temperature. In areas where climate change lowers the rate of precipitation or reduces the availability of melted snow from mountains in critical growing seasons, crop yields will fall. In addition, too much warmth can retard the growth of plants. As noted earlier, photosynthesis is impared at temperatures above 35C (95F) and shuts down completely above 40C (Brown, 2008). At such temperatures, the key staple food crops, corn and rice, lose the ability to develop pollen. To some extend farmers may be able to alleviate such effects by switching crops and altering the times for planting and harvesting. The IPCC (2007) judged that yields would generally rise with a warming of 1C to3C, except in tropical areas. For a temperature increase of more than 3C above the 1980-1999 global average of 14.25C, however, agricultural output would generally fall, even in some high-latitude regions. Food supplies could also be impaired by lower yields from fishing. Marine life will be harmed, not only by rising temperatures, but also by a relative increase in acidity because of the ocean’s absorption of CO2, as discussed later. Finally, if the overturning circulation of the ocean slows, the reduced upwelling would mean fewer nutrients brought to the surface and therefore lower productivity for the world’s fisheries.

Idso Indict

Idso is a hack denier paid off by the Heartland institute
Gibson 2012 
[C. Gibson, March 30, 2012, “Heartland Institute and ALEC Partner to Pollute Classroom Science,” Polluterwatch, http://www.polluterwatch.com/category/freetagging/denialgate]
The National Academy of Sciences found that 97% of actual climate researchers understand that global warming is happening and is primarily caused by humans burning fossil fuels. However, most K-12 students don't read the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. I certainly didn't--I relied upon my teachers to teach science with unbiased integrity.  Wojick has expertise not in climate science, but the philosophy of science. He has done contract work for the coal industry through the "Greening Earth Society," a fairy tale organization established to promote the absurd idea that more CO2 in our atmosphere, such as from burning coal and other fossil fuels, is unconditionally good for our planet. This fallacy is promoted by other notable non-experts, such as oil billionaire David Koch and junk scientist Craig Idso, who produced propaganda films for the Greening Earth Society (a coal industry front group). Idso presented "The Many Atmospheric Benefits of CO2" to ALEC's Energy and Environment task force at their August, 2011 meeting in New Orleans, where he told ALEC insiders that we “should let CO2 rise unrestricted, without government intervention” since “CO2 is definitely not a pollutant.”  The coal industry clearly wishes this were true, Mr. Idso.  In addition to accepting fossil fuel propaganda money alongside Mr. Wojick at the Greening Earth Society, Craig Idso also consults for the Heartland Institute. Idso's $140,000 contract with Heartland this year is to coordinate the anti-scientific "Climate Change Reconsidered" reports, an admittedly "political" project that includes contracts to two federal workers and multiple university faculty members. These payments US Interior Department (DOI) contractor Indur Goklany, who is under investigation by the Interior Department's Inspector General's office at the request of US Representative Raul Grijalva of New Mexico.  While the Heartland Institute is doing its best to make this unraveling scandal disappear, mainly by vilifying scientist Peter Gleick for embarrassing the Institute, Greenpeace is pushing for more. We continue to seek answers from federal bodies and universities whose employees are taking money from the Heartland Institute to attack science and disrupt the democratic process on behalf of tobacco companies, industrial giants and billionaire ideologues like the Koch brothers. Visit PolluterWatch for ongoing results of Greenpeace's investigation of the Heartland Institute leaked documents.




CP

Perm do the CP – it isn’t textually or functionally competitive

Functionally impossible – Power purchase agreements are not restricted by state

Certainty is key – crucial for investment – uncertainty in the CP about who can build it
Trembath 11 Alex, Policy associate in the Energy and Climate Program at Breakthrough. He is the lead or co-author of several Breakthrough publications, including the 2012 report, 2/4/11, Nuclear Power and the Future of Post-Partisan Energy Policy,  "Beyond Boom and Bust: Putting Clean Tech on a Path to Subsidy Independence" and "Where the Shale Gas Revolution Came From”,  http://leadenergy.org/2011/02/the-nuclear-option-in-a-post-partisan-approach-on-energy/, CMR 

If there is one field of the energy sector for which certainty of political will and government policy is essential, it is nuclear power. High up front costs for the private industry, extreme regulatory oversight and public wariness necessitate a committed government partner for private firms investing in nuclear technology. In a new report on the potential for a “nuclear renaissance,” Third Way references the failed cap-and-trade bill, delaying tactics in the House vis-a-vis EPA regulations on CO₂, and the recent election results to emphasize the difficult current political environment for advancing new nuclear policy. The report, “The Future of Nuclear Energy,” makes the case for political certainty: “It is difficult for energy producers and users to estimate the relative price for nuclear-generated energy compared to fossil fuel alternatives (e.g. natural gas)–an essential consideration in making the major capital investment decision necessary for new energy production that will be in place for decades.” Are our politicians willing to match the level of certainty that the nuclear industry demands? Lacking a suitable price on carbon that may have been achieved by a cap-and-trade bill removes one primary policy instrument for making nuclear power more cost-competitive with fossil fuels. The impetus on Congress, therefore, will be to shift from demand-side “pull” energy policies (that increase demand for clean tech by raising the price of dirty energy) to supply-side “push” policies, or industrial and innovation policies. Fortunately, there are signals from political and thought leaders that a package of policies may emerge to incentivize alternative energy sources that include nuclear power. One place to start is the recently deceased American Power Act, addressed above, authored originally by Senators Kerry, Graham and Lieberman. Before its final and disappointing incarnation, the bill included provisions to increase loan guarantees for nuclear power plant construction in addition to other tax incentives. Loan guarantees are probably the most important method of government involvement in new plant construction, given the high capital costs of development. One wonders what the fate of the bill, or a less ambitious set of its provisions, would have been had Republican Senator Graham not abdicated and removed any hope of Republican co-sponsorship. But that was last year. The changing of the guard in Congress makes this a whole different game, and the once feasible support for nuclear technology on either side of the aisle must be reevaluated. A New York Times piece in the aftermath of the elections forecast a difficult road ahead for nuclear energy policy, but did note Republican support for programs like a waste disposal site and loan guarantees. Republican support for nuclear energy has roots in the most significant recent energy legislation, the Energy Policy Act of 2005, which passed provisions for nuclear power with wide bipartisan support. Reaching out to Republicans on policies they have supported in the past should be a goal of Democrats who wish to form a foundational debate on moving the policy forward. There are also signals that key Republicans, notably Lindsey Graham and Richard Lugar, would throw their support behind a clean energy standard that includes nuclear and CCS. Republicans in Congress will find intellectual support from a group that AEL’s Teryn Norris coined “innovation hawks,” among them Steven Hayward, David Brooks and George Will. Will has been particularly outspoken in support of nuclear energy, writing in 2010 that “it is a travesty that the nation that first harnessed nuclear energy has neglected it so long because fads about supposed ‘green energy’ and superstitions about nuclear power’s dangers.” The extreme reluctance of Republicans to cooperate with Democrats over the last two years is only the first step, as any legislation will have to overcome Democrats’ traditional opposition to nuclear energy. However, here again there is reason for optimism. Barbara Boxer and John Kerry bucked their party’s long-time aversion to nuclear in a precursor bill to APA, and Kerry continued working on the issue during 2010. Jeff Bingaman, in a speech earlier this week, reversed his position on the issue by calling for the inclusion of nuclear energy provisions in a clean energy standard. The Huffington Post reports that “the White House reached out to his committee [Senate Energy] to help develop the clean energy plan through legislation.” This development in itself potentially mitigates two of the largest obstacle standing in the way of progress on comprehensive energy legislation: lack of a bill, and lack of high profile sponsors. Democrats can also direct Section 48C of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 towards nuclear technology, which provides a tax credit for companies that engage in clean tech manufacturing. Democrats should not give up on their policy goals simply because they no longer enjoy broad majorities in both Houses, and Republicans should not spend all their time holding symbolic repeal votes on the Obama Administration’s accomplishments. The lame-duck votes in December on “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” the tax cut deal and START indicate that at least a few Republicans are willing to work together with Democrats in a divided Congress, and that is precisely what nuclear energy needs moving forward. It will require an agressive push from the White House, and a concerted effort from both parties’ leadership, but the road for forging bipartisan legislation is not an impassable one. The politician with perhaps the single greatest leverage over the future of nuclear energy is President Obama, and his rhetoric matches the challenge posed by our aging and poisonous energy infrastructure. “This is our generation’s Sputnik moment,” announced Obama recently. Echoing the calls of presidents past, the President used his State of the Union podium to signal a newly invigorated industrialism in the United States. He advocated broadly for renewed investment in infrastructure, education, and technological innovation. And he did so in a room with many more members of the opposition party than at any point during the first half of his term. The eagerness of the President to combine left and right agendas can hopefully match the hyper-partisan bitterness that dominates our political culture, and nuclear power maybe one sector of our economy to benefit from his political leadership.

No link – The government pays for the Purchase power agreement 

The CP doesn’t prevent development in those states – if we win the commercialization argument it links to electricity prices

CP links to electricity prices if their link arg on the DA is true
Reg Neg

Perm – Do the CP – textual and functional competition is critical to avoid bad counterplans and key to topic education
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. 

Tradeoff DA isn’t intrinsic – you can just choose to fund poverty

No terrorism impact
Mueller, ’10 – professor of political science at Ohio State University and author of Atomic Obsession: Nuclear Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al-Qaeda, more qualed than your tool-authors [John, “Calming Our Nuclear Jitters”, Winter, http://www.issues.org/26.2/mueller.html, CMR]

A daunting task Politicians of all stripes preach to an anxious, appreciative, and very numerous choir when they, like President Obama, proclaim atomic terrorism to be “the most immediate and extreme threat to global security.” It is the problem that, according to Defense Secretary Robert Gates, currently keeps every senior leader awake at night. This is hardly a new anxiety. In 1946, atomic bomb maker J. Robert Oppenheimer ominously warned that if three or four men could smuggle in units for an atomic bomb, they could blow up New York. This was an early expression of a pattern of dramatic risk inflation that has persisted throughout the nuclear age. In fact, although expanding fires and fallout might increase the effective destructive radius, the blast of a Hiroshima-size device would “blow up” about 1% of the city’s area—a tragedy, of course, but not the same as one 100 times greater. In the early 1970s, nuclear physicist Theodore Taylor proclaimed the atomic terrorist problem to be “immediate,” explaining at length “how comparatively easy it would be to steal nuclear material and step by step make it into a bomb.” At the time he thought it was already too late to “prevent the making of a few bombs, here and there, now and then,” or “in another ten or fifteen years, it will be too late.” Three decades after Taylor, we continue to wait for terrorists to carry out their “easy” task. In contrast to these predictions, terrorist groups seem to have exhibited only limited desire and even less progress in going atomic. This may be because, after brief exploration of the possible routes, they, unlike generations of alarmists, have discovered that the tremendous effort required is scarcely likely to be successful. The most plausible route for terrorists, according to most experts, would be to manufacture an atomic device themselves from purloined fissile material (plutonium or, more likely, highly enriched uranium). This task, however, remains a daunting one, requiring that a considerable series of difficult hurdles be conquered and in sequence. Outright armed theft of fissile material is exceedingly unlikely not only because of the resistance of guards, but because chase would be immediate. A more promising approach would be to corrupt insiders to smuggle out the required substances. However, this requires the terrorists to pay off a host of greedy confederates, including brokers and money-transmitters, any one of whom could turn on them or, either out of guile or incompetence, furnish them with stuff that is useless. Insiders might also consider the possibility that once the heist was accomplished, the terrorists would, as analyst Brian Jenkins none too delicately puts it, “have every incentive to cover their trail, beginning with eliminating their confederates.” If terrorists were somehow successful at obtaining a sufficient mass of relevant material, they would then probably have to transport it a long distance over unfamiliar terrain and probably while being pursued by security forces. Crossing international borders would be facilitated by following established smuggling routes, but these are not as chaotic as they appear and are often under the watch of suspicious and careful criminal regulators. If border personnel became suspicious of the commodity being smuggled, some of them might find it in their interest to disrupt passage, perhaps to collect the bounteous reward money that would probably be offered by alarmed governments once the uranium theft had been discovered. Once outside the country with their precious booty, terrorists would need to set up a large and well-equipped machine shop to manufacture a bomb and then to populate it with a very select team of highly skilled scientists, technicians, machinists, and administrators. The group would have to be assembled and retained for the monumental task while no consequential suspicions were generated among friends, family, and police about their curious and sudden absence from normal pursuits back home. Members of the bomb-building team would also have to be utterly devoted to the cause, of course, and they would have to be willing to put their lives and certainly their careers at high risk, because after their bomb was discovered or exploded they would probably become the targets of an intense worldwide dragnet operation. Some observers have insisted that it would be easy for terrorists to assemble a crude bomb if they could get enough fissile material. But Christoph Wirz and Emmanuel Egger, two senior physicists in charge of nuclear issues at Switzerland‘s Spiez Laboratory, bluntly conclude that the task “could hardly be accomplished by a subnational group.” They point out that precise blueprints are required, not just sketches and general ideas, and that even with a good blueprint the terrorist group would most certainly be forced to redesign. They also stress that the work is difficult, dangerous, and extremely exacting, and that the technical requirements in several fields verge on the unfeasible. Stephen Younger, former director of nuclear weapons research at Los Alamos Laboratories, has made a similar argument, pointing out that uranium is “exceptionally difficult to machine” whereas “plutonium is one of the most complex metals ever discovered, a material whose basic properties are sensitive to exactly how it is processed.“ Stressing the “daunting problems associated with material purity, machining, and a host of other issues,” Younger concludes, “to think that a terrorist group, working in isolation with an unreliable supply of electricity and little access to tools and supplies” could fabricate a bomb “is farfetched at best.” Under the best circumstances, the process of making a bomb could take months or even a year or more, which would, of course, have to be carried out in utter secrecy. In addition, people in the area, including criminals, may observe with increasing curiosity and puzzlement the constant coming and going of technicians unlikely to be locals. If the effort to build a bomb was successful, the finished product, weighing a ton or more, would then have to be transported to and smuggled into the relevant target country where it would have to be received by collaborators who are at once totally dedicated and technically proficient at handling, maintaining, detonating, and perhaps assembling the weapon after it arrives. The financial costs of this extensive and extended operation could easily become monumental. There would be expensive equipment to buy, smuggle, and set up and people to pay or pay off. Some operatives might work for free out of utter dedication to the cause, but the vast conspiracy also requires the subversion of a considerable array of criminals and opportunists, each of whom has every incentive to push the price for cooperation as high as possible. Any criminals competent and capable enough to be effective allies are also likely to be both smart enough to see boundless opportunities for extortion and psychologically equipped by their profession to be willing to exploit them. Those who warn about the likelihood of a terrorist bomb contend that a terrorist group could, if with great difficulty, overcome each obstacle and that doing so in each case is “not impossible.” But although it may not be impossible to surmount each individual step, the likelihood that a group could surmount a series of them quickly becomes vanishingly small. Table 1 attempts to catalogue the barriers that must be overcome under the scenario considered most likely to be successful. In contemplating the task before them, would-be atomic terrorists would effectively be required to go though an exercise that looks much like this. If and when they do, they will undoubtedly conclude that their prospects are daunting and accordingly uninspiring or even terminally dispiriting. It is possible to calculate the chances for success. Adopting probability estimates that purposely and heavily bias the case in the terrorists’ favor—for example, assuming the terrorists have a 50% chance of overcoming each of the 20 obstacles—the chances that a concerted effort would be successful comes out to be less than one in a million. If one assumes, somewhat more realistically, that their chances at each barrier are one in three, the cumulative odds that they will be able to pull off the deed drop to one in well over three billion. Other routes would-be terrorists might take to acquire a bomb are even more problematic. They are unlikely to be given or sold a bomb by a generous like-minded nuclear state for delivery abroad because the risk would be high, even for a country led by extremists, that the bomb (and its source) would be discovered even before delivery or that it would be exploded in a manner and on a target the donor would not approve, including on the donor itself. Another concern would be that the terrorist group might be infiltrated by foreign intelligence. The terrorist group might also seek to steal or illicitly purchase a “loose nuke“ somewhere. However, it seems probable that none exist. All governments have an intense interest in controlling any weapons on their territory because of fears that they might become the primary target. Moreover, as technology has developed, finished bombs have been out-fitted with devices that trigger a non-nuclear explosion that destroys the bomb if it is tampered with. And there are other security techniques: Bombs can be kept disassembled with the component parts stored in separate high-security vaults, and a process can be set up in which two people and multiple codes are required not only to use the bomb but to store, maintain, and deploy it. As Younger points out, “only a few people in the world have the knowledge to cause an unauthorized detonation of a nuclear weapon.” There could be dangers in the chaos that would emerge if a nuclear state were to utterly collapse; Pakistan is frequently cited in this context and sometimes North Korea as well. However, even under such conditions, nuclear weapons would probably remain under heavy guard by people who know that a purloin
Cap

We should get to weigh the aff vs a competitive alternative – this is best
A Predictability – the rez says USFG so we should predict that’s what the debate is centered around – anything else moots the 1AC and makes fair debate impossible
B Education – deliberation about policy proposals to solve warming is critical to effective public engagement and movements to reduce carbon emissions

Inherent equality of all beings requires utilitiarianism
David Cummiskey, Associate Professor of Philosophy @ Bates College & a Ph.D. from UM, 1996, Kantian Consequentialism, Pg. 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. 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 [or she] is a separate person, that his is the only life he [or she] has.” 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.” 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. 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, but persons also have a fundamental equality that dictates that some must sometimes give way for the sake of others. 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 on focuses on the equal value of all rational beings, then equal consideration suggests that one may have to sacrifice some to save many.

Prior questions fail and paralyze politics
Owen 2 [David Owen, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton,  Millennium Vol 31 No 3 2002 p. 655-7]
[bookmark: _GoBack]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 theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.

Perm do the plan and all non competitive parts of the alt

Conditionality
Only pragmatic market reform solves
Lewis 94 (Martin, lecturer in international history and interim director of the program in International Relations at Stanford University, Green Delusions: An Environmentalist Critique of Radical Environmentalism, Page 19-20) 

As noted above, I believe that only a capitalist economy can generate the resources necessary for the development of a technologically sophisticated, ecologically sustainable global economy. In embracing capitalism I do not thereby advocate the laissez-faire approach of the Republican right. To say that the market plays an essential role is not to say that it should be given full sway. As Robert Kuttner (1991) persuasively argues, the laissez-faire ideology has actually placed shackles on the American economy; it has rather been “social market” economies, like that of Germany, have shown the greatest dynamism in the postwar period. Moreover, if the example of Japan teaches us anything, it should be that economic success stems rather from “combining free markets and individual initiative with social organization” (Thurow 1985:60; emphasis added). At the same time, hard heads must always be matched with soft hearts (see Blinder 1987); we must never lose sight of social goals when working for economic efficiency or ecological stability. But both social equity and environmental protection are, I will argue, more easily realized by working through rather than fighting against the market system and the corporate structure of late twentieth-century capitalism. Economic growth, environmental protection, and social welfare should be seen as positively rather than negatively linked; a society that demands strict pollution controls, for example, will be advantaged in industrial competition at the highest levels of technological sophistication, as will a society that continually upgrades its human resources by providing workers with skilled, well-paying jobs (Porter 1990). It is not coincidental that Japan, seemingly poised to grasp world economic leadership, enjoys a much more equal distribution of wealth than does the United States—and a socialized medical system as well. The Japanese have never taken laissez-faire seriously (C. Johnson 1982), and if the United States further embraces it we will be sorely disadvantaged in the global economic race. ¶ Nor should this work be construed as another manifesto for “technological optimism,” a naïve creed that environmentalists wisely disparage. We cannot blithely assume that unguided growth will solve our economic and environmental problems. But if we fail it will be in devoting too few of our resources to technology, not too many. More funds must be channeled into education, basic science, and long-term research and development if we are to find an environmentally sustainable mode of existence. While it is essential to guide technology into ecologically benign pathways, it is equally imperative that we consistently support the bases of technological progress itself. ¶ A healthy society, I would argue is one characterized by simultaneous increases in general prosperity, social equity, and environmental stability. The present trends are not encouraging; only a few societies are growing more prosperous, the gap between the rich and the poor is increasing both in the United States and in the world at large, and environmental systems throughout the planet are deteriorating. Yet we can devise ways to begin to even out social discrepancies and restore ecological health without sacrificing economic growth. I am convinced that such goals may be realized through “guided capitalism”—a corporate and market system in which the state mandates public goods, in which taxes are set both to level social disparities and to penalized environmental damage, and in which fiscal policies are manipulated to encourage long-term investments in both human and industrial capital (see Rosecrance 1990). But these social and environmental goals will, in the end, be attainable only if we nurture and guide rather than strangle the rather truculent capitalist goose that lays the golden eggs.

Perm do the plan and abandon capital in everyday life

Case is a Disad to the Alt – Global warming makes extinction inevitable and only reducing carbon emissions solves - simple rejection fails 
Stewart, 2003 (Keith, PhD on environmental politics in Ontario and currently works for the Toronto Environmental Alliance, “If I Can't Dance: Reformism, Anti-Capitalism and the Canadian Environmental Movement”, Canadian Dimension, Vol. 37, No. 5)

Typically this action initially takes the form of seeking out practical, achievable solutions like the Kyoto Protocol, a ban in your community on the use of pesticides for cosmetic purposes, or saving the local wetland. These "reformist" solutions are not to be despised, for you can't build a movement without victories. Indeed, to dream of a movement that suddenly overthrows the existing order and replaces it with a socially and environmentally superior alternative without having won any victories along the way to inspire the collective imagination and from which to learn practical lessons is ludicrous.¶ When Reform Becomes Transformative¶ The real question is whether the victories of a movement — how the problem is framed, what solutions are proposed, how political pressure is brought to bear and the nature of the alliances and the enemies you make along the way — add up to a broader project of social change. The verdict is still out on whether Kyoto evolves into a techno-fix or becomes part of a broader transformation of the way we live, work and play together. But there is at least some promise in the struggle, so far.

Cap is Sustainable - Capitalism is resilient – it’ll bounce back
Foster 09 (JD, Norman B. Ture Senior Fellow in the Economics of fiscal policy – Heritage Foundation, "Is Capitalism Dead? Maybe," 3-11, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=101694302)

Capitalism is down. It may even be out. But it's far from dead.  Capitalism is extremely resilient. Why? Because here, as in every democratic-industrial country around the world, it has always had to struggle to survive against encroachments — both benign and malevolent — of the state.  At the moment, capitalism is losing ground most everywhere. But when the economic crisis passes, capitalism and the freedoms it engenders will recover again, if only because freedom beats its lack.  It is said that the trouble with socialism is socialism; the trouble with capitalism is capitalists. The socialist economic system, inherently contrary to individual liberties, tends to minimize prosperity because it inevitably allocates national resources inefficiently. On the other hand, a truly capitalist system engaged in an unfettered pursuit of prosperity is prone to occasional and often painful excesses, bubbles and downturns like the one we are now experiencing globally.  When capitalism slips, governments step in with regulations and buffers to try to moderate the excesses and minimize the broader consequences of individual errors. Sometimes these policies are enduringly helpful. Severe economic downturns inflict collateral damage on families and businesses otherwise innocent of material foolishness. Not only are the sufferings of these innocents harmful to society, but they are also downright expensive. A little wise government buffering can go a long way. The trick, of course, is the wisdom part.  A good example of a wise government buffer is deposit insurance at commercial banks. Without it, depositors would have withdrawn their funds en masse, leading to a rapid collapse of the banking system. It happened in years gone by. But today, deposits have flowed into the banking system in search of safety, helping banks staunch their many severe wounds.  Yet for every example of helpful government intervention, there are many more that do more harm than good. Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac leap to mind. These congressional creatures helped create, then inflate the subprime market. When that balloon popped, it triggered a global economic meltdown.  The current financial crisis clearly has capitalism on its back foot. Government ownership of the largest insurance company, the major banks, and Fan and Fred are awesome incursions into private markets. But, as President Obama has underscored, these incursions are only temporary. In time, these institutions — even Fan and Fred — will be broken up and sold in parts. It will leave government agents with stories to tell their grandkids, and taxpayers stuck with the losses. But the power of the state will again recede, and another new age of freedom and capitalism will arrive and thrive… until we repeat the cycle again sometime down the road.

Capitalism is inevitable—the alternative strengthens the hand of the right by alienating moderates 
Wilson, 2000 (John K, coordinator of the Independent Press Association’s Campus Journalism Project, How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People, pages 14-17)

Capitalism is far too ingrained in American life to eliminate. If you go into the most impoverished areas of America, you will find that the people who live there are not seeking government control over factories or even more social welfare programs; they're hoping, usually in vain, for a fair chance to share in the capitalist wealth. The poor do not pray for socialism-they strive to be a part of the capitalist system. They want jobs, they want to start businesses, and they want to make money and be successful.  What's wrong with America is not capitalism as a system but capitalism as a religion. We worship the accumulation of wealth and treat the horrible inequality between rich and poor as if it were an act of God. Worst of all, we allow the government to exacerbate the financial divide by favoring the wealthy: go anywhere in America, and compare a rich suburb with a poor town-the city services, schools, parks, and practically everything else will be better financed in the place populated by rich people.  The aim is not to overthrow capitalism but to overhaul it.  Give it a social-justice tune-up, make it more efficient, get the economic engine to hit on all cylinders for everybody, and stop putting out so many environmentally hazardous substances.  To some people, this goal means selling out leftist ideals for the sake of capitalism. But the right thrives on having an ineffective opposition. The Revolutionary Communist Party helps stabilize the "free market" capitalist system by making it seem as if the only alternative to free-market capitalism is a return to Stalinism. Prospective activists for change are instead channeled into pointless discussions about the revolutionary potential of the proletariat. Instead of working to persuade people to accept progressive ideas, the far left talks to itself (which may be a blessing, given the way it communicates) and tries to sell copies of the Socialist Worker to an uninterested public. 
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Prices

No global economic collapse and it wouldn’t cause conflict
Drezner 2011 
(Daniel Drezner, professor of international politics at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University, 8-12-2011, “Please come down off the ledge, dear readers,” Foreign polivy, http://drezner.foreignpolicy.com/, CMR)
So, when we last left off this debate, things were looking grim. My concern in the last post was that the persistence of hard times would cause governments to take actions that would lead to a collapse of the open global economy, a spike in general riots and disturbances, and eerie echoes of the Great Depression. Let's assume that the global economy persists in sputtering for a while, because that's what happens after major financial shocks. Why won't these other bad things happen? Why isn't it 1931? Let's start with the obvious -- it's not gonna be 1931 because there's some passing familiarity with how 1931 played out. The Chairman of the Federal Reserve has devoted much of his academic career to studying the Great Depression. I'm gonna go out on a limb therefore and assert that if the world plunges into a another severe downturn, it's not gonna be because central bank heads replay the same set of mistakes. The legacy of the Great Depression has also affected public attitudes and institutions that provide much stronger cement for the current system. In terms of publuc attitudes, compare the results of this mid-2007 poll with this mid-2010 poll about which economic system is best. I'll just reproduce the key charts below: 2007 poll results 2010 poll results The headline of the 2010 results is that there's eroding U.S. support for the global economy, but a few other things stand out. U.S. support has declined, but it's declined from a very high level. In contrast, support for free markets has increased in other major powers, such as Germany and China. On the whole, despite the worst global economic crisis since the Great Depression, public attitudes have not changed all that much. While there might be populist demands to "do something," that something is not a return to autarky or anything so drastc. Another big difference is that multilateral economic institutions are much more robust now than they were in 1931. On trade matters, even if the Doha round is dead, the rest of the World Trade Organization's corpus of trade-liberalizing measures are still working quite well. Even beyond the WTO, the complaint about trade is not the deficit of free-trade agreements but the surfeit of them. The IMF's resources have been strengthened as a result of the 2008 financial crisis. The Basle Committee on Banking Supervision has already promulgated a plan to strengthen capital requirements for banks. True, it's a slow, weak-assed plan, but it would be an improvement over the status quo. As for the G-20, I've been pretty skeptical about that group's abilities to collectively address serious macroeconomic problems. That is setting the bar rather high, however. One could argue that the G-20's most useful function is reassurance. Even if there are disagreements, communication can prevent them from growing into anything worse. Finally, a note about the possibility of riots and other general social unrest. The working paper cited in my previous post noted the links between austerity measures and increases in disturbances. However, that paper contains the following important paragraph on page 19: [I]n countries with better institutions, the responsiveness of unrest to budget cuts is generally lower. Where constraints on the executive are minimal, the coefficient on expenditure changes is strongly negative -- more spending buys a lot of social peace. In countries with Polity-2 scores above zero, the coefficient is about half in size, and less significant. As we limit the sample to ever more democratic countries, the size of the coefficient declines. For full democracies with a complete range of civil rights, the coefficient is still negative, but no longer significant. This is good news!! The world has a hell of a lot more democratic governments now than it did in 1931. What happened in London, in other words, might prove to be the exception more than the rule. So yes, the recent economic news might seem grim. Unless political institutions and public attitudes buckle, however, we're unlikely to repeat the mistakes of the 1930's. And, based on the data we've got, that's not going to happen. 

Energy costs are irrelevant to manufacturing – true for every sector 
Michael Levi, David M. Rubenstein Senior Fellow for Energy and the Environment, “Energy and U.S. Manufacturing: Five Things to Think About”, May 16, 2012, http://blogs.cfr.org/levi/2012/05/16/energy-and-u-s-manufacturing-five-things-to-think-about/, CMR

Energy is of marginal importance to most manufacturing.¶ Most U.S. manufacturing is not energy intensive. Joe Aldy and Billy Pizer reported in a 2009 paper that only one tenth of U.S. manufacturing involved energy costs exceeding five percent of the total value of shipments. These industries – the most prominent of which are iron and steel, primary aluminum, bulk cement, chemicals, paper, and glass – are what we are talking about when we discuss the potential for an energy-driven manufacturing boom. The size of these sectors would need to grow enormously to have revolutionary consequences for the fate of the U.S. manufacturing sector. Avoiding substantial decline, though, could be more feasible.¶ Manufacturing growth tied to cheap natural gas is mostly a chemicals story.¶ Take a look at the sweep of major energy-intensive industries, and you’ll find that most are still quite insensitive to energy prices. IHS-CERA, which is not shy about extolling the benefits of the “shale gale” (a term it coined), surveyed these areas in an ANGA-funded study on shale jobs late last year and came to some striking conclusions.¶ Aluminum: “Lower U.S. natural gas prices could potentially slow or even halt the slow decay in the aluminum industry. However, it is unlikely that they would change the economics of primary aluminum production enough, even in the long-term, to redirect investment here.”¶ Steel: “Cheaper electricity [due to low gas prices] will have only a small positive effect on this industry in terms of profitability and competitiveness.”¶ Cement: “The electricity fraction of costs for cement production is too small to generate a significant impact on competitiveness, and the cost savings are not expected to cause production expansion and capacity investment.”

Prices high now AND regional economics make spikes inevitable regardless of gas abundance
Skutnik 1/25
[Steve, The Energy Collective, “Where's the Real Bottleneck for Natural Gas? Distribution”, http://theenergycollective.com/skutnik/177041/wheres-real-bottleneck-natural-gas-distribution]
Looking to verify the trend, I dug a little further around EIA's website. While unfortunately their data on "citygate" prices are a few months behind, the regular periodicity in the citygate price was likewise not there - instead, taken as an average across the U.S., spot, wholesale, and electricity costs derived from natural gas tend to have a strong correlation. Yet here we see above in the data from ISO-NE that prices clearly are deviating substantially from spot prices - what gives? It turns out in fact that the culprit is in distribution. A look around EIA's website brought me to this interesting report, which notes that supply bottlenecks in U.S. northeast for natural gas are expected to produce significant variances in energy prices from the rest of the U.S., and in particular from Henry Hub prices. In essence, despite a relatively abundant supply of natural gas at the wellhead due to the proliferation of wells seeking to exploit unconventional resources, one thing the laws of physics haven't changed for is the capacity of distribution infrastructure - in other words, pipeline capacity. Natural gas doesn't really care where its end destination is - be it for electricity or home heating. Which means a cold winter can easily drive up demand and stress pipeline capacities - precisely what is occurring, according to the EIA report: utilization rates at the Algonquin compressor station have averaged around 86% for the months of November through December 2012. Basic economics can predict what happens next. Because natural gas is generally shipped across pipelines as a compressed gas, due to frictional losses across the pipeline, it must be repressurized at terminals across the pipeline network. The higher demand for gas goes, the closer to maximum capacity these terminals reach. And, as EIA data helpfully shows, the closer utilization reaches to 100%, the larger prices begin to "spread" from spot prices at Henry Hub. In other words, while the commodity price of gas may indeed be cheap, the wholesale cost to utilities can be an entirely regional phenomenon. This is especially true in the blustery cold of New England winter, where demand is especially cyclic. I compiled together citygate prices for natural gas across the Northeast and compared them to U.S. average citygate prices, and the effect is quite clear - states in the Northeast pay on average an appreciable premium on wholesale prices over the U.S. average wholesale, precisely due to these types of bottlenecks, particularly during times of peak demand (i.e., cold winters). Obviously, pipeline capacity has been steadily increasing in response to demand for gas, however the real issue will inevitably be cyclical "spikes" due to competing uses of gas as a heating source.
EPA regs make your impact inevitable
Pisani 1/24
[Glen, Great Eastern Energy, “Are Increasing Electricity Prices Coming?”, http://www.poanj.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=206]
Many people support the EPA’s regulations to achieve long-term environmental benefits, protect customers and the economy and the reliability of the electric grid. However, the cumulative impacts of the EPA’s current regulatory path have been questioned especially the cost projections and the potential increase of electricity costs throughout the economy. More than 70% of all U.S. coal plants are already more than 30 years old, which was their original operating lifetime when designed. One-third of these plants went online before 1970. Some plant operators have announced that they will retire some old plants while others are planning to retrofit with modern pollution technology. The electric power industry will need to invest approximately $505 billion in new generation from 2010 to 2030, in order to maintain a reliable supply of electricity. This does not include any additional investment necessary to meet future federal climate change regulations. There are several factors being discussed in this power plant dilemma: • U.S. coal prices are rising and could be driven much higher by soaring global demand, especially from Asia. • Coal prices could also be driven higher by supply constraints. The amount of economically recoverable coal reserves may be smaller than previously thought. • Major coal projects face high, unpredictable construction costs. The cost of building a new coal plant in the United States has roughly doubled in the past five years. • The cost advantage coal power traditionally enjoyed over cleaner energy options has largely disappeared when it comes to new plants. Power from new coal plants now costs more than power from new gas plants, wind facilities and the best geothermal sites, and much more than investing in energy efficiency. • Coal power is the largest U.S. carbon pollution source, contributing about one-third of all energy-related emissions and more than the entire surface transportation sector. Coal-fired power plants inevitably will face increasing pressure to dramatically cut emissions to help curb climate change. The cost of generating electricity from new coal plants could increase 11-37% under a range of carbon prices in the future. • Carbon capture and storage (CCS) retrofits cannot be counted on to affordably cut emissions. Federal studies show that adding CCS to a new plant could increase the cost of generating electricity 36-78%, while retrofitting an existing plant could increase its costs by 330%. • Federal and state governments are promoting energy efficiency and clean energy sources, which will cut demand for coal power. Twenty-seven states have energy efficiency standards or a standard pending, and several states now require annual reductions in electricity use of at least 2%. Twenty-nine states now have a standard that requires utilities to increase their reliance on renewable energy sources. Coal-fired plants have historically been one of the cheapest ways to generate electricity, but operating costs are expected to increase significantly because of upgrades needed on older plants to meet new environmental regulations. Although there are many public concerns, it is quite possible that some of the regulations may never get to the table. Nevertheless, it is almost certain that there will be an increase in electricity prices throughout the economy.

Domestic energy demand is increasing, but the electricity industry won’t be able to keep up with demand -- expanding nuclear power is necessary. 
Fertel, ‘12
[Marvin, President and CEO -- Nuclear Energy Institute, 2-13, “Licensing Sounds Clarion Call to World,” http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2012/02/is-america-poised-for-nuclear.php?print=true&printcomment=2161670]
Still, the long-term fundamentals that will drive the need for new low-carbon energy sources point to expanding nuclear energy. The electric industry is on course to shut down 10 to 20 percent of its coal-fired electric generating capacity. There is value in fuel and technology diversity and, with the expansion of intermittent electric sources, the increasing value that nuclear plants provide to grid stability. The bottom line is that at one percent annual growth in electricity demand – below historical trends – the Energy Information Administration forecasts a need for 220 gigawatts of new electric capacity by 2035. Keep in mind: U.S. electricity demand has grown nearly 25 percent since the last nuclear power plant began operating in Tennessee in 1996. It has risen more than 80 percent since the Nuclear Regulatory Commission last approved a construction permit for a new nuclear energy facility in 1979. A big part of the reason that the nation has been able to meet this rising demand is because electricity production from existing nuclear energy facilities – wrongly portrayed as “stagnant” – has jumped 40 percent over the past two decades. Nuclear energy supplies 20 percent of the nation’s electricity, even though 104 reactors constitute only 10 percent of the installed electric generating capacity. Our industry is committed to maintaining safe operations and is unique among nuclear operators around the world in the extent to which we’ve planned for extreme events. After 9/11, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and industry assumed a scenario where the plant suffered a large fire or explosion that disabled vital equipment. We purchased portable equipment like generators and pumps for that contingency. The major lesson learned from Japan is that we must be prepared to handle natural catastrophic events simultaneously at multiple reactors. We must also assume access around the site could be a challenge. As with 9/11, the industry and independent regulators at the NRC are taking steps to enhance safety and preparedness. The industry has proposed to the NRC a “FLEX” approach for diverse and flexible coping capability. It involves using additional portable equipment and backup systems – and pre-staging some of this equipment and supplies offsite – to ensure that we can provide an uninterrupted supply of electricity and cooling water to protect critical plant systems at all times. All of this activity, ultimately, will further benefit consumers who depend on affordable electricity from nuclear energy facilities that have proven to be a prudent investment in our nation’s economic and environmental advances. As we embark on the transition to a low-carbon electricity sector that drives the resurgence in America’s economy and growing electrification of the transportation sector, nuclear energy must continue to be a primary provider of 24/7, reliable power.

Unbalanced dependence on natural gas will compromise energy security and economic growth – increased development of nuclear energy is key 
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.

Balanced energy portfolio is key to the electric 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.

Expanded Nuclear Power is the key to stable electricity prices
Bowman, ‘6
[Frank, President and CEO -- Nuclear Energy Institute, Speech to House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development, 9-3, http://nei.org/newsandevents/speechesandtestimony/2006/bowmantestimony91306extended]
The Strategic Value of Nuclear Power: Platform for the Future Any discussion of the future of nuclear energy must begin with a factual understanding of the status of nuclear energy in the United States today. The operating performance and strategic value of America’s 103 operating nuclear power plants is the platform from which the next generation of nuclear power will be launched. Nuclear power represents 20 percent of U.S. electricity supply today—precisely the same percentage as 10 years ago, even though there are six fewer reactors than a decade ago and even though total U.S. electricity supply has increased by 25 percent in that period. Nuclear power has maintained its market share thanks to dramatic improvements in the reliability, safety, productivity and management of U.S. nuclear plants. On average, U.S. nuclear plants operate at around 90 percent capacity factors, year in and year out—the highest level of any form of electricity generation. Improved productivity at our nuclear plants satisfied 20 percent of the growth in electricity demand over the last decade. Nuclear power serves a number of important national needs. First, nuclear power plants contribute to the fuel and technology diversity that is the core strength of the U.S. electric supply system. This diversity is at risk because today’s business environment and market conditions in the electric sector do not encourage investment in large, new capital-intensive technologies, particularly the advanced nuclear power plants and advanced coal-fired power plants best-suited to supply baseload electricity. Second, nuclear power plants provide future price stability that is not available from electric generating plants fueled with natural gas. More than 90 percent of all new electric generating capacity added over the past five years is fueled with natural gas. Natural gas has many desirable characteristics and should be part of our fuel mix, but over-reliance on any one fuel source leaves consumers vulnerable to price volatility and supply disruptions. Volatility in natural gas prices over the last several years is likely to continue, thanks partly to unsustainable demand for natural gas from the electric sector. This volatility subjects the U.S. economy to potential damage. Because the operating costs of nuclear power plants are stable, they dampen price volatility in the electricity and natural gas markets. Nuclear power plants also reduce the pressure on natural gas supply, thereby relieving cost pressures on other users of natural gas that have no alternative fuel source.

