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Off-Case
5- Counter-interpretation—substantial is considerable in degree, that’s American Heritage Dictionary in 2000.

T—Energy Production

We meet—uranium enrichment is energy production
DBI/Century Fuels ’12 
(“Thorium vs Uranium”, 2012, http://www.dauvergne.com/technology/thorium-vs-uranium/)
Uranium, the 92nd element on the periodic table, has been the fuel of choice for commercial nuclear power plants for the past 55 years. Enriched uranium produces significant amounts of energy: one kilogram of uranium is roughly equivalent to 1500 tons of coal. 90% of the world’s uranium comes from only 7 countries: Canada, Australia, Kazakhstan, Russia, Namibia Niger and Uzbekistan. The two main isotopes of natural uranium are fissile uranium-235 (approximately 0.7% of all natural uranium) and fertile uranium-238 (approximately 99.3%) Fissile material is capable of producing a self-sustaining chain reaction without the introduction of external neutrons. Fertile material on the other hand cannot sustain a reaction by itself but can absorb neutrons to become fissile, thus contributing to a chain reaction. The naturally available uranium-235 is not sufficiently concentrated to operate in a standard nuclear reactor and therefore must be enriched prior to use. After being mined and milled, uranium proceeds through a complex 16 step nuclear fuel cycle, one that is necessary for use in the light water reactor (LWR) systems that dominate the nuclear market. This endeavour encompasses numerous chemical processes and complex robotics, as well as many different facilities. Conventional pressurized light water reactors (PLWR) rely upon large quantities of uranium for fuel throughout their life cycle. The quantity is large because approximately 33% of the original uranium load needs to be added every 18 months.
The Aff specifically is energy production
USEC ’12 
(“The American Centrifuge”, 2012, http://www.usec.com/american-centrifuge)
Since 2002, USEC has been developing and demonstrating a highly efficient uranium enrichment gas centrifuge technology called the American Centrifuge. USEC is working to deploy this technology in its American Centrifuge Plant. The American Centrifuge Plant is an advanced uranium enrichment facility in Piketon, Ohio, which will produce low enriched uranium, a key component for the fabrication of commercial nuclear fuel. The American Centrifuge Plant’s capacity will be equal to about one-third of the fuel requirements for the commercial power reactors in the United States, which provide approximately 20% of the U.S. electricity supply today. The American Centrifuge Plant will utilize USEC’s AC100 centrifuge machine, which has been developed, engineered and assembled in the United States. The AC100 design is a disciplined evolution of classified U.S. centrifuge technology originally developed by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and successfully demonstrated during the 1980s. DOE invested $3 billion over 10 years to develop the centrifuge technology, built approximately 1,500 machines and accumulated more than 10 million machine hours of run time. USEC has improved the DOE technology through advanced materials, updated electronics and design enhancements based on highly advanced computer modeling capabilities. Due to these improvements, the AC100 can produce four times the output per machine of any other centrifuge in existence today. USEC has operated centrifuges as part of its Lead Cascade test program since August 2007, demonstrating that the machines can be successfully manufactured and installed for commercial use. USEC has a construction and operating license issued by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and began construction of the American Centrifuge Plant in May 2007. USEC is deploying the American Centrifuge Plant to replace its gaseous diffusion uranium enrichment plant and to be well positioned to meet future demand for low enriched uranium. Deploying the American Centrifuge technology will substantially reduce USEC’s power costs and will modernize its production capacity, enabling USEC to stay competitive in the long term. In addition to providing economic advantages through energy production and job creation, the American Centrifuge Project will also provide significant environmental, energy security, nonproliferation and national security benefits.

Neg interp bad—
1. Arbitrary—their interpretation defines “primary energy production”, not “energy production”, the word “primary” is not in the resolution
1. Bad ground—forces Aff to be tied to purely extraction, those cases are terrible because they lack uniqueness and exclude core Affs like gas prices, nat gas conversion
1. No Nuclear Aff Meets—you have to involve conversion with nuclear Affs. Uranium-235 has to be enriched, it doesn’t occur naturally in nature
NRC ‘12
(Fact Sheet on Uranium Enrichment, 2012, http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/enrichment.html)
The fuel of a nuclear power plant is uranium, but only a certain type of uranium atom can be easily split to produce energy. This type of uranium atom – called uranium-235 (U235) – comprises less than 1 percent by weight of the uranium as it is mined or milled. To make fuel for reactors, the natural uranium is enriched to increase the concentration of U235 to 3 percent to 5 percent.


Counter-interpretation—energy production is the extraction or conversion of energy from one form to another for final consumption
COAG 9 (Department of Climate Change on behalf of the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) Expert Group on Streamlining Greenhouse and Energy Reporting, "national Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Streamlining Protocol," http://www.climatechange.gov.au/~/media/publications/greenhouse-report/nger-streamlining-protocol.pdf) 
‘Energy production’ is defined in NGER Regulation 2.23: Production of energy, in relation to a facility, means any one of the following: (a) the extraction or capture of energy from natural sources for final consumption by or from the operation of the facility or for use other than in operation of the facility; (b) the manufacture of energy by the conversion of energy from one form to another form for final consumption by or from the operation of the facility or for use other than in the operation of the facility.
We meet—uranium enrichment converts raw uranium into fuel for final consumption in a reactor
Prefer our interpretation—
a) Best debate—our interpretation opens the best and most real world discussions on nuclear power because each stage of the fuel cycle has different consequences. This turns their limits argument—the limit they create is artificial debate
MIT ’11 
(“The Future of Nuclear Power”, Chapter 4 – Fuel Cycles, 2011, http://web.mit.edu/nuclearpower/pdf/nuclearpower-ch4-9.pdf)
The description of a possible global growth scenario for nuclear power with 1000 or so GWe deployed worldwide must begin with some specification of the nuclear fuel cycles that will be in operation. The nuclear fuel cycle refers to all activities that occur in the production of nuclear energy. It is important to emphasize that producing nuclear energy requires more than a nuclear reactor steam supply system and the associated turbine-generator equipment required to produce electricity from the heat created by nuclear fission. The process includes ore mining, enrichment, fuel fabrication, waste management and disposal, and finally decontamination and decommissioning of facilities. All steps in the process must be specified, because each involves different technical, economic, safety, and environmental consequences. A vast number of different fuel cycles appear in the literature, and many have been utilized to one degree or another. We review the operating characteristics of a number of these fuel cycles, summarized in Appendix 4. 
b) Limit—our interpretation allows for resource extraction Affs, those are core of the topic and the best cases to debate, offshore drilling

Default reasonability—encourages topic focus, good is good enough, only vote Neg if we made the debate impossible, not if we made it hard.
K—Heidegger

Instrumental government focus solves agency
Kuzemko 12
(Caroline Kuzemko, CSGR University of Warwick, Security, the State and Political Agency: Putting ‘Politics’ back into UK Energy, http://www.psa.ac.uk/journals/pdf/5/2012/381_61.pdf)
This observation brings us on to the way in which debates and narratives within political circles, particularly within parliament and amongst policymakers, started to shift. A plethora of new papers, debates and policy documents on energy emerged over this time, despite the round of energy reviews and the new White Paper that had been produced immediately prior to this period (see in particular Havard 2004; Ofgem 2004; DTI 2005a, 2005b, 2006a, 2006b and 2006c; JESS 2006). The energy sector became increasingly referenced in these proliferating policy and other government documents in terms of potential supply insecurity (FCO 2004; Straw in Plesch et al 2004). Echoing media, academic and think-tank narratives, direct links can be found between fears of supply insecurity and Russia (FAC 2008; see also House of Commons 2007; Ofgem 2009: 1). In particular, in 2007 the Foreign Affairs Committee (FAC) produced a report entitled ‘Global Security: Russia’ (FAC 2008). This is where we see how assumptions about resource nationalism and energy ‘politicisation’ as wrong affect perceptions (Straw in Plesch et al 2004; DTI 2007: 19). The FAC report focuses on certain political frameworks in non-OECD producer countries, particularly Russia, which may not allow new reserves to be developed properly making them ‘unstable’ suppliers (Havard 2004; FCO 2004). This in turn had negative implications for energy prices (Straw in Plesch et al 2004; DTI 2007: 19). What was also evident over this time, however, was the rising amount of reports produced by political institutions outside of those directly responsible for policymaking, the Energy Directorate of the DTI and the independent regulator, Ofgem. The Foreign Office, House of Commons committees and parliamentary offices, such as that of Science and Technology, all started to produce reports on energy focused on energy security (FCO 2004; POST 2004; Fox 2006; House of Lords 2006; House of Commons 2007; FAC 2007). Energy security was added, by the UK, to formal forums for international negotiation. In 2005, during the October EU Summit at Hampton Court, the issue of ‘energy security’ was added to the agenda (Offerdahl 2007). In a paper prepared for conference delegates energy is characterised as a sector which was by then becoming an issue of national security (Helm 2005b: 2). Increasing dependence on Russia for supplies of, particularly gas, is seen as a source of threat to the security of EU, and by extension UK, energy supply. Likewise, energy security was made top of the agenda in the G8 Summit of 2006 (G8 2006). In 2006 Prime Minister Tony Blair used his annual Lord Mayor’s speech to highlight energy security concerns (DTI 2006c: 4). Growing political interest in energy, outside of those institutions formally responsible for energy policymaking, indicates the extent to which energy was becoming subject, once more, to political debate and deliberation. What is also interesting to note at this time is the degree to which the deliberation of energy becomes formalised through various new institutions. In July 2004, in the immediate aftermath of the Yukos affair, the new Energy Act had conferred on the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry a fixed duty to report annually on energy security matters to Parliament (DTI 2005a). Thus a specific political process was put in place to revisit energy security at least annually. Changes related to the need to deliberate more formally had also started to take place within the DTI and FCO in that new resources were allocated to energy analysis (Interview 5). The 2007 White Paper acknowledged that energy had not up until the mid 2000s existed as a discrete area of foreign policy. Again, as such, it had less dedicated capacity assigned to it. The paper announced that, for the first time, the UK would have ...an integrated international energy strategy which describes the action we are taking to help deliver secure energy supplies and tackle climate change. (DTI 2007: 8) Concurrent with the degree to which energy was re-entering elite political debates at both the national and international levels, which in itself indicates a degree of deliberative repoliticisation, there were a number of policy alterations made relating to changing interpretations of energy and international markets. It could be argued that energy security had, in 2003, been assumed to exist, especially given the degree to which energy governance was still understood to be heading in a promarket direction (Thomas 2006: 583; Jegen 2009: 1; Lesage et al 2010: 6; EC 2011: 14). For example the energy supply objective had been worded such that the UK should continue to “maintain the reliability of… supplies” (DTI 2003: 11). Energy security, although still an objective, had been an assumed outcome of marketisation which explains why competitive markets had been the principal objective of energy policy at that time (cf. Helm 2005). By contrast, however, by 2007 energy security is understood to be something that needs to be established, as one of the ‘immense’ challenges facing the UK as a nation, and furthermore, to require further political action to achieve (DTI 2006c: Introduction and 4). This refocus of objectives onto achieving energy security, over time, added to the political pressures being brought to bear on energy policymakers given the degree to which supplies continued to be considered ‘insecure’ (Kuzemko 2012b: ). These changes in policy objectives, political institutions, and the addition of political capacity to deliberate energy are understood have taken place partly in response to political pressures to change emanating from outside energy policy circles, i.e. the DTI and Ofgem. Ofgem officials report a higher degree of ‘outside’ political interference in their practices (Interview 15), and it has been widely claimed that both the 2006 Energy Review and 2007 White Paper were researched and compiled specifically because the DTI and Ofgem understood the political need to respond to the crisis (CEPMLP 2006; House of Commons 2007a). As these processes of deliberation intensified it started also to become clear that the state had lost considerable capacity to understand the complexities of energy. Government was considered to be more responsible, given that the narrative was of national energy supply security, but lacking in information and knowledge both about what was happening and what to do about it. Ultimately this resulted in the formation of a new government institution, the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC), with specific mandates to deliver on energy and climate security. 


Our approach to the 1AC is valid
Owen ‘2 
(David Owen, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton,  Millennium Vol 31 No 3 2002 p. 655-7)
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.

No root cause to the Aff
Curtler ’97 – PhD Philosophy
(Hugh, “rediscovering values: coming to terms with postnmodernism” 44-7)
The second and third concerns, though, are more serious and to a degree more legitimate. The second concern is that "reason is the product of the Enlightenment, modern science, and Western society, and as such for the postmodernists, it is guilty by association of all the errors attributed to them, [namely], violence, suffering, and alienation in the twentieth century, be it the Holocaust, world wars, Vietnam, Stalin's Gulag, or computer record-keeping . . ." (Rosenau 1992, 129). Although this is a serious concern, it is hardly grounds for the rejection of reason, for which postmodernism calls in a loud, frenetic voice. There is precious little evidence that the problems of the twentieth century are the result of too much reason! On the contrary. To be sure, it was Descartes's dream to reduce every decision to a calculation, and in ethics, this dream bore fruit in Jeremy Bentham's abortive "calculus" of utilities. But at least since the birth of the social sciences at the end of the last century, and with considerable help from logical positivism, ethics (and values in general) has been relegated to the dung heap of "poetical and metaphysical nonsense," and in the minds of the general populace, reason has no place in ethics, which is the proper domain of feeling. The postmodern concern to place feelings at the center of ethics, and judgment generally—which is the third of their three objections to modern reason—simply plays into the hands of the hardened popular prejudice that has little respect for the abilities of human beings to resolve moral differences reasonably. Can it honestly be said of any major decision made in this century that it was the result of "too much reason" and that feelings and emotions played no part? Surely not. Can this be said in the case of any of the concerns reflected in the list above: are violence, suffering, and alienation, or the Holocaust, Vietnam, Stalin's Gulag, or Auschwitz the result of a too reasonable approach to human problems? No one could possibly make this claim who has dared to peek into the dark and turbid recesses of the human psyche. In every case, it is more likely that these concerns result from such things as sadism, envy, avarice, love of power, the "death wish," or short-term self-interest, none of which is "reasonable."One must carefully distinguish between the methods ofthe sciences, which are thoroughly grounded in reason and logic, and the uses men and women make of science. The warnings of romantics such as Goethe (who was himself no mean scientist) and Mary Shelley were directed not against science per se but rather against the misuse of science and the human tendency to become embedded in the operations of the present moment. To the extent that postmodernism echoes these concerns, I would share them without hesitation. But the claim that our present culture suffers because of an exclusive concern with "reasonable" solutions to human problems, with a fixation on the logos, borders on the absurd.What is required here is not a mindless rejection of human reason on behalf of "intuition," "conscience," or "feelings" in the blind hope that somehow complex problems will be solved if we simply do whatever makes us feel good. Feelings and intuitions are notoriously unreliable and cannot be made the center of a workable ethic. We now have witnessed several generations of college students who are convinced that "there's no disputing taste" in the arts and that ethics is all about feelings. As a result, it is almost impossible to get them to take these issues seriously. The notion that we can trust our feelings to find solutions to complex problems is little more than a false hope.We are confronted today with problems on a scale heretofore unknown, and what is called for is patience, compassion (to be sure), and above all else, clear heads. In a word, what is called for is a balance between reason and feelings—not the rejection of one or the other. One need only recall Nietzsche's own concern for the balance between Dionysus and Apollo in his Birth of Tragedy. Nietzscheknew better than his followers, apparently, that one cannot sacrifice Apollo to Dionysus in the futile hope that we can rely on our blind instincts to get us out of the hole we have dug for ourselves.


Extinction first—every being has life, have to save the most lives possible
BERNSTEIN ‘2 
(Richard J., Vera List Prof. Phil. – New School for Social Research, “Radical Evil: A Philosophical Interrogation”, p. 188-192)
There is a basic value inherent in organic being, a basic affirmation, "The Yes' of Life" (IR 81). 15 "The self-affirmation of being becomes emphatic in the opposition of life to death. Life is the explicit confrontation of being with not-being. . . . The 'yes' of all striving is here sharpened by the active `no' to not-being" (IR 81-2). Furthermore — and this is the crucial point for Jonas — this affirmation of life that is in all organic being has a binding obligatory force upon human beings. This blindly self-enacting "yes" gains obligating force in the seeing freedom of man, who as the supreme outcome of nature's purposive labor is no longer its automatic executor but, with the power obtained from knowledge, can become its destroyer as well. He must adopt the "yes" into his will and impose the "no" to not-being on his power. But precisely this transition from willing to obligation is the critical point of moral theory at which attempts at laying a foundation for it come so easily to grief. Why does now, in man, that become a duty which hitherto "being" itself took care of through all individual willings? (IR 82). We discover here the transition from is to "ought" — from the self-affirmation of life to the binding obligation of human beings to preserve life not only for the present but also for the future. But why do we need a new ethics? The subtitle of The Imperative of Responsibility — In Search of an Ethics for the Technological Age — indicates why we need a new ethics. Modern technology has transformed the nature and consequences of human action so radically that the underlying premises of traditional ethics are no longer valid. For the first time in history human beings possess the knowledge and the power to destroy life on this planet, including human life. Not only is there the new possibility of total nuclear disaster; there are the even more invidious and threatening possibilities that result from the unconstrained use of technologies that can destroy the environment required for life. The major transformation brought about by modern technology is that the consequences of our actions frequently exceed by far anything we can envision. Jonas was one of the first philosophers to warn us about the unprecedented ethical and political problems that arise with the rapid development of biotechnology. He claimed that this was happening at a time when there was an "ethical vacuum," when there did not seem to be any effective ethical principles to limit ot guide our ethical decisions. In the name of scientific and technological "progress," there is a relentless pressure to adopt a stance where virtually anything is permissible, includ-ing transforming the genetic structure of human beings, as long as it is "freely chosen." We need, Jonas argued, a new categorical imperative that might be formulated as follows: "Act so that the effects of your action are compatible with the permanence of genuine human life"; or expressed negatively: "Act so that the effects of your action are not destructive of the future possibility of such a life"; or simply: "Do not compromise the conditions for an indefinite continuation of humanity on earth"; or again turned positive: "In your present choices, include the future wholeness of Man among the objects of your will." (IR 11)


No impact to the K
LaTour 90
[Bruno LaTour, professor of sociology, School of mines, (We have never been modern, trans. Porter, pp 65-67) 1990]
But immediately the philosopher loses this well-intentioned simplicity. Why? Ironically, he himself indicates the reason for this, in an apologue on Heraclitus who used to take shelter in a baker’s oven. ‘Einai gar hai entautha theous’ – ‘here, too the gods are present,’ said Heraclitus to visitors who were astonished to see him warming his poor carcass like an ordinary mortal (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 233). ‘Auch heir nämlich wesen Götter an.’ But Heidegger is taken in as much as those naïve visitors, since he and his epigones do not expect to find Being except along the Black Forest Holzwege. Being cannot reside in ordinary beings. Everywhere, there is desert. The gods cannot reside in technology – that pure Enframing (Zimmerman, 1990) of being. [Ge-Stell], that ineluctable fate [Geschick], that supreme danger [Gefahr]. They are not to be sought in science, either, since science has no other essence but that of technology (Heidegger, 1977b). They are absent from politics, sociology, psychology, anthropology, history – which is the history of Being, and counts its epochs in lillenia. The gods cannot reside in economics – that pure calculation forever mired in beings and worry. They are not to be found in philosophy, either, or in ontology, both of which lost sight of their destiny 2,500 years ago. This Heidegger treats the modern world as the visitors treat Heraclitus: with contempt. Any yet – ‘here too the gods are present: in a hydroelectric plant on the banks of the Rhine, in subatomic particles, in Adidas shoes as well as in the old wooden clogs hollowed out by hand, in agribusiness as well as in timeworn landscapes, in shopkeepers’ calculations as well as in Holderlin’s heartrending verse. But why do those philosophers no longer recognize them? Because they believe what the modern Constitution says about itself! This paradox should no longer astonish us. The moderns indeed declare that technology is nothing but pure instrumental mastery, science pure Enframing and pure Stamping [Das Ge-Stell], that economics is pure calculation, capitalism pure reproduction, the subject pure consciousness. Purity everywhere! They claim this, it we must be careful not to take them at their word , since what they are asserting is only half of the modern world, the work of purification that distile whet the work of hybridization supplies. Who has forgotten Being? No one, no one ever has, otherwise Nature would be truly available as a pure ‘stock’. Look around you: scientific objects are circulating simultaneously as subjects objects and discourse: Networks are full of Being. As for machines, they are laden with subjects and collectives. How could a being lose its difference, its incompleteness its mark, its trace of Being? This is never in anyone’s power: otherwise we should have to imagine that we have truly been modern, we should be taken in by the upper half of the modern Constitution. Has someone, however, actually forgotten Being? Yes, anyone who really thinks that Being has really been forgotten. As Levi-Strauss says, ‘the barbarian is first and foremost the man who believes in barbarism.1 (Levi-Strauss, [1952] 1987, p. 12). Those who have failed to undertake empirical studies of sciences, technologies, law, politics, economics, religion or fiction have lost the traces of Being that are distributed everywhere among beings. If, seeing empiricism, you opt out of the exact sciences, then the human sciences, then traditional philosophy, then the sciences of language, and you hunker down in your forest – then you will indeed feel a tragic loss. But what is missing is you yourself, not the world! Heidegger’s epigones have converted the glaring weakness into a strength. ‘We don’t know anything empirical, but that doesn’t matter, since your world is empty of Being. We are keeping the little flame of Being safe from everything, and you, who have all the rest, have nothing.’ On the contrary we have everything, since we have Being, and beings, and we have never lost track of the difference between Being and beings. We are carrying out the impossible project undertaken by Heidegger, who believed what the modern Constitution said about itself without understanding that what is at issue there is only half of a larger mechanism which has never abandoned the old anthropological matrix.  No one can forget being, since there has never been a modern world, or, by the same token, metaphysics. We have always remained pre-Socratic pre-Cartesian, pre-Kantian, pre-Nietzchean. No radical revolution can separate us from these pasts, so there is no need for reactionary counterrevolutions to lead us back to what has never been abandoned. Yes, Heraclitus is a surer guide than Heidegger: “Einai gar kai entatuba theous”


Innovation CP

a) Credit Rating—S&P will only upgrade USEC’s credit with a DOE loan, key to more investment
S&P ’12 – credit agency
(Rationale for USEC’s credit downgrade, 8-15-2012, http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/08/15/idUSWNA349920120815)
The negative outlook reflects our view that near-term industry fundamentals will continue to affect operating performance as USEC faces competitive pressures with an oversupplied market and the continued delay of the DOE loan guarantee, calling into question USEC's long-term viability as a going concern. We could lower the rating on the company if USEC is unsuccessful in securing the necessary capital to complete the RD&D program for the American Centrifuge technology, if the NYSE delists the stock, or if there is a significant deterioration in its credit facility availability such that availability declines below $45 million or its borrowing base collateral declines below $350 million and is maintained below this level. We could raise the rating if USEC is approved for the DOE loan guarantee program and the company obtains additional financial support via strategic alternatives.
a) Without the DOE loan guarantee, USEC would be taken by the government
Martin ’12 – editorial director for Pike Research
(Richard, contributing editor for Wired, Martin is an expert on the conjunctions of technology, the energy industry, and foreign policy. His work has appeared in Time, Fortune, The Atlantic, The Asian Wall Street Journal, and many other publications, and his article “The God Particle & the Grid” (Wired, April 2004) was selected for Best Science Writing of 2004. He has held senior editorial leadership positions at ABCNews.com, the Industry Standard, and InformationWeek. His book on thorium power, SuperFuel, was published by Macmillan Science in May 2012. Martin was educated at Yale University and the University of Hong Kong, “Uranium Enrichment Company Fizzles, For Now”, Pike Research Blog, http://www.pikeresearch.com/blog/uranium-enrichment-company-fizzles-for-now)
It’s been a tough summer for USEC, Inc., formerly U.S. Enrichment Corp., the private company set up in 1992, after the fall of the Soviet Union, by the U.S. government to process uranium from dismantled Soviet warheads and sell it on the open market to the nuclear power industry. Uranium prices have declined since the Fukushima nuclear accident last year, and USEC – which went public in 1998 and makes its money enriching uranium purchased on the open market for enrichment and resale to nuclear plant operators ‑ has seen its financial position crater. On July 31 the company reported dismal financial results, including a loss of $92 million for the most recent quarter. USEC’s share price has languished below $1 for months, and the company is faced with delisting from the New York Stock Exchange if the price doesn’t recover. The company, which uses an outmoded gaseous diffusion process to enrich uranium, has staked its future on the modern American Centrifuge plant, which it plans to build in Ohio, but that program has been on life support since the Department of Energy (DOE) declined to issue a $2 billion loan guarantee for the project in 2009. Since then, USEC has eked out its existence on dozens of millions of dollars in DOE stopgap funding. But this week, citing “competitive pressures with an oversupplied market and the continued delay of the Department of Energy loan guarantee,” Standard & Poors lowered its already lousy rating on USEC’s corporate debt. The company has already acknowledged that, barring some miraculous recovery in the world uranium market, it will be unable to continue operating its Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant beyond the spring of 2013. If USEC is unable to secure DOE funding for the American Centrifuge project, its days as an independent entity are almost certainly numbered. USEC has received less publicity than ill-fated DOE loan guarantees to renewable energy companies, like Solyndra, but the outcome, at this point, looks equally dismal. USEC was formed at a time when there was an urgent need to reprocess Soviet nuclear materials for peaceful use, but that source is nearly exhausted. CEO John Welch’s ambitions for the new centrifuge plant were developed during talk of the anticipated “nuclear renaissance,” which for the moment looks like more of a retrenchment. Nevertheless, Welch continues to speak about the worldwide nuclear buildout: “The rest of the world is moving on quite aggressively” on nuclear power, Welch told reporters last week. “As far as we’re concerned, we see a long-term market for our services that’s very strong.”


No bubble
Yarow ‘9 (The Green Bubble That Won't Take Shape Jay Yarow|Mar. 4, 2009, 8:55 AM|8 Tags: Wind, Stimulus, Recession, Barack Obama, U.S. Government, Politics, Green Tech 

But will his programs replace one problem with another, turning the housing bubble into a "green" bubble? We don't think so.  Yesterday in the FT, Joseph Stiglitz and economist Nicholas Stern wrote:  The financial crisis originated from the housing market bubble and was preceded by the dotcom boom. We cannot replace these with yet another bubble. The investments necessary to convert our society to a low-carbon economy – investments that can change the way we live and work – would drive growth over the next two or three decades. They would ensure that growth, with accompanying improvements in standards of living, was sustainable. The path that we have been on is not.  They go on to say that investment in green will increase efficiency providing both short term and long term stimulus for the country, but they never really address why we couldn't see another green bubble.  The hype we hear around green investment, would lead us to think it's possible, if not inevitable. After all, Merrill Lynch cleantech analyst Steven Milunovich strategist said, the "sixth revolution will be the Age of Cleantech and Biotech," in an editorial for Greentech Media. (Previous revolutions: Industrial Revolution, Age of Steam and Railways, Age of Steel, Electricity, and Heavy Engineering, Age of Oil, Automobiles, and Mass Production, Age of Information and Telecommunications.) That's the kind of stuff that makes great cold-calling script material.  A revolution would imply that there is going to be a frenzy of activity that could inflate asset values. In our current bust, any technology that can promise returns would be nice. We, however, don't think there will be a bubble this time around.  Even though the most recent housing bubble blew up and blew up  on the heels of a internet bubble, it's unlikely to think the nation, the globe, will have lost its taste for bubbles. So, while we'd hope there would be prudence, we know that's not really our style, so our amnesia-prone minds would induce us to blow up a green bubble.  Where our memory fails us, economics shold kick in, though. The slow thaw of credit will slow investment, which will prevent gobs of money from going to alternative energy projects the way it flowed into ill-fated real estate speculation and construction projects.  And, while the billions from the government will act as a gap for a few years, the one thing we can be sure of is that it cash won't come swiftly no matter the rhetoric.   Take all that into account, the capital influx into green projects is likely to be more orderly and less so a  bubble-inducing grab bag.  


No impact to the bubble
Eilperin ’12 (Juliet Eilperin is the national environmental reporter for The Washington Post, “Why the Clean Tech Boom Went Bust,” 1/20/2012, http://www.wired.com/magazine/2012/01/ff_solyndra/all/

And yet, clean tech is far from dead. Certain companies and technologies will emerge from the ruins not only to survive but to thrive, just like they did after the bursting of the Internet bubble. Electric cars seem like a relatively safe bet, spurred by both rising oil prices and federal rules requiring greater fuel efficiency. Additionally, as it has with solar, China has aggressively pushed into the competitive battery industry. As a result, prices for the lithium-ion battery modules in electric cars—which can cost more than some gas-powered cars—are coming down. Tesla started out making 600 sports cars a year, priced at $109,000 each; in 2012 it will begin selling the Model S, a full-size sedan that goes from zero to 60 in six seconds and costs just under $50,000 (once you kick in a $7,500 federal tax credit). Within five years, the company says, it will be producing 100,000 cars annually and charging just $30,000 apiece. The company’s stock took a hit in early December, after Morgan Stanley cut its price target—citing concerns about the broader EV market—but it was still up for the year, even after the drop. Meanwhile, the low silicon prices and cheap Chinese photovoltaics that undermined next-gen clean tech have proven a boon to distributed-generation businesses—the firms that install solar systems to power individual homes and offices. These companies are thriving because they came up with a new financing model that makes installing standard flat-panel solar generators truly affordable. A decade ago, a rooftop solar array for a 3,000-square-foot home would have cost the owner about $45,000. The price can now be less than $20,000. That’s not cheap, but instead of having to pay it up front, homeowners can now work with companies like San Mateo, California-based SolarCity and Oakland-based Sungevity and lease the systems for $119 a month—less than a lot of conventional electricity bills. John Stanton, head of federal affairs for SolarCity—which recently closed a $350 million deal with Bank of America to install panels that will provide power for up to 120,000 military families—likens it to leasing Xerox machines to offices. “It’s taking a 60-year-old business-equipment model and bringing it into the solar industry,” he explains. That leasing model, combined with a number of software advancements, has transformed the rooftop solar business. It used to take months to close a residential sale; now these companies can use a combination of remote mapping and mathematical calculations to help determine exactly how many solar panels an individual home would need and how they should be positioned. The whole process can be completed in a matter of weeks. In at least one respect, these companies rely on a very old-fashioned boost: federal and state subsidies and tax breaks. When they install a solar system on someone’s roof, they take all the government sweeteners that accompany the installation, which helps these firms offer their systems at lower prices. “Between 40 and 50 percent of the system is covered up front,” says Danny Kennedy, founder of Sungevity. “The customer is getting an incredible value proposition: ‘I’m going to save money from day one.’ That’s a hell of a thing. For no investment, I’m going to save money.” But there is an investor: the taxpayer. Government coffers have been compensating for a number of market challenges solar faces, including the incumbency advantage of the fossil fuel industry and private investors’ distaste for capital-intensive enterprises that will take years to deliver a return. And in 2012, the solar industry may face a sudden reduction in these subsidies, as the post-Solyndra political climate grows less and less receptive to investments in clean energy. Despite the fact that renewable energy received only a quarter of the subsidies that fossil-fuel-based electricity received between 2002 and 2007, it’s wind and solar that are on the chopping block.
States

a) Credit Rating—S&P will only upgrade USEC’s credit with a DOE loan, key to more investment
S&P ’12 – credit agency
(Rationale for USEC’s credit downgrade, 8-15-2012, http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/08/15/idUSWNA349920120815)
The negative outlook reflects our view that near-term industry fundamentals will continue to affect operating performance as USEC faces competitive pressures with an oversupplied market and the continued delay of the DOE loan guarantee, calling into question USEC's long-term viability as a going concern. We could lower the rating on the company if USEC is unsuccessful in securing the necessary capital to complete the RD&D program for the American Centrifuge technology, if the NYSE delists the stock, or if there is a significant deterioration in its credit facility availability such that availability declines below $45 million or its borrowing base collateral declines below $350 million and is maintained below this level. We could raise the rating if USEC is approved for the DOE loan guarantee program and the company obtains additional financial support via strategic alternatives.
a) Without the DOE loan guarantee, USEC would be taken by the government
Martin ’12 – editorial director for Pike Research
(Richard, contributing editor for Wired, Martin is an expert on the conjunctions of technology, the energy industry, and foreign policy. His work has appeared in Time, Fortune, The Atlantic, The Asian Wall Street Journal, and many other publications, and his article “The God Particle & the Grid” (Wired, April 2004) was selected for Best Science Writing of 2004. He has held senior editorial leadership positions at ABCNews.com, the Industry Standard, and InformationWeek. His book on thorium power, SuperFuel, was published by Macmillan Science in May 2012. Martin was educated at Yale University and the University of Hong Kong, “Uranium Enrichment Company Fizzles, For Now”, Pike Research Blog, http://www.pikeresearch.com/blog/uranium-enrichment-company-fizzles-for-now)
It’s been a tough summer for USEC, Inc., formerly U.S. Enrichment Corp., the private company set up in 1992, after the fall of the Soviet Union, by the U.S. government to process uranium from dismantled Soviet warheads and sell it on the open market to the nuclear power industry. Uranium prices have declined since the Fukushima nuclear accident last year, and USEC – which went public in 1998 and makes its money enriching uranium purchased on the open market for enrichment and resale to nuclear plant operators ‑ has seen its financial position crater. On July 31 the company reported dismal financial results, including a loss of $92 million for the most recent quarter. USEC’s share price has languished below $1 for months, and the company is faced with delisting from the New York Stock Exchange if the price doesn’t recover. The company, which uses an outmoded gaseous diffusion process to enrich uranium, has staked its future on the modern American Centrifuge plant, which it plans to build in Ohio, but that program has been on life support since the Department of Energy (DOE) declined to issue a $2 billion loan guarantee for the project in 2009. Since then, USEC has eked out its existence on dozens of millions of dollars in DOE stopgap funding. But this week, citing “competitive pressures with an oversupplied market and the continued delay of the Department of Energy loan guarantee,” Standard & Poors lowered its already lousy rating on USEC’s corporate debt. The company has already acknowledged that, barring some miraculous recovery in the world uranium market, it will be unable to continue operating its Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant beyond the spring of 2013. If USEC is unable to secure DOE funding for the American Centrifuge project, its days as an independent entity are almost certainly numbered. USEC has received less publicity than ill-fated DOE loan guarantees to renewable energy companies, like Solyndra, but the outcome, at this point, looks equally dismal. USEC was formed at a time when there was an urgent need to reprocess Soviet nuclear materials for peaceful use, but that source is nearly exhausted. CEO John Welch’s ambitions for the new centrifuge plant were developed during talk of the anticipated “nuclear renaissance,” which for the moment looks like more of a retrenchment. Nevertheless, Welch continues to speak about the worldwide nuclear buildout: “The rest of the world is moving on quite aggressively” on nuclear power, Welch told reporters last week. “As far as we’re concerned, we see a long-term market for our services that’s very strong.”


Uncertainty DA—CP creates massive regulatory uncertainty—states will act in different ways to implement, impact is no investment
DeShazo and Freeman ‘7 – professor and director of the Lewis Center and professor of law
(J.R. DeShazo and Jody Freeman, TIMING AND FORM OF FEDERAL REGULATION:   
THE CASE OF CLIMATE CHANGE, University of Pennsylvania Law Review, Vol. 155:1499, 2007)
States can increase regulatory uncertainty in this way either by taking action alone or by joining together with other states in regional compacts. Moreover, because states will be responding to somewhat different interest group configurations within their own jurisdictions, there is a high likelihood that different states will adopt different regulatory approaches. This practically ensures inconsistency and helps drive industry to Congress. At the same time, some states are likely to be more important than others in provoking this reaction. Historically, California seems to have been especially influential in prompting industry demand for federal uniformity, perhaps because of the state’s disproportionate market power 27 and history of engaging in product regulation targeting automobiles. 28


Oil


DA’s inevitable—
a) Public wants more nuclear power and it’s expanding globally
Westenhaus 9/30
(Brian, “Confidence in Nuclear Power is on the Rise Again”, Oil Price, 9-30-2012, http://oilprice.com/Alternative-Energy/Nuclear-Power/Confidence-in-Nuclear-Power-is-on-the-Rise-Again.html)
This latest survey found that Americans strongly favoring nuclear energy outnumber those strongly opposed by a two-to-one ratio, 29% versus 14%. The new numbers improve on a poll conducted in September 2011, six months after the Fukushima accident, when 62% of American favored nuclear energy, with 35% opposed. The new survey shows confidence is improving. Just over three quarters of respondents agree that nuclear energy facilities operating in the United States are ‘safe and secure,’ while only 19% think they are not. Eighty percent of Americans opposed to 16% believe “we should learn the lessons from the Japanese accident and continue to develop advanced nuclear energy plants to meet America’s growing electricity demand.” In a shock to the political system and the anti nuclear crowd a large majority (81%) of those surveyed favor the renewal of operating licenses of facilities that continue to meet federal safety standards, while 74% believe electric utilities should prepare now so they will be ready to build new nuclear power plants in the next decade if needed. The U.S. is not alone. New nuclear plants are coming in Asia and even in Europe. Nuclear generating capacity is projected to grow 38% in the next eight years. These kinds of numbers wake up the uranium commodities speculators – even while the market is in the doldrums.
b) Nuclear power’s expanding in the U.S. now
Ferguson ’12 
(Charles D., Federation of the American Scientists, Public Interest Report, “Making the Case for 
Nuclear Power in the United States”, Summer 2012, http://www.fas.org/pubs/pir/2012summer/Summer2012_PresidentMessage.pdf)
Will nuclear power in the United States flourish or fade away? To paraphrase Mark Twain, “The news of nuclear power’s demise has been greatly exaggerated.” The United States still has the largest number of nuclear reactors in the world with 104 and almost 20 percent of its electricity is generated from nuclear power. Moreover, four new reactors are under construction: two at the Vogtle plant in Georgia and two at the Summer plant in South Carolina. One big reason these plants are moving forward is because the utilities can recoup some of the costs during construction. The regional regulatory authorities in the Southeastern United States have allowed such cost recovery. Four new reactors, however, will not be enough to keep nuclear power on pace to continue to generate about 20 percent of the nation’s electricity.
Zero link to the Aff—all of their evidence is about new nuclear power plant construction,
a) Reprocessing marginally affects investor calculations about nuclear power
Lee 10
[Nathan R. Lee, WISE Intern and B.S.E. in Materials Science & Engineering from UPenn, Sustainability Of U.S. Nuclear Energy: Waste Management And The Question Of Reprocessing American Nuclear Society, 2010, http://www.wise-intern.org/journal/2010/NathanLeeWISE2010.pdf]
However, despite the fact that the United States is dependent on foreign sources of uranium, its close relationships with supplier states reduce the relevance of this argument. Finally, it is important to note that the economic ramifications of changing the fuel cycle are quite small compared to other parts of the nuclear energy industry. Capital, operations, and maintenance account for 80-90% of total generation costs, dwarfing the significance of fuel cycle economics. Although fuel cycle costs are not immaterial, they should not be the principal driving factor in a policy decision. 48

b) Nuclear power plants can still get uranium enrichment from foreign sources in the U.S. post plan, it’s only a question of where we get tritium for our deterrent; the Aff doesn’t affect the calculations of the commercial nuclear power industry
c) Plan doesn’t lead to new nuclear power generation, that’s not the part of the energy production process it affects


EU and China already triggered speculator crisis

Bowen 9/3/12 – Staff Writer, Examiner (Bowen, Robert. “Oil prices drop as U.S. oil production reaches 15-year high”. October 3, 2012. http://www.examiner.com/article/oil-prices-drop-as-u-s-oil-production-reaches-15-year-high)

One reason given for the drop in oil prices, besides increased output, is fears about the economy in Europe and China. Speculators do not want to buy high, and then if demand falls off later, they have to sell at a loss.¶ If gasoline prices fall, then consumer spending will increase. That will lead to more jobs. That will boost the economy. It also helps the economy in the homes of average Americans.


Oil and nuclear power do not compete with each other—irrelevant markets
Toph and Rogner ‘6
(Ferenc L. Toth*, Hans-Holger Rogner Planning and Economic Studies Section, Department of Nuclear Energy, International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), Oil and nuclear power: Past, present, and future, Energy Economics, 2006)
The current relationship between nuclear power and oil has become distinctly different than it was a few decades ago. At the onset of the 21st century, nuclear and oil for electricity generation are targeting different electricity market segments with little overlap in the longer run. Oil for electricity generation in most industrialized countries serves, where not barred for environmental reasons, more the function of the disposal of residual oil for which no other applications can be found. However, advanced refineries converting larger portions of the barrel into premium products and stringent environmental regulation F.L. Toth, H.-H. Rogner / Energy Economics 28 (2006) 1–25 5constrain the use of residual oil for power generation. Other uses of oil products include peak supply, back-up fuel, and dispersed non-grid generation. These markets have been relative captive for oil but this may change in the future with the advent of fuel cells. Since nuclear power has no role to play in these captive markets, growth prospects for oil are unaffected by a nuclear presence in the electricity generating market.





Elections—Obama Good

Obama has asserted American primacy and Romney wouldn’t be meaningfully different from him 
Singh ’12 [Robert, Professor of Politics at Birkbeck, University of London, “Welcome to the Post-American World: Barack Obama, US Foreign Policy and the 2012 Election”, http://www.worldfinancialreview.com/?p=1747] 
Against all this, of course, one must set Obama’s likely opponent. Although not exactly edifying, the Republican Party campaign has seen – with the exception of neo-isolationist Ron Paul – a fairly predictable conservative critique of Obama’s foreign policies set out. Obama is portrayed as weak, naive and feckless with American power, “apologising” for America’s historic ills and errors, and failing to stand squarely with traditional allies such as the UK and Israel against long-standing foes such as Iran and Syria. Not supporting the Green Movement in Iran in 2009, and failing to articulate the forceful promotion of democratic values and human rights in Russia, China and elsewhere, Obama is condemned for what one of his White House officials infelicitously termed “leading from behind.” How much purchase such criticisms have is questionable. Even if he was not vociferous in its celebration early on, as his presidency has progressed, Obama has come to embrace at least the rhetoric of American exceptionalism much more forcefully. Earlier this year – allegedly influenced by the recent publications of neo-conservative scholar, Robert Kagan – Obama even went so far as to expressly deny that America is in decline and to reassert the position of the US as the “indispensable nation” that Madeleine Albright had controversially declared back in 1998. Moreover, the conservative attack on Obama would perhaps have greater force were it not for two factors. First, any fair accounting of the Obama record must note the marked and, to many supporters and opponents alike, surprising continuity of his administration with its ill-loved predecessor. While the administration rejected early on the language of a “war on terror”, its logic was preserved. In fact, one can make a case that the administration has been even more aggressive than that of George W. Bush in using drone strikes to carry out assassinations, infringing Pakistani (not to mention Yemeni and Somali) sovereignty, and in maintaining rendition, detention, military commissions and the pursuit of “state secrets” doctrines. Obama may be uncomfortable with the mantle of a “war president”, but it is difficult credibly to label him as weak when it comes to his willingness to use military force. It is perhaps another irony of the administration that some of its more notable accomplishments have come from advancing the Bush agenda more effectively than did Bush, while some of its more problematic or stalled policies have been Obama innovations (such as the “soft security” agenda of energy independence and combating climate change, as well as the “global nuclear zero” non-proliferation agenda, which has ceased momentum and threatens to crater under the growing nuclear ambitions of Iran, North Korea and Pakistan). Second, once we get past the heated campaign rhetoric of an election year, would a Republican foreign policy look markedly different after January 2013 to the current Democratic one? Again, symbolism needs to be distinguished from substance here. Mitt Romney has certainly castigated Obama on international matters from China and trade to non-proliferation. The key areas where one might anticipate a difference, though, are probably Israel and Iran. On the former, a Romney White House would likely prove far more congenial to the Netanyahu administration, whose relations with Obama have been fraught and icy. On the latter, Romney would be more likely to countenance an Israeli strike on Iran’s nuclear facilities, and possibly aid one with US forces, than the current incumbent. Beyond these important areas, though, it is difficult to see how a Romney administration – confronting the same budgetary constraints at home and similar geo-political challenges abroad – would make decisive departures in US foreign policy to contain China, weaken Russia, embolden the EU or pacify the Middle East.

Romney will win now—resiliency and momentum
KTVQ 9-19. ["It's not all over for Romney" KTVQ News Coverage -- www.ktvq.com/news/it-s-not-all-over-for-romney/]
On Monday night, Romney was hit with what we might call a "pre-gaffe" when a private statement that he made months ago suddenly hit the Web. The video shows Romney apparently dismissing the 47% of Americans who he says don't pay federal income taxes as freeloaders. For someone who is often portrayed as cynical and uncaring, this is not good news. What will we see next? Leaked footage of Romney stealing candy from a baby?¶ There's cause for Republicans to panic. Some commentators are starting to ask, "Did Romney just lose the election?" When I first saw the "47%" video, I wrote that it had to damage Romney's already poor likeability ratings and maybe even cost him the White House. But, after a couple of days of reflection, I think there's still reason for Republicans to have hope. Not least because the polls point to a closer election than the headlines do. But I'll come to that in a moment.¶ First, it's helpful to put the "47%" speech into historical perspective, which suggests that "gaffes never matter." Every campaign has a moment when the candidate says something they shouldn't have, and it isn't necessarily the end of the road.¶ In April 2008, in the middle of his primary race against Hillary Clinton, Barack Obama gave a speech in which he said that poverty caused "bitter" people to "cling to guns or religion or antipathy to people who aren't like them." His opponents went wild, but this kind of "cat out of the bag" statement tends to matter far more to fervent activists than it does to ordinary voters. After all, Obama won the primary and the general election.¶ Four years later, it's only Republican activists who still say they are "proud to be clinging to my guns and religion" -- as if the statement has any contemporary relevance. In 2016, Democratic activists will probably be driving around with faded bumper stickers that read, "47 Percent -- And Proud!" The rest of us will have long forgotten what that means.¶ Over time, sober analysis might slowly turn in Romney's favor, too. Consider how Obama's words were taken out of context. He was really making a case for why liberals had to renew their efforts to improve people's finances, "to get people persuaded that we can make progress when there's not evidence of that in their daily lives."¶ Likewise, Romney was actually arguing that there was no point pitching his low tax policy to the 47% of Americans who already don't pay income taxes because ... they don't pay taxes.¶ What he meant by "I don't have to worry about them," was that he didn't need to court their vote. He wasn't saying that if he saw them begging in the street he'd drive his limo straight on by.¶ In fact, the "47%" speech reads a lot better on the page than it sounds on the video. Part of Romney's problem isn't the content of his ideas, but the ubiquitous context of wealth and power. His host was a one-percenter with a taste for extravagant parties, and Romney delivered his line as if sharing the inner workings of a Ponzi scheme.¶ Despite Romney's personality problem, he isn't doing nearly as badly in the polls as the punditry suggests. In fact, the day after the 47% video leaked, Gallup released a poll that showed the president only 1 percentage point ahead of the Republican challenger. Ironically, the pollster also reported that he has surprising support among people with low incomes. This would seem to prove that Obama's convention bounce was only temporary and that he remains vulnerable.¶ More importantly, the public hasn't punished Romney for a serious gaffe he made over Egypt. Critics accused him of jumping the gun when he lambasted a statement released by the U.S. Embassy in Cairo condemning a film considered offensive to Islam -- protests against which later resulted in the death of four Americans in Libya. If they're prepared to forgive him for that snafu, perhaps they'll ignore this one, too.¶ Take a look at the electoral map and you'll see that Obama has momentum in the swing states. But not much. According to RealClearPolitics' average of polls, he's ahead 4.2 percentage points in Ohio, 3 points in Virginia, 2.7 points in Wisconsin, and 1.4 points in Florida. That puts Romney well within striking distance and that's even before he's had a chance to land some punches in the debates.



Winners win
Creamer ‘11 political strategist for over four decades (Robert, he and his firm, Democracy Partners, work with many of the country’s most significant issue campaigns, one of the major architects and organizers of the successful campaign to defeat the privatization of Social Security, he has been a consultant to the campaigns to end the war in Iraq, pass health care, pass Wall Street reform, he has also worked on hundreds of electoral campaigns at the local, state and national level, "Why GOP Collapse on the Payroll Tax Could be a Turning Point Moment," Huffington Post, 12-23-11, www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-creamer/why-gop-collapse-on-the-p_b_1167491.html, accessed 9-1-12, mss)

2). Strength and victory are enormous political assets. Going into the New Year, they now belong to the President and the Democrats. One of the reasons why the debt ceiling battle inflicted political damage on President Obama is that it made him appear ineffectual - a powerful figure who had been ensnared and held hostage by the Lilliputian pettiness of hundreds of swarming Tea Party ideological zealots. In the last few months -- as he campaigned for the American Jobs Act -- he has shaken free of those bonds. Now voters have just watched James Bond or Indiana Jones escape and turn the tables on his adversary. Great stories are about a protagonist who meets and overcomes a challenge and is victorious. The capitulation of the House Tea Party Republicans is so important because it feels like the beginning of that kind of heroic narrative. Even today most Americans believe that George Bush and the big Wall Street Banks - not by President Obama -- caused the economic crisis. Swing voters have never lost their fondness for the President and don't doubt his sincerity. But they had begun to doubt his effectiveness. They have had increasing doubts that Obama was up to the challenge of leading them back to economic prosperity. The narrative set in motion by the events of the last several weeks could be a turning point in voter perception. It could well begin to convince skeptical voters that Obama is precisely the kind of leader they thought he was back in 2008 - a guy with the ability to lead them out of adversity - a leader with the strength, patience, skill, will and resoluteness to lead them to victory. That now contrasts with the sheer political incompetence of the House Republican Leadership that allowed themselves to be cornered and now find themselves in political disarray. And it certainly contrasts with the political circus we have been watching in the Republican Presidential primary campaign. 3). This victory will inspire the dispirited Democratic base. Inspiration is the feeling of empowerment - the feeling that you are part of something larger than yourself and can personally play a significant role in achieving that goal. It comes from feeling that together you can overcome challenges and win. Nothing will do more to inspire committed Democrats than the sight of their leader -- President Obama - out maneuvering the House Republicans and forcing them into complete capitulation. The events of the last several weeks will send a jolt of electricity through the Progressive community. The right is counting on Progressives to be demoralized and dispirited in the coming election. The President's victory on the payroll tax and unemployment will make it ever more likely that they will be wrong. 4). When you have them on the run, that's the time to chase them. The most important thing about the outcome of the battle over the payroll tax and unemployment is that it shifts the political momentum at a critical time. Momentum is an independent variable in any competitive activity - including politics. In a football or basketball game you can feel the momentum shift. The tide of battle is all about momentum. The same is true in politics. And in politics it is even more important because the "spectators" are also the players - the voters. People follow - and vote -- for winners. The bandwagon effect is enormously important in political decision-making. Human beings like to travel in packs. They like to be at the center of the mainstream. Momentum shifts affect their perceptions of the mainstream. For the last two years, the right wing has been on the offensive. Its Tea Party shock troops took the battle to Democratic Members of Congress. In the Mid-Terms Democrats were routed in district after district. Now the tide has turned. And when the tide turns -when you have them on the run - that's the time to chase them.

No impact- gridlock
Roberts ’12 (The futility of climatespotting: No matter what he says, Obama can’t make big moves on climate By David Roberts energy and climate expert, primary staff writer for Grist Magazine, an online environmental publication 4 Sep 2012 3:47 PM

Yes. Here’s why: U.S. constitutional government is set up so that the opposition party has a) the electoral incentive to block the ruling party’s agenda, and b) the power to do so, especially since abuse of the filibuster became routine. In other words, there’s nothing in the rules of the U.S. system to prevent total gridlock. It was prevented in post-war America by a certain level of diversity within the parties — conservative Democrats in the South, liberal Republicans in the Northeast — and presumptive adherence to norms of behavior that kept the system running (like, say, not filibustering every bill or holding the debt ceiling hostage). Neither of those conditions obtain any more. The parties have ideologically clarified. The right, in particular, has become progressively more extreme since 1980 or so. As a part of that process, it began spurning those behavioral norms, becoming, in the immortal words of Thomas Mann and Norm Ornstein, “a resurgent outlier: ideologically extreme; contemptuous of the inherited social and economic policy regime; scornful of compromise; un-persuaded by conventional understanding of facts, evidence, and science; and dismissive of the legitimacy of its political opposition.”

Romney winning Ohio now
The Examiner, 10/6, “Ohio poll: Romney leads 51-48 among those certain to vote”, http://washingtonexaminer.com/ohio-poll-romney-leads-51-48-among-those-certain-to-vote/article/2509947#.UHJKRLIk6so)
The first post-presidential debate poll in critical Ohio shows that Mitt Romney blunted President Obama's momentum with his winning performance and is now leading the president among Ohioans who say that they are "certain" to vote. Overall, the race is deadlocked with Obama over Romney 50 percent to 49 percent, according a new Rasmussen Reports poll taken Thursday night. But among the stunning 92 percent of likely voters in the state who say that they are certain to go to the polls on Election Day, Romney leads 51 percent to 48 percent. And among the 83 percent who have already made up their minds how they will vote, Romney is ahead of Obama 52 percent to 48 percent. The president, however, has a two-to-one lead among the 17 percent "who could still change their minds between now and Election Day," said Rasmussen. On Thursday, Secrets reported that the GOP has closed the large gap Democrats held in requests for absentee ballots used for early voting, a sign that Romney is doing better in the state than some other polls have shown. Romney is also gaining with Ohio voters when it comes to who is best to handle the economy and national security. Rasmussen said that in September, Ohio voters trusted Romney more than the president when it comes to handling the economy by a narrow 48 percent to 46 percent margin. Now, he has a 49% to 45% lead in voter trust on the economy. On national security, Romney edges Obama 48 percent to 47 percent. Last month, Obama had a five-point lead. And 50 percent think the economy will improve if Romney wins and the GOP keeps the House and wins back the Senate. Not so if Democrats win. Just 34 percent think the economy will improve if Obama wins reelection and the Democrats Congress, with 40 percent believing it will get worse.

Plan would win Ohio for Obama—the USEC plant is critical to Southern Ohio, and the plan is immediately perceived
Northey ’12 
(Hannah, E&E Reporter, “Uncertain fate of plant hangs heavy over economically ravaged Ohio – and local officeholders”, E&E Publishing, 4-26-2012, http://eenews.net/public/EEDaily/2012/04/26/1)
PIKETON, Ohio -- Grisly unemployment numbers hang heavy over regulars at J.C.'s Restaurant, a dusty roadside gathering spot in one of this state's hardest hit counties -- and the threat that a nearby federal uranium enrichment plant might close doesn't help that grim mood. Truck drivers and technicians who work at the $5 billion American Centrifuge Facility across the street slowly trickle into the ramshackle building, where tattered baseball caps hang from wooden rafters and old bottles line the windowsills. Wearing a grease-smeared apron and oversized sweatshirt, Cindy Evans, 26, buzzes from table to table to serve up meatloaf, coffee and breakfast specials. A sheen of perspiration glistens on her tan skin under a black racing ball cap covering a blonde ponytail. Evans explains between serving tables that longtime residents will have to leave Pike County -- which has the state's highest unemployment rate, almost 16 percent -- or ask for federal assistance if the plant doesn't receive a $2 billion federal loan guarantee and closes. Business at the 1950s-era family-owned restaurant is also sure to suffer, she says. We have regulars but they wouldn't keep us alive," Evans says. "Workers here don't have an option, they either go out of state or go on welfare." Piketon, a town of more than 1,900, where rusty tractors, trailers and farms dot long expanses of highway, has been hard hit by the recession and the closure of local businesses and factories. Empty retail spaces leave open holes in downtown stretches of buildings, and "For Sale" signs are a common sight. Residents of the area are keenly aware of the plant's controversial role in the upcoming presidential election, national politics, the debate over job creation and the need for a domestic source of uranium enrichment. They are also aware that USEC Inc., which oversees the federal facility, pours dollars into the local economy and could bring more work to the area. USEC is currently relying on a credit facility to spend up to $15 million a month on the centrifuge project through May, expenditures that will taper out in June. Without short-term funding for research and eventually a $2 billion federal loan guarantee, USEC has warned it will have to make "difficult decisions" about the plant's fate, including winding the project down. But the Energy Department has made no indication that it will approve the loan guarantee, leaving a total of up to 3,524 jobs -- more than 1,600 in Ohio alone -- in jeopardy. Sitting in a booth at the back of the restaurant, Phil New examines the mashed potatoes, corn and roll before him while considering the precarious circumstances surrounding the uranium plant. New, whose heating and air conditioning business in Pike County stands to benefit from the influx of workers buying new homes or renting out apartments, said the government needs to act fast to save Pike County and its economy. "This plant controls all of southern Ohio in a lot of ways," New said in a deep voice that reverberated from his broad shoulders covered in a plaid print. "The plant is a lifeline in this area, it determines pretty much what the economy in this part of the state does."


Jobs and energy are the key issue for regions in Ohio—campaign strategy and voter concerns
Beaumont ’12 
(Thomas, “Crucial Ohio at the heart of presidential campaign”, AP, 9-11-12, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iwk2QAAa8SHQYaL0wbHWwJDbaEnw?docId=4edede382c0b4b71a345287b409b1aff)
In Ohio, Romney looked to take advantage of Obama's absence, blistering the president over deep defense cuts scheduled as part of a deficit-reduction proposal. Those possible cuts mean the city would lose its 179th Air National Guard unit, which would cost hundreds of jobs. That's on top of a GM plant that closed in nearby Ontario, Ohio, two years ago. "It will be bad for employment if it goes forward. It will also be bad for our national security," Romney said, promising to block such cuts as president. Here and elsewhere, Obama is working to spread a message of economic progress, despite a national unemployment rate stuck above 8 percent. In Toledo last week, the president argued that his decision to bail out the U.S. auto industry in neighboring Michigan has fueled a manufacturing turnaround in the region. GM recently announced a $200 million expansion of its Lordstown, Ohio, plant, where the company's best-selling Chevrolet Cruze is made. It's in this Midwest region where Obama reminds audiences that Romney wrote a Wall Street Journal opinion piece in 2008 suggesting carmakers declare bankruptcy and restructure. Although that's what happened under the Obama's administration, the Romney piece's headline, "Let Detroit Go Bankrupt," has been a bumper-sticker line for the Obama campaign. "Do the folks in Ohio really think that Gov. Romney, with his views on outsourcing, with his views on General Motors and Chrysler and beyond that, do they honestly believe that if he had been president the last four years that today that there would be today 115,000 auto jobs in Ohio?" Biden said last weekend in Zanesville, 55 miles east of Columbus. Countering, Romney tries to stoke doubt about the president's economic competence, and he criticizes Obama on energy, specifically the administration's regulations on coal mining and oil and gas drilling. Those issues resonate in southern Ohio. It is all part of a two-fold Ohio strategy by Romney: suppress Obama's edge in places like swing-voting northern and central Ohio while dispatching Ryan, from working-class Janesville, Wis., to widen the GOP ticket's edge in towns along the Ohio River. Romney seems to have an opening. "The only driver here is the economy, and we've seen what Barack Obama has to offer," said Andrew Kvochick, a 30-year-old lawyer from Lexington who voted for Obama in 2008. "We'd like to see what Mitt Romney has to offer."

Ohio is the key to the election—even if Romney wins every other swing state, he’ll lose without Ohio
Rutenberg and Zeleny 9/1
(Jim Rutenberg and Jeff Zeleny, “In a Tactical Test, Romney Stakes Hopes on Ohio”, The New York Times, 9-1-2012, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/09/02/us/politics/in-a-tactical-test-mitt-romney-stakes-hopes-on-ohio.html?_r=1&google_editors_picks=true)
Fresh off his nominating convention, Mitt Romney is cranking up a well-financed political machine that will now bring its full force to bear on President Obama with a hailstorm of ads and nonstop campaigning. But little of it may matter if Mr. Romney cannot win here in Ohio, where a loss would severely narrow his path to the White House. That explains why the state has seen more presidential campaign ads than any other in the last three months, why it has assumed such a prominent place in the legal battles over voting rules, and why Mr. Romney, Mr. Obama and their running mates campaigned here over the Labor Day weekend. “It’s possible to win without Ohio,” Senator Rob Portman of Ohio, the chairman of the Romney campaign here, said in an interview. “But I wouldn’t want to risk it.” Mr. Portman and John A. Boehner, the speaker of the House, joined Mr. Romney and thousands of cheering supporters at Union Terminal here on Saturday for a rally that had the distinct high energy of a newly engaged general election campaign. Reprising a theme from his convention speech, that Mr. Obama had failed to live up to sky-high promises, Mr. Romney drew laughs from the crowd by saying, “He famously said that he was going to slow the rise of the oceans,” then thundering, “Our promise to you is this: we’re going to help the American people.” Mr. Romney is running closely with Mr. Obama in most national polls, but the story is different in several states that will decide the race for the necessary 270 electoral votes. Many polls in those states show Mr. Obama holding an advantage over Mr. Romney as the Democrats prepare to open their convention on Tuesday in Charlotte, N.C. In a Quinnipiac University/New York Times/CBS News poll released just over a week ago, Mr. Obama had a six-point advantage over Mr. Romney in Ohio for the second month in a row. To give a sense of Mr. Romney’s challenge: he could win Florida, Indiana, Iowa, Nevada, New Hampshire, North Carolina and Virginia — all carried by Mr. Obama in 2008 — and still fall short without Ohio and its 18 electoral votes.





Coercion

Turn—focus on autonomy trades off with broader conceptions of freedom
Gaylin and Jennings ‘96 
(William, psychoanalytic medicine professor at Columbia, president of Hastings Center and Bruce, director of Center for Humans and Nature, The Perversion of Autonomy: the proper uses of coercion and constraints in a liberal society. Page 9. New York, NY, The Free Press, 1996)
A too-rigid defense of autonomy will interfere with more sophisticated concepts of freedom. It is hard to imagine a paranoid schizophrenic living in the streets of New York, or a drug addict, as being a "free agent." When logical analysis leads to conclusions that affront the common sense of a vast majority of knowledgeable people, their common sense must be respected. What must be examined is the "logic" underlying the contradicting analysis. Examples such as these are not quirks or marginal instances of extreme views. They generally represent what is becoming the vision of America: a vision of the autonomous self in a voluntary society. How has autonomy come to triumph in this way? A definitive and thorough historical explanation of this development has not yet emerged, although aspects of the problem that we have found helpful and suggestive can be found in works by David Riesman, Robert Bellah and colleagues, and E. J. Dionne, among others.3 In any case, the task we have set ourselves in this book is less to explain the culture of autonomy than to take its moral pulse and to diagnose its underlying blind spots and misconceptions. Nor will we attempt to document or demonstrate the pervasiveness of autonomy in some empirical or social scientific way. We offer instead an interpretation based on observation and examples drawn from the world of everyday life which will be, we hope, familiar to most readers.


Ethics of Consequences is key to political responsibility and freedom.
Williams 2005
(Michael, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales—Aberystwyth, The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations, p. 174-176)
A commitment to an ethic of consequences reflects a deeper ethic of criticism, of ‘self-clarification’, and thus of reflection upon the values adopted by an individual or a collectivity. It is part of an attempt to make critical evaluation an intrinsic element of responsibility. Responsibility to this more fundamental ethic gives the ethic of consequences meaning. Consequentialism and responsibility are here drawn into what Schluchter, in terms that will be familiar to anyone conversant with constructivism in International Relations, has called a ‘reflexive principle’. In the wilful Realist vision, scepticism and consequentialism are linked in an attempt to construct not just a more substantial vision of political responsibility, but also the kinds of actors who might adopt it, and the kinds of social structures that might support it. A consequentialist ethic is not simply a choice adopted by actors: it is a means of trying to foster particular kinds of self-critical individuals and societies, and in so doing to encourage a means by which one can justify and foster a politics of responsibility. The ethic of responsibility in wilful Realism thus involves a commitment to both autonomy and limitation, to freedom and restraint, to an acceptance of limits and the criticism of limits. Responsibility clearly involves prudence and an accounting for current structures and their historical evolution; but it is not limited to this, for it seeks ultimately the creation of responsible subjects within a philosophy of limits. Seen in this light, the Realist commitment to objectivity appears quite differently. Objectivity in terms of consequentialist analysis does not simply take the actor or action as given, it is a political practice — an attempt to foster a responsible self, undertaken by an analyst with a commitment to objectivity which is itself based in a desire to foster a politics of responsibility. Objectivity in the sense of coming to terms with the ‘reality’ of contextual conditions and likely outcomes of action is not only necessary for success, it is vital for self-reflection, for sustained engagement with the practical and ethical adequacy of one’s views. The blithe, self-serving, and uncritical stances of abstract moralism or rationalist objectivism avoid self-criticism by refusing to engage with the intractability of the world ‘as it is’. Reducing the world to an expression of their theoretical models, political platforms, or ideological programmes, they fail to engage with this reality, and thus avoid the process of self-reflection at the heart of responsibility. By contrast, Realist objectivity takes an engagement with this intractable ‘object’ that is not reducible to one’s wishes or will as a necessary condition of ethical engagement, self-reflection, and self-creation.7 Objectivity is not a naïve naturalism in the sense of scientific laws or rationalist calculation; it is a necessary engagement with a world that eludes one’s will. A recognition of the limits imposed by ‘reality’ is a condition for a recognition of one’s own limits — that the world is not simply an extension of one’s own will. But it is also a challenge to use that intractability as a source of possibility, as providing a set of openings within which a suitably chastened and yet paradoxically energised will to action can responsibly be pursued. In the wilful Realist tradition, the essential opacity of both the self and the world are taken as limiting principles. Limits upon understanding provide chastening parameters for claims about the world and actions within it. But they also provide challenging and creative openings within which diverse forms of life can be developed: the limited unity of the self and the political order is the precondition for freedom. The ultimate opacity of the world is not to be despaired of: it is a condition of possibility for the wilful, creative construction of selves and social orders which embrace the diverse human potentialities which this lack of essential or intrinsic order makes possible.8 But it is also to be aware of the less salutary possibilities this involves. Indeterminacy is not synonymous with absolute freedom — it is both a condition of, and imperative toward, responsibility.


