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Obama winning but it’s close – Romney could steal it. 
Liasson et al 10-3. [Mara, NPR’s political correspondent, Whit Ayres, President of Ayres, McHenry, & Associates Inc., a national public opinion and public affairs research firm, “Ahead Of First Debate, NPR Poll Shows Romney Within Striking Distance” NPR -- lexis]
Ahead Of First Debate, NPR Poll Shows Romney Within Striking Distance We have a new poll this morning by NPR News's bipartisan team of pollsters. This survey shows that among likely voters President Obama leads Mitt Romney by seven points nationally, and by six points in the dozen battleground states where the campaigns are spending most of their time and money.¶ But as NPR's national political correspondent Mara Liasson reports, this survey also shows that the debates beginning tonight in Denver have the potential to shake up the race. ¶ MARA LIASSON: Almost every recent poll shows a lead in single digits for the president. Ours is on the high side of the range - seven points nationally and six in the battleground states. Whit Ayres, who's the Republican half of our polling team, explains why the current numbers may overstate the Obama case. ¶ WHIT AYRES: This survey reflects a best-case scenario for Democrats. When you sample voters over time, you inevitably get varying proportions of Democrats and Republicans in the sample. It's nothing nefarious. It's just the vagaries of sampling. This sample ended up with seven points more Democrats than Republicans. In 2008 there were seven points more Democrats than Republicans in the electorate, according to exit polls. But in 2004 there were equal numbers of Democrats and Republicans.¶ MARA LIASSON: Most observers expect this year's turnout ratio to be somewhere between the 2008 edge for Democrats and the dead-even party turnout of 2004 and 2010. ¶ Stan Greenberg, our Democratic pollster, says this year party I.D. has been tilting away from the GOP. ¶ STAN GREENBERG: Across many polls, you have a drop in people who are self-identifying as Republicans. They're moving into the independent category, where also if you look at the brand position of the Republican Party and Democratic Party, the Republican Party favorability has been dropping throughout this whole period. ¶ MARA LIASSON: But independent doesn't mean undecided. Our poll found hardly any undecided voters and only few voters who said they could still change their minds; just 11 percent of Obama supporters and 15 percent of Romney's. ¶ Whit Ayres. ¶ WHIT AYRES: We have a very polarized electorate, where people go to their tribal corners and fight it out. So there are not that many movable people. But in an election this close, even a point or two could make a difference.

Plan alienates the public- push for renewables kills economic image, swing states, and controlling ads- each flip the election
Levine, 12 -- Foreign Policy contributing editor 
(Steve, Georgetown University security studies professor, New America Foundation Schwartz fellow, "How dirty is Romney prepared to get to win election?" Foreign Policy, 6-13-12, oilandglory.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/06/12/how_dirty_is_romney_prepared_to_get_to_win_election, accessed 8-26-12, mss)

Is Barack Obama sufficiently dirty to win re-election? Not according to presumptive Republican nominee Mitt Romney, who says the president is too spic and span. Calculating that clean energy is passé among Americans more concerned about jobs and their own pocketbooks, Romney is gambling that he can tip swing voters his way by embracing dirtier air and water if the tradeoff is more employment and economic growth. Romney's gamble is essentially a bet on the demonstrated disruptive potency of shale gas and shale oil, which over the last year or so have shaken up geopolitics from Russia to the Middle East and China. Now, Romney and the GOP leadership hope they will have the same impact on U.S. domestic politics, and sweep the former Massachusetts governor into the White House with a strong Republican majority in Congress. A flood of new oil and natural gas production in states such as North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas is changing the national and global economies. U.S. oil production is projected to reach 6.3 million barrels a day this year, the highest volume since 1997, the Energy Information Agency reported Tuesday. In a decade or so, U.S. oil supplies could help to shrink OPEC's influence as a global economic force. Meanwhile, a glut of cheap U.S. shale gas has challenged Russia's economic power in Europe and is contributing to a revolution in how the world powers itself. But Romney and the GOP assert that Obama is slowing the larger potential of the deluge, and is not up to the task of turning it into what they say ought to be a gigantic jobs machine. The president's critics say an unfettered fossil fuels industry could produce 1.4 million new jobs by 2030. They believe that American voters won't be too impressed with Obama's argument that he is leading a balanced energy-and-jobs approach that includes renewable fuels and electric cars. The GOP's oil-and-jobs campaign -- in April alone, 81 percent of U.S. political ads attacking Obama were on the subject of energy, according to Kantar Media, a firm that tracks political advertising -- is a risk that could backfire. Americans could decide that they prefer clean energy after all. Or, as half a dozen election analysts and political science professors told me, energy -- even if it seems crucial at this moment in time -- may not be a central election issue by November. Yet if the election is as close as the polls suggest, the energy ads could prove a pivotal factor. "Advertising is generally not decisive. Advertising matters at the margins. ... But ask Al Gore if the margin matters," said Ken Goldstein, president of the Campaign Media Analysis Group at Kantar Media. "This is looking like an election where the margin may matter." Romney is hardly the first major U.S. presidential candidate to embrace Big Oil. The politics of clean go back to Lady Bird Johnson's war on litter and Richard Nixon's embrace of environmentalism. But both presidents Bush came from the oil industry, and former Alaska Gov. Sarah Palin, the last GOP vice presidential nominee, gleefully led chants of "Drill, baby, drill" in 2008. Yet President George W. Bush also famously declared that "America is addicted to oil" in his 2006 State of the Union address, and initiated most of the energy programs for which Obama is currently under fire. And Palin's drumbeat in the end seemed to fall flat. The Republican efforts appear to go beyond any modern campaign in their brash embrace of what is dirty, and their scorn of what is not. And the times seem to favor them. In 2009, the GOP, backed by heavy industry lobbying, knocked back environmentalists on their heels by crushing global warming legislation. Other previously central issues -- Afghanistan, Iraq, health care -- are still debated in the campaign, but not as centrally nor as viscerally as energy, said Frank Maisano, an energy and political analyst at Bracewell & Giuliani, a Houston-based law firm. Obama advisors have said rightly that energy is only one component of a much broader American and global economy, but the GOP appears to have at least partially successfully injected the oil and gas boom as a defining feature of the economic discourse. In a Sunday op-ed in the New York Times entitled "America's New Energy Reality," industry consultant Daniel Yergin remarked that while Obama's 2010 State of the Union address focused on clean-energy jobs, the president pivoted this year to talk as much about oil and natural gas. "His announcement that ‘American oil production is the highest it has been in eight years' turned out to be an applause line," Yergin noted. Romney grants that Obama is not precisely Mr. Clean -- while the president has championed clean energy technologies, he has also stewarded over the greatest buildup in U.S. fossil fuel production since the 1990s. But Romney insists he will be dirtier: He vows to open more land to oil and gas drilling, approve the import of more Canadian oil sands to Gulf Coast refineries, and allow more coal mining. As for Obama, Romney recently told a Colorado coal community, he isn't dirty enough to deserve a second presidential term. The president has "made it harder to get coal out of the ground; he's made it harder to get natural gas out of the ground; he's made it harder to get oil out of the ground," Romney said. The approach aligns with a campaign by the American Petroleum Institute, the U.S. oil industry's main lobbying arm, called "Vote4Energy." The API campaign, which consists of big political events and advertisements, targets 15 or so mostly swing states, those that both Obama and Romney will most need to muster the 270 electoral votes required to win. Marty Durbin, executive vice president at API, told me that the Vote4energy campaign is deliberately not backing any specific candidate or party, but attempting to centrally fix the subject of greater fossil-fuel drilling in voters' minds. "We're using this to highlight the importance of energy to the broader policy, that with the right energy policies we can have job creation, economic growth, energy security, government revenue. If voters have these realities in their mind when they go to the ballot box, that's what is going to move us forward in having a more rational national energy policy," he said. Already, he said, "the energy conversation is no longer just production and energy security. This is about job creation on a state-by-state level." Notwithstanding Durbin's disclaimer, the API campaign seems to weave seamlessly into the GOP strategy. And Maisano told me that he sees grist for GOP success in the targeted states. "Energy plays a huge role in those states, and I see it as a huge problem for Obama," he said. "It's going to be hard for him to win these states that he has to win, like North Carolina, like Florida and Michigan and Ohio and Missouri and Wisconsin. Energy undercuts him in those economies." Some analysts think the dirty campaign will ultimately fizzle. "The Romney campaign has positioned itself to beat the job-creation drum better than the Obama campaign has," said Kyle Saunders, a professor at Colorado State University, but an improvement in job numbers could undermine the GOP narrative. In addition, said John Sides, a professor at George Washington University, Obama's incorporation of fossil fuels in his energy policy may muddle the picture for voters. "I'm not sure that there is a lot of daylight between Obama and Romney," Sides told me. Yet my own impression is that the Republican strategy may be working, at least partly and at least for now. Given the stakes, Obama and the main environmental lobby seem more lethargic than they might be. When I sought comment for this story, API responded almost immediately with an offer to speak with Durbin. Not so much the Sierra Club, the principal bulwark of U.S. environmentalists. A spokeswoman missed a couple of emails sent over a couple of days, then by phone said she would try to scare up someone to speak. Finally, I finally received a message: "I haven't been able to track down our political team today." In an election that may be decided on the margins, advantage: fossil fuels.


Romney jacks Russia relations 
Lyman 12. [John – editor-in-chief of International Policy Digest, “Romney’s Foreign Policy and Russia” International Policy Digest -- March 30 -- http://www.internationalpolicydigest.org/2012/03/30/romneys-foreign-policy-and-russia/]
U.S.-Russian relations transcend the United Nations and other multilateral institutions. The United States relies on Russian assistance in counterterrorism, Afghanistan, shoring up loose nuclear material in the former Soviet Republics, international narcotics trafficking, WMD proliferation and reducing American and Russian nuclear stockpiles, which has become a cause celeb for Mr. Obama. Obama has calculated that the Russians would be amendable to significant reductions in their nuclear stockpiles if he negotiates with the Russians in good faith over missile defense. This process was started several years ago in an effort to “reset” U.S.-Russian relations, when Obama ordered a different configuration to the missile defense system – the European Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA) – planned for construction in Eastern Europe. The original system envisioned a radar base that was to be built in the Czech Republic with interceptors housed in Poland. The EPAA is designed to intercept ballistic missiles launched from “rogue” nations from interceptors housed in Poland and now Romania. The Russians have been highly critical of the system first announced by the Bush administration as they claim it would undermine their own nuclear deterrent. “This is not a matter of hiding the ball,” Mr. Obama said. “I want to see us gradually, systematically reduce reliance on nuclear weapons.” Now that Mr. Romney has antagonized the Russians, he might find it difficult to negotiate with them over a whole host of issues, much less getting Russia on board with prodding the Iranians to return to the negotiating table or facilitating America’s withdrawal from Afghanistan if he defeats Mr. Obama in November.

That solves your impacts plus a US-Russia nuclear conflict
Deudney and Ikenberry 9  (Daniel Deudney is Associate Professor of Political Science, Johns Hopkins University. His most recent book is  Bounding Power: Republican Security Theory from the Polis to the Global Village (Princeton University Press, 2007).  G. John Ikenberry is Albert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University and  a Global Eminence Scholar at Kyung Hee University, Korea, http://www.princeton.edu/~gji3/51-607DeudneyandIkenberry.pdf) 
The premise of the new Obama policy is that the stakes in the relationship with Russia are very large – even larger than is widely appreciated.  Its proponents recognise that achieving the goals of an American interestbased foreign policy in many areas – nuclear weapons and non-proliferation,  terrorism, energy supply and climate change, and peaceful change in the  former Soviet sphere – requires a cooperative relationship with Russia. 3  A  further deterioration of relations will not only undermine these goals, but  also holds the unappealing prospect of a return to the type of full-blown  great-power rivalry that the Cold War seemed to end. Russia is not powerful enough to dominate the international system or to even be a full peer  competitor, but it is capable of playing the role of spoiler. The reigniting of a  nuclear arms race and a full-spectrum competitive relationship with Russia  would be a major setback for fundamental American security interests. US  stakes in the relationship with Russia are not as great as during the Cold  War, but remain important because of the two countries’ joint vulnerability  to nuclear devastation. 
T

“Should” is immediate and mandatory.
SUMMER ‘94 (Justice, Oklahoma City Supreme Court, http://www.oscn.net/applications/oscn/DeliverDocument.asp?CIteID= 20287#marker3fn14)
The legal question to be resolved by the court is whether the word “should” 13 in the May 18 order connotes futurity or may be deemed a ruling in praesenti.14 The answer to this query is not to be divined from rules of grammar;15 it must be governed by the age-old practice culture of legal professionals and its immemorial language usage.  To determine if the omission (from the critical May 18 entry) of the turgid phrase, “and the same hereby is”,(1) makes it an in futuro ruling – i.e., an expression of what the judge will or would do at a later stage – or (2) constitutes an in in praesenti resolution of a disputed law issue, the trial judge’s intent must be garnered from the four corners of the entire record.16  Nisi prius orders should be so construed as to give effect to every words and ever part of the text, with a view to carrying out the evident intent of the judge’s direction. 17 The order’s language ought not to be considered abstractly.  The actual meaning intended by the document’s signatory should be derived from the context in which the phrase to be interpreted is used. 18 When applied to the May 18 memorial, these told canons impel my conclusion that the judge doubtless intended his ruling as an in praesenti resolution of Dollarsaver’s quest for judgment n.o.v. Approval of all counsel plainly appears on the face of the critical May 18 entry which is [885 P.2d 1358] signed by the judge. 19 True minutes20 of a court neither call for nor bear the approval of the parties’ counsel nor the judge’s signature.  To reject out of hand the view that in this context “should” is impliedly followed by the customary, “and the same hereby is”, makes the court once again revert to medieval notions of ritualistic formalism now so thoroughly condemned in national jurisprudence and long abandoned by the statutory policy of this State.  IV Conclusion Nisi prius judgments and orders should be construed in the manner which gives effect and meaning to the complete substance of the memorial.  When a judge-signed direction is capable of two interpretations, one of which would make it a valid part of the record proper and the other would render it a meaningless exercise in futility, the adoption of the former interpretation is this court’s due.  A rule – that on direct appeal views as fatal to the order’s efficacy the mere omission from the journal entry of a long and customarily implied phrase, i.e., “and the same hereby is” – is soon likely to drift into the body of principles which govern the facial validity of judgments.  This development would make judicial acts acutely vulnerable to collateral attack for the most trivial reasons and tend to undermine the stability of titles or other adjudicated rights.  It is obvious the trial judge intended his May 18 memorial to be an in praesenti order overruling Dollarsaver’s motion for judgment n.o.v. It is hence that memorial, and not the later June 2 entry, which triggered appeal time in this case.  Because the petition in errir was not filed within 20 days of May 18, the appeal it untimely.  I would hence sustain the appellee’s motion to dismiss.21 Footnotes: 1 The pertinent terms of the memorial of May 18, 1993 are: IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF BRYAN COUNTRY, STATE OF OKLAHOMA COURT MINUTE /18/93 No. C-91-223 After having heard and considered arguments of counsel in support of and in opposition to the motions of the Defendant for judgement N.O.V. and a new trial, the Court finds that the motions should be overruled.  Approved as to form: /s/ Ken Rainbolt /s/ Austin R. Deaton, Jr. /s/ Don Michael Haggerty /s/ Rocky L. Powers Judge 2 The turgid phrase – “should be and the same hereby is” – is a tautological absurdity.  This is so because “should” is synonymous with ought or must and is in itself sufficient to effect an inpraesenti ruling – one that is couched in “a present indicative synonymous with ought.”  See infra note 15.3 Carter v. Carter, Okl., 783 P.2d 969, 970 (1989); Horizons, Inc. v. Keo Leasing Co., Okl., 681 P.2d 757, 759 (1984); Amarex, Inc. v. Baker, Okl., 655 P.2d 1040, 1043 (1983); Knell v. Burnes, Okl., 645 P.2d 471, 473 (1982); Prock v. District Court of Pittsburgh County, Okl., 630 P.2d 772, 775 (1981); Harry v. Hertzler, 185 Okl., 151, P.2d 656, 659 (1939); Ginn v. Knight, 106 Okl. 4, 232 P. 936, 937 (1925). 4 “Recordable” means that by force of 12 O.S. 1991 24 an instrument meeting that section’s criteria must be entered on or “recorded” in the court’s journal.  The clerk may “enter” only that which in “on file.”  The pertinent terms of 12 O.S. 1991 24 are: “Upon the journal record required to be kept by the clerk of the district court in civil cases…shall be termed copies of the following instruments on file” 1. All items of process by which the court acquired jurisdiction of the person of each defendant in the case; and 2. All instruments filed in the case that bear the signature of the end judge and specify clearly the relief granted or order made.” [Emphasis added.] 5 See 12 O.S. 1991 1116 which states in pertinent part: “Every direction of a court of judge made or entered in writing, and not included in a judgment is an order.” [Emphasis added.] 6 The pertinent terms of 12 O.S. 1993 696 3, effective October 1, 1993, are: “A. Judgments, decrees and appealable orders that are filed with the clerk of the court shall contain: 1. A caption setting forth the name of the court, the names and designation of the parties, the file number of the case and the title of the instrument; 2. A statement of the disposition of the action, proceeding, or motion, including a statement of the relief awarded to a party or parties and the liabilities and obligations imposed on the other party or parties; 3. The signature and title of the court;…”7 The court holds that the May 18 memorial’s recital that “the Court finds that the motions should be overruled” is a “finding” and not a ruling.  In its pure form, a finding is generally not effective as an order or judgment.  See, e.g., Tillman v. Tillman, 199 Okl. 130, 184 P.2d 784 (1947), cited in the court’s opinion. 8 When ruling upon a motion for judgment n.o.v. the court must take into account all the evidence favorable to the party against whom the motion is directed and disregard all conflicting evidence favorable to the movant.  If the court should concluded that the motion is sustainable, it must hold, as a matter of law, that there is an entire absence of proof tending to show a right to recover. See Austin v. Wilkerson, Inc., Okl., 519 P.2d 899, 903 (1974). 9 See Bullard v. Grisham Const. Co., Okl., 660 P.2d 1045, 1047 (1983), where this court reviewed a trial judge’s “findings of fact”, perceived as a basis for his ruling on a motion for judgment in n.o.v. (in the face of a defendant’s reliance on plaintiff’s contributory negligence).  These judicial findings were held impermissible as an invasion of the providence of the jury proscribed by OKLA. CONST. ART, 23 6 Id. At 1048.  10 Everyday courthouse parlance does not always distinguish between a judge’s “finding”, which denotes nisi prius resolution of face issues, and “ruling” or “conclusion of law”.  The latter resolves disputed issues of law.  In practice usage members of the bench and bar often confuse what the judge “finds” with what the official “concludes”, i.e., resolves as a legal matter.  11 See Fowler v. Thomsen, 68 Neb. 578, 94 N.W. 810, 811-12 (1903), where the court determined a ruling that “[1] find from the bill of particulars that there is due the plantiff the sum of…” was a judgment  and not a finding.  In reaching its conclusion the court reasoned that “[e]ffect must be given to the entire in the docket according to the manifest intention of the justice in making them.” Id., 94 N.W. at 811.  12 When the language of a judgment is susceptible of two interpretations, that which makes it correct and valid is preferred to one that would render it erroneous.  Hale v. Independent Powder Co., 46 Okl. 135, 148 P. 715, 716 (1915); Sharp v. McColm, 79 Kan. 772, 101 P. 659, 662 (1909); Clay v. Hildebrand, 34 Kan. 694, 9 P. 466, 470 (1886); see also 1 A.C. FREEMAN LAW OF JUDGMENTS 76 (5th ed. 1925). 13 “Should” not only is used as a “present indicative” synonymous with ought but also is the past tense of “shall” with various shades of meaning not always to analyze.  See 57 C.J. Shall 9, Judgments 121 (1932). O. JESPERSEN, GROWTH AND STRUCTURE OF THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE (1984); St. Louis & S.F.R. Co. v. Brown, 45 Okl. 143,144 P. 1075, 1080-81 (1914). For a more detailed explanation, see the Partridge quotation infra note 15.  Certain contexts mandate a construction of the term “should” as more than merely indicating preference or desirability.  Brown, supra at 1080-1081 (jury instructions stating that jurors “should” reduce the amount of damages in proportion to the amount of contributory negligence of the plaintiff was held to imply an obligation and to be more than advisory; Carrrigan v. California Horse Racing Board, 60 Wash. App. 79, 802 P.2d 813 (1990) (one of the Rules of Appellate Procedure requiring that a party “should devote a section of the brief to the request for the fee and expenses” was interpreted to mean that a party under an obligation to included the requested segment); State v. Rack, 318 S.W.2d 211, 215 (Mo. 1958) (“should” would mean the same as “shall” or “must” when used in an instruction to the jury which tells the triers they “should disregard false testimony”).  14 In praesenti means literally “at the present time.” BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY 792 (6th Ed. 1990). In legal parlance the phrase denotes that which in law is presently or immediately effective, as opposed to something that will or would become effective in the future [in futurol].  See Van Wyck v. Knevals, 106 U.S. 360, 365, 1 S.Ct. 336, 337, 27 L.Ed. 201 (1882).  

Substantial requires that the increase be definite and immediate
Words and Phrases 64, (40 W&P 759)
[bookmark: LastEdit]The words “outward, open, actual, visible, substantial, and exclusive,” in connection with a change of possession, mean substantially the same thing. They mean not concealed, not hidden; exposed to view; free from concealment, dissimulation, reserve, or disguise; in full existence; denoting that which no merely can be, but is opposed to potential, apparent, constructive, and imaginary; veritable; genuine; certain; absolute; real at present time, as a matter of fact, not merely nominal; opposed to form; actually existing; true; not including, admiring, or pertaining to any others; undivided; sole; opposed to inclusive.

Violation—incentives for energy production go in to effect in December
2 – Prefer our interpretation 

A) Ground – stable immediate enactment without additions are critical to ensure that the negative has stable ground like the politics DA
B) Makes debate impossible – the affirmative is the locus of the debate without a stable affirmative by which to launch arguments debate becomes impossible


CP
The United States Federal Government should:
· provide diminishing (production tax credits) for (wind power facilities), but the (wind power facilities) must become cost competitive within (12 months) and the (wind power facilities) must improve in price and performance in order to continually receive this incentive
· reduce (the production tax credit) as (wind power facilities) improve in price and performance

Solves all of the aff and avoids our DAs

HAYWARD et al ’10 - Senior Fellow, Pacific Research Institute for Public Policy; Senior Fellow, AEI (Hayward, Steven F. Mark Muro. Ted Nordhaus. Michael Shellenberger. “POST-PARTISAN POWER”. October, 2010. http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/Post-Partisan%20Power.pdf)

The government has a long history of successfully driving innovation and price declines in emerging technologies by acting directly as a demanding customer to spur the early commercialization and large- scale deployment of cutting-edge technologies. From radios and microchips to lasers and camera lenses, the federal government, in particular the DOD, has helped catalyze the improvement of countless innovative technologies and supported the emergence of vibrant American industries in the process. 67 Yet today’s mess of open-ended energy subsidies reward production of more of the same product, not innovation. The federal government showers subsidies across many energy options, from oil and coal to ethanol and wind power. None of these efforts, however, are designed or optimized to drive and reward innovation and ensure the prices of these technologies fall over time, making the subsidies effectively permanent. This must change. Competitive Deployment Incentives The current energy subsidy and deployment framework should be turned on its head. Government investments succeed not when they are blanket subsidies but rather when they are narrowly targeted to specific outcomes, such as developing computers to allow for rocket systems, building a communications network to survive a nuclear attack, or creating increasingly efficient and powerful jet engines. These public investments paid off handsomely in personal computers, the Internet, and gas turbines used in both commercial air travel as well as modern natural gas power plants. 68 In an era of expanding federal debt, across-the-board energy subsidy reform should be pursued. Incentives for energy technology deployment should be targeted and disciplined. Technologies should receive competitive deployment incentives only to the extent that they are becoming cheaper in unsubsidized terms over time. The strategy that we propose would be aimed at low-carbon technologies that, at a minimum, satisfy the following criteria:  The technology has been demonstrated and has proven technical feasibility at commercial scale;  Is currently priced above normal market rates and is locked out of markets by more mature, entrenched technology competitors;  Has potential for significant and sustained cost and performance improvements during deployment and scale-up; #Has strong prospects for significant market penetration once the technology reaches competitive Prices Targeted and competitive deployment incentives could be created for various classes of energy technologies to ensure that each has a chance to mature. Incentive levels should fall at regular intervals, terminating if the technology class either fails to improve in price or reaches cost parity in the absence of any further incentives. Structured in this manner, reformed national energy deployment incentives will not select winners and losers, nor will it create permanently subsidized industries. These public investments will instead provide opportunity for all emerging low-carbon energy technologies to demonstrate progress toward competitive costs while increasing the rate at which early-stage clean and affordable energy technologies are commercialized. 

Only the CP can solve the energy bubble – the impact is economic collapse

SWEZEY ‘11 - project director for Breakthrough Institute (“Clean Tech Sector Heading for a Major Crash”. July 11, 2011. http://blacklistednews.com/?news_id=14600&print=1)

The global clean energy industry is set for a major crash. The reason is simple. Clean energy is still much more expensive and less reliable than coal or gas, and in an era of heightened budget austerity the subsidies required to make clean energy artificially cheaper are becoming unsustainable. Clean tech crashes are nothing new. The U.S. wind energy industry has collapsed three times before, first in the mid 1990s and most recently in 2002 and 2004 when Congress failed to extend the tax credit that made it profitable. But the impact and magnitude of the coming clean tech crash will far outstrip those of past years. As part of its effort to combat the economic recession, the federal government pumped nearly $80 billion in direct investment and tax credits into the clean energy sector, catalyzing an unprecedented industry expansion. Solar energy, for example, grew 67% in the United States in 2010. The U.S. wind energy industry also experienced unprecedented growth as a result of the generous Section 1603 clean energy stimulus program. The industry grew by 40% and added 10 GW of new turbines in 2009. Yet many of the federal subsidies that have driven such rapid growth are set to expire in the next few years, and clean energy remains unable to compete without them. The crash won’t be limited to the United States. In many European countries, clean energy subsidies have become budget casualties as governments attempt to curb mounting deficits. Spain, Germany, France, Italy and the Czech Republic have all announced cuts to clean energy subsidies. Such cuts are not universal, however. China, flush with cash, is bucking the trend, committing $760 billion over 10 years for clean energy projects. China is continuing to invest in low-carbon energy as a way of meeting its voracious energy demand, diversifying its electricity supply, and alleviating some of the negative health consequences of its reliance on fossil energy. If U.S. and European clean energy markets collapse while investment continues to ramp up in China, the short-term consequences will likely be a migration of much of the industry to Asia. As we wrote in our 2009 report, “Rising Tigers, Sleeping Giant,” this would have significant economic consequences for the United States, as the jobs, revenues and other benefits of clean tech growth accrue overseas. In the long-term, however, clean energy must become much cheaper and more reliable if it is to widely displace fossil fuels on the scale of national economies and become a commercially viable industry. Breaking the Boom-Bust Cycle Why is the United States still locked in this self-perpetuating boom-bust cycle in clean energy? The problem, according to a new essay by energy experts David Victor and Kassia Yanosek in this week's Foreign Affairs, is that our system of clean energy subsidization is jury-rigged to support the deployment of only the least-risky and most mature clean energy technologies, while lacking clear incentives for continual innovation that could make clean energy competitive on cost with conventional energy sources. Rather, we should "invest in more innovative technologies that stand a better chance of competing with conventional energy sources over the long haul." According to Victor and Yanosek, nearly seven-eighths of global clean energy investment goes toward deploying existing technologies that aren't competitive without subsidy, while only a small share goes to encouraging innovation in existing technologies or developing new ones. This must change. Rather than simply subsidize production of current technologies, we need a comprehensive energy innovation strategy to develop, manufacture, and deploy riskier but more promising clean energy technologies that may eventually compete with fossil energy at scale. Instead of rewarding companies for building the same product, we should reward companies who continuously improve designs and cut costs over time. Such a federal strategy will require major federal investments, but of a different kind than the subsidies that have driven the clean tech industry in years past. For starters, we must dramatically ramp up funding for early-stage clean energy research and development. A growing bipartisan group of think tanks and business leaders have pushed an investment of at least $15 billion annually in energy R&D, up from its current $4 billion level. Targeted funding is needed to solve technology challenges and ensure that innovative technologies can develop and improve. One key program that helps fulfill this need is ARPA-E, which funds a portfolio of innovative technology companies and helps connect them with private investors. But ARPA-E's budget has continually been under assault in budget negotiations, hampering its ability to catalyze innovation in the energy sector and limiting its impact. We also need to invest in cutting-edge advanced manufacturing capabilities and shared technology infrastructure that would help U.S. companies cut costs and improve manufacturing processes. As the President's Council of Advisors on Science and Technology wrote in a report released last week, manufacturing is vital to innovation, "because of the synergies created by locating production processes and design processes near to each other." Furthermore, bringing down manufacturing costs, such as by supporting shared infrastructure for small firms, or offering financing for the adoption of innovative technologies in manufacturing, will be a key component of reducing the costs of new clean energy innovations. Lastly, the nation's hodgepodge of energy deployment subsidies is in dire need of reform. As Breakthrough and colleagues wrote in "Post-Partisan Power," we need an energy deployment regime that demands and rewards innovation, rather than just supporting more of the same. Brookings' Mark Muro (a co-author or PPP) expands, "targeted and competitive deployment incentives could be created for various classes of energy technologies that would ensure that each has a chance to mature even as each is challenged to innovate and locate price declines." Rather than create permanently subsidized industries, such investments would "provide the opportunity for opportunity for all emerging low-carbon energy technologies to demonstrate progress toward competitive costs," while speeding commercialization. It is clear that the current budgetary environment in the United States presents challenges to the viability of the fast-growing clean energy industry. But it also presents an opportunity. By repurposing existing clean energy policies and investing in clean energy innovation, the United States can be the first country to make clean energy cheap and reliable, a distinction that is sure to bring major economic benefits in a multi-trillion dollar energy market.

Global war – diversionary theory’s true

ROYAL ‘10 – Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense (Jedediah, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” in Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215)

Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defence behaviour of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson's (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin. 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Feaver, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner. 1999). Separately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland's (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4 Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write: The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002. p. 89) Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. “Diversionary theory" suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around the flag' effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995). and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels.5 This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention. This observation is not contradictory to other perspectives that link economic interdependence with a decrease in the likelihood of external conflict, such as those mentioned in the first paragraph of this chapter. Those studies tend to focus on dyadic interdependence instead of global interdependence and do not specifically consider the occurrence of and conditions created by economic crises. As such, the view presented here should be considered ancillary to those views.

Solvency
Turn- innovation
Government guarantees create moral hazards- creates risky market structures- causes instability and turns case
Gerdin ’11 (Erik Gerding, Associate Professor at University of Colorado Law School. His research interests include securities, banking law, financial regulation generally, and corporate governance, “The Inherent, Ineluctable Instability of Financial Institution Regulation”, http://www.theconglomerate.org/2011/09/the-inherent-ineluctable-instability-of-financial-institution-regulation.html, September 12, 2011)
	
Here is my second contribution to the Faculty Lounge Online Forum on the legislative and regulatory process of financial reform. Check out the posts by the other contributors including, Kim Krawiec (Duke), Christie Ford (Univ. British Columbia), Brett McDonnell (Minnesota), Saule Omarova (North Carolina), and Dan Schwarz (Minnesota). In my last post, I concluded that the presence of government subsidies – particularly guarantees explicit (deposit insurance) and implicit (Too-Big-To-Fail) – makes the political economy of financial institution regulation different from other areas of the regulatory state. In this post, I argue that these government subsidies and moreover, the underlying reason for government subsidies, contributes to the inherent instability of financial institution regulation. The presence of government guarantees – explicit or implicit – creates strong incentives for financial firms to externalize the cost of their risk taking onto taxpayers. But there is more to government guarantees than moral hazard. Consider the following: Market distortion: When the government subsidizes some financial firms but not others, it distorts the market. A lower cost of capital allows the subsidized firms to undercut their competition. This can drive competitors either out of business or, if risk is being mispriced because of an asset boom, into riskier market segments (a phenomena I explored in a symposium piece). Cheaper debt and leverage: Government guarantees also. make debt cheaper than equity This supercharges the incentives of financial firms to increase leverage. Higher leverage of financial institutions, in turn, works to increase the effective supply of money. More money can fuel asset price bubbles and mask the mispricing of risk (phenomena explored by Margaret Blair in this paper, as well as by me in a forthcoming symposium piece in the Berkeley Business Law Journal.) Cheaper debt and regulatory capital arbitrage: Cheaper debt also supercharges financial firm incentives to game regulatory capital requirements (something I am writing about in the context of the shadow banking system. See also Jones; Acharya & Schnabl; Acharya & Richardson. Bailouts and correlated risk: Governments face pressure to bail out firms when their risk taking is highly correlated (because multiple firms will fail at the same time). On the flip side, this creates a strong incentive for financial firms to take on correlated risk. (See, e.g., Acharya et al.). Correlated risk taking reinforces the kind of herding that behavioral finance scholars have analyzed in the context of asset price bubbles. So feedback loops abound. What to do, then, about government subsidies? “Stop us before we bail out again” One approach is to erect barriers to the government providing subsidies and bailouts. Dodd-Frank is chock full o’ provisions that aim to do just this. But legal scholars need to give policymakers a dose of reality about the ability of law to hardwire “no bailouts, no subsidies.” I just came back from a conference last week in which a number of economists kept saying that this hardwiring was exactly what law needed to contribute to financial reform. Here is how some of the law professors in the room (including your friend and mine Anna Gelpern) responded: 1. Legal rules are by nature incomplete and, under pressure, firms and regulators will seek ways around rules. 2. It ain’t so easy for a sovereign to bind itself. In the end, what is the remedy and who will enforce it? 3. There is nothing to stop Congress from amending the law. Legislatures can’t entrench laws against amendments by future legislatures (although the government must honor contractual obligations – for a discussion of these issues, see U.S. v. Winstar) True, Dodd-Frank’s prohibitions on bailouts and governments are not just pieces of paper. Law does constrain government behavior to a degree and can promote political accountability. However, we should not expect “law” to work like a wind-up toy that is self-executing without worrying about issues of interpretation, compliance, incentives, and the norms of government actors. I restrained myself at the conference from delivering a little legal koan: “the law will bind government officials, if they believe it binds them.” As an aside: it strikes me that the legal academy has to do a much better job of educating economists, policy makers and the public about what is “law” and how it operates. We have to do this in an accessible manner and without undermining important norms of legal compliance. Financial reform proposals are replete with calls for more “automatic regulations” – whether to counter capture or political pressure to spike the economic punch when the party gets startin’. (For example, economists have proposed the very sensible policy of counter-cyclical capital buffers) But fetishizing automatic regulations can pervert financial regulation. Over-reliance on automatic regulation: Ignores the fact that regulators and lawmakers must interpret laws; and Discounts the likelihood or regulatory arbitrage or regulatory evasion. In short, we need to have a much richer discussion of what the “law in action” means. Letting it Burn: Confusing Bailouts with Other Externalities of Financial Institution Risk-Taking What if restrictions on bailouts and government guarantees work too well? There is a rationale for government interventions like deposit insurance, lender-of-last resort, and bailouts. They are not just about “capture.” Financial institution failure can impose significant negative externalities (which is a fairly antiseptic description of the social costs of financial crises). Counterparty and market discipline don’t force firms to internalize all of these externalities. I respect the intellectual consistency and fervor of those who believe that bailouts and government interventions are the root of all financial regulatory problems. But I wouldn’t trust them in any position of responsibility. Deposit insurance and bailouts aren’t the only ways governments distort markets when they act to avoid crises. Lender-of-last resort actions and even interest rates changes can create a type of moral hazard (see “Put, Greenspan”). It is a lot harder for central banks to calibrate liquidity responses to market seizures than armchair critics think. Countering Subsidies So if some government subsidization of the financial firms is inevitable, it is critical that the government counter these subsidies -- whether by limiting firm risk-taking or charging firms for the subsidy. Absent attempts to counter subsidies, we are right back where this post started – moral hazard, distortion, cheap debt --> leverage and capital arbitrage.

Wind Tax Credits cause market distortion- picking winners and losers- market growth is decreased in other sectors- turns case
Loris ’12 (Nicolas Loris is a policy analyst in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “Wind PTC: There’s No Free Lunch”, http://blog.heritage.org/2012/06/21/wind-ptc-theres-no-free-lunch/, June 21, 2012)

Real men wear pink. Real women wear fur. And real market-based policy doesn’t include special interest subsidies. Sadly, lots of legislation fails the real free market test. So it is with one of Washington’s favorite energy sources du jour: energy production tax credits (PTC). Sadly, anti-market policies like the expansion of the wind energy production tax credit continue to get support in Congress. The Obama Administration is rightly criticized for the stunning waste of taxpayer dollars under programs that spawned the likes of Solyndra. But wasting taxpayer dollars on different but similar programs—claiming that these subsidies really are necessary to create jobs or prevent layoffs—simply creates a “subsidies for me but not for thee” mentality in Washington. The double standard needs to stop, and so do the subsidies for all energy sources. Policymakers either choose to ignore the fact that there’s no free lunch entirely, or they choose to ignore it when the handout benefits his or her district or state. But here’s the simple reality: Taxpayer-funded programs do not create jobs; they shift them from one sector of the economy to another. The opportunity cost of government spending is the lost labor and capital extracted from other sectors of the economy to artificially support the politically preferred ones. And wind energy production tax credits certainly fall into that category. Earlier this year, the governors of Kansas and Iowa—two states that stand to benefit from the extension of the wind PTC—sent a letter to the House and Senate stressing that “the leading wind project developers and manufactures are canceling their plans for 2013 and wind development will grind to a halt due to the uncertainty of a PTC extension.… A recent report completed by Navigant finds that an expiration of the PTC would lead to a nearly fifty percent decrease in the number of wind energy jobs.” If Navigant’s numbers are accurate, it means two things: First, the subsidy has been artificially propping up jobs in the industry and has shifted labor and capital away from other, more productive sectors of the economy. Secondly, wind can compete without subsidies, since the entire industry isn’t going to disappear. Renewable energy production tax credits have received support from Democrats, Republicans, and industry groups, but that doesn’t make it good policy. The PTC creates a system where an industry’s success depends more on its connections in Washington than on its ability to provide a product that adds value in one way or another. Profits and losses are good for determining whether a product adds value. Some energy consumers may be willing to pay a premium to purchase wind energy, but they—not taxpayers—should pay that premium. The only way to break up such an inefficient and inherently unfair system of picking winners and losers is to remove the government’s intervention into the economy. Removing the targeted tax credits for all energy sources and broadly lowering the tax rate, as legislation by Representative Mike Pompeo (R–KS) and Senator Jim DeMint (R–SC) does, would create a more market-based energy economy that benefits economically viable producers and, ultimately, consumers by producing energy reliably and affordably.

And government financial intervention causes corruption- generates dependency – instability- shifts private investment towards flawed programs- turns case
Loris and Spencer ’11 (Nicolas Loris and Jack Spencer, Nicolas D. Loris is a Policy Analyst and Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “Obama's Department of Energy Should Not Be the Green Banker”, http://www.thecuttingedgenews.com/index.php?article=52893pageid=16pagename=Opinion, October 11th 2011)

On July 14, 2011, the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee marked up the Clean Energy Financing Act of 2011 (S. 1510). The bill would establish a federally owned, nonprofit Clean Energy Deployment Administration (CEDA) in the Department of Energy (DOE) to support the deployment of politically defined clean technologies. CEDA, also known as a “green bank,” is an outgrowth of the loan guarantee programs of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and the 2009 stimulus package. It would provide government-backed low-interest loans, credit enhancements, loan guarantees, and other financial mechanisms for certain energy and automotive projects that Washington deems worthy. President Barack Obama included a similar proposal for green projects in the infrastructure bank section of his American Jobs Act. However, while proponents call this “innovative financing,” in reality it is a substantial and costly subsidy that invites unjustified government intervention into the private energy marketplace. The Department of Energy has no business playing banker. CEDA would redirect capital inefficiently and create a massive taxpayer liability. CEDA: A Permanent Loan Guarantee Expansion When the federal government provides a loan guarantee, it enters into a contract with private creditors to assume the debt if the borrower defaults. According to the DOE, the purpose is to “allow the Federal Government to share some of the financial risks of projects that employ new technologies that are not yet supported in the commercial marketplace or where private tinvestment has been inhibited.” If a company defaults on a federally backed loan guarantee, the taxpayer is on the hook. This is not an appropriate role for the federal government. Two existing federal loan guarantee programs are of dubious value and have questionable objectives. Under Section 1703 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, DOE has provided billions of dollars in loan guarantees for technologies that “avoid, reduce, or sequester air pollutants or anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases.” Section 1705 of the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act, more commonly known as the stimulus bill, added $8 billion to support additional loan guarantees, including funding for the scandalous Solyndra project. CEDA would permanently extend these misguided policies by granting DOE unlimited authority to authorize loans without limiting the number of loans it can issue. The initial capitalization or expenditure would be $10 billion, and the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) projects CEDA to cost an additional $1.1 billion over the next five years. Picking Losers Although the status of many loan guarantees is either conditional or recently closed, the first loans granted by DOE illustrate some of the problems with the program. The solar company Solyndra received one of the first stimulus loan guarantees—a $535 million loan. During a visit to the plant in 2010, President Obama said, “Companies like Solyndra are leading the way toward a brighter and more prosperous future.” In 2010, Solyndra closed one of its facilities and canceled its initial public offering. In August 2011Solyndra filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy and laid off its 1,100 workers. The company is now under criminal and congressional investigations into how it secured the loan guarantee, and Solyndra owes the taxpayers $527 million. Solyndra is not the only “green” company having financial troubles. First Wind Holdings, another loan guarantee recipient, withdrew its initial public offering. In these instances, the reason for providing financing was unclear because they were not economically viable endeavors. When the government makes decisions best left to the market, it increases the opportunity for and likelihood of crony capitalism, corruption, and waste. Loan guarantees artificially make even dubious projects appear more attractive and lower the risk of private investment. For instance, private investors sunk $1.1 billion into Solyndra. Much of the private financing came after the Department of Energy announced Solyndra was one of 16 companies eligible for a loan guarantee in 2007. Private investors look at loan guarantees as a way to substantially reduce their risk. Even if a project seems to be a loser but has a huge upside (especially if complemented with other policies like a federal clean energy standard), private companies can invest a smaller amount if the government will back the loan. If the project fails, they still lose money, but the risk was worth it. Without the loan guarantee, these projects would probably not have been pursued, and that is why they fail. Subsidizing Winners In other cases, private financing was available so there was no need for preferential financing. For instance, Nordic Windpower received private funding in 2007, two years before the company received its loan guarantee. Google invested $100 million in Shepherds Flat Wind Farm. Although that investment was made after the loan guarantee, Google determined it to be a worthwhile investment. If that is the case, then the project should not need a loan guarantee. Even if a project with a federally backed loan is successful, attributing the project’s success to the loan guarantee is a huge assumption. Venture capitalists and other investors, who have much more expertise and knowledge than government bureaucrats in making investment decisions, are in a better position to determine which ideas and businesses have the most potential. Without the loan guarantee, projects with the least promise would either not attract investment or simply fail, freeing capital for risky, but more promising ventures. In contrast, a government loan guarantee program ensures that the public pays for the failures while the private sector reaps the benefits of any successes. Loan Guarantees Distort the Market Proponents of loan guarantees who argue that these programs come at minimal cost and are not subsidies ignore the fact that CEDA loans cause the same harm as direct government subsidies by distorting normal market forces and encouraging dependence on the government. By subsidizing a portion of the actual cost of a project through a loan guarantee, the government is allocating resources away from more-valued uses to less-valued uses. In essence, these guarantees and loans direct labor and capital away from more competitive projects. A loan guarantee program signals to the energy producer that the project does not need to be competitive. Rather, the green bank simply has to like it. This reduces the incentive for the energy investor or business to manage risk, innovate, and increase efficiency, and it crowds out other innovative energy projects that do not receive loan guarantees. While a loan guarantee or a below-market loan may be good for the near-term interests of the individual recipient, it is not good for taxpayers or long-term competitiveness. Loan guarantees also encourage more government dependence. If the government moves to more actively subsidizing clean energy technology through CEDA, investors will wait to determine who the government winners will be before they spend more of their own money on innovative ideas, expanding their businesses, or hiring more employees. As Darryl Siry, former head of marketing at Tesla Motors (a loan guarantee recipient), said, “The existence of an 800-pound gorilla putting massive capital behind select start-ups is sucking the air away from the rest of the venture-capital ecosystem…. Being anointed by DOE has become everything for companies looking to move ahead.” Reshaping, 

PTC fails to develop wind

a. [bookmark: _GoBack]surge created as subsidies end- only causal evidence
Brown 6/20/12 (Phillip, Specialist in Energy Policy, Congressional Research Service, “US Renewable Electricity: How Does the Production Tax Credit Impact Wind Markets”) 
In essence, the pending PTC expiration at the end of 2012 has actually created a short-term surge in wind-related manufacturing and employment. Due to lead times—generally 12 to 18 months— required to fully develop wind projects, most manufacturing activities supporting 2012 wind capacity additions likely occurred either in 2011 or during the first quarter of 2012. Wind-related employment and economic development activity in the second half of 2012 will be primarily focused on construction, installation, and commissioning activities for projects in development. Based on current market conditions and other factors, it is unlikely that 2012 wind development levels can be sustained in either the near or long term, regardless of PTC availability

b. RPS, electricity demand, and nat gas prices
Brown 6/20/12 (Phillip, Specialist in Energy Policy, Congressional Research Service, “US Renewable Electricity: How Does the Production Tax Credit Impact Wind Markets”) 
Production tax credits for wind-generated electricity provide a financial incentive for project developers and investors to install wind projects in the United States. However, the PTC incentive is only one of several factors that influence wind development, and a PTC extension, in isolation of other market factors, may not result in ever-larger levels of wind deployment. Other important factors for project development include state renewable portfolio standards, electricity demand growth, and natural gas prices. Each of these factors is discussed in more detail below. The following sections provide some background on how a PTC extension might impact U.S. wind project installations and manufacturing. A brief discussion of the potential impact of a short-term versus long-term PTC extension is also provided. 

c.Extension won’t increase DEMAND – the recession killed the wind industry
The Daily Energy Report 11 (“Windpower’s PTC: Secondary to State Mandates”) http://www.dailyenergyreport.com/2011/12/windpower%E2%80%99s-ptc-secondary-to-state-mandates/
Section 1603 is expected to expire this year and the wind industry has again turned its attention to extending the production tax credit (PTC). Ditlev Engel, chief executive officer of Vestas Wind Systems A/S complained that U.S. turbine sales may “fall off a cliff” unless lawmakers extend tax credits beyond 2012. Sales may decline, Mr. Engel, but not because of the PTC. The 2008 recession slowed economic growth causing demand for electricity to drop. Many States, including California, are now signaling their renewable mandates are being met which will weaken demand for wind. Recent discoveries of abundant shale gas reserves are expected to keep gas prices low and stable through to 2020 and likely longer. 



Econ
No impact
Thomas P.M. Barnett, senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC, “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” 8/25/2009, http://www.aprodex.com/the-new-rules--security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis-398-bl.aspx

When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: * No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); * The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); * Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); * No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); * A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and * No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.) Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed. Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis? If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism. At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please! Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order.


Wind energy industry is high now 
– PTC production 
Morris 6/4/12 (Lindsay, “The Big Question at WindPower 2012: What About the PTC?”) http://www.power-eng.com/articles/2012/06/the-big-question-at-windpower-2012-what-about-the-ptc.html
Despite the looming expiration of the Production Tax Credit (PTC) for wind energy, the American Wind Energy Association (AWEA)'s WindPower 2012 kicked off with a message of confidence in continued growth. “The wind energy industry today is no longer alternative, but it has become conventional,” said Denise Bode, CEO of AWEA. Wind energy in the U.S. has been growing at an unprecedented rate, Bode said, and represents 35 percent of new generation installed over the last five years. Wind energy in the U.S. will soon reach the 50 GW milestone, Bode said. Governors from two states, Arkansas and Kansas, spoke during the opening session, communicating how their states’ economies have boomed in part due to the wind industry. “Three billion dollars of investment in wind has occurred in a 12-month timeframe in my state,” said Gov. Sam Brownback of Kansas. “The PTC has worked.”


No manufacturing internal:
a. PTC extension won’t increase manufacturing – no demand, excess capacity 
Brown 6/20/12 (Phillip, Specialist in Energy Policy, Congressional Research Service, “US Renewable Electricity: How Does the Production Tax Credit Impact Wind Markets”) 
Neither BNEF nor EIA estimate a scenario where wind installations meet or exceed existing U.S. wind turbine manufacturing capacity (see Figure 2). As a result, a PTC extension is unlikely to result in stimulating additional wind manufacturing facilities in the United States. Estimated wind installations in 2013 and 2014 are expected to drop to levels much lower than existing U.S. manufacturing capacity, including PTC extension scenarios. Whether the PTC expires or is extended, U.S. wind manufacturing utilization levels will likely be less than levels needed to support the wind market in 2012. Therefore, some U.S. wind manufacturing facilities could reduce operations or even completely shut down in 2013 and beyond. Much like the U.S. wind market, there is excess capacity in the global wind turbine manufacturing sector. 14 The competitive global market for wind generating equipment is one factor that may limit U.S. wind turbine manufacturing export opportunities. 15 Other factors affecting U.S. wind exports may include logistic and transportation costs associated with exporting large wind turbine equipment and certain local-content policies within global markets that may require co-locating manufacturing capability within a geographical market area. However, excess wind turbine manufacturing capacity will likely result in wind turbine price decreases as manufacturers improve their cost and technology performance. Wind turbine price declines would contribute to new wind projects becoming more economically competitive with other sources of electricity generation on an unsubsidized basis.

b. All the manufacturing occurs overseas - 
Schwartz 5 (L.M. Schwartz is the Chairman of the Virginia Land Rights Coalition. “Wind Power Dollars and Sense” http://www.vlrc.org/articles/3.html)
Ironically, Denmark benefited more than anyone else from California’s renewable energy program. In 1985, 67 percent of the wind turbines installed in California were manufactured in the US. By 1999, 65 percent of the wind turbines operating in California were manufactured overseas. Today, 90 percent of the world’s wind turbine manufacturers are based in Europe, with Denmark remaining the world’s dominant supplier of wind turbines. GE Wind, formerly Enron Wind Corp., is the only major US wind turbine manufacturer to survive the 1990s. And its new turbines are largely based on designs of the German firm Tacke, bought by Enron in 1999.

No natgas price spikes:
a. Laundry list
Skutnik, 12 -- University of Tennessee nuclear engineering professor 
(Steve, "The End of Natural Gas Price Volatility?" 2-13-12, theenergycollective.com/skutnik/76356/end-natural-gas-price-volatility, accessed 10-5-12, mss)

Conoco Phillips recently put up a great video on youtube making the point that NG has been volatile in the past due to reasons mostly having little to do with the nature of production (instead, the nature of the use), and that the volatility will be less in the future given recent developments. Here is the video: Because these are such important points that get to the core of the issue, I want to list them. I'm going to tackle the 2 arguments I mentioned above. Why Natural Gas is Volatile in the first place: It's a commodity and all commodities have price volatility It is a margin fuel for power production (because it has the highest variable cost) Once before, the long-term price of NG made a major move upward after much investment into NG power plants that left decision makers regretting that and leaving them skeptical of NG commitment in the future Why it will be less volatile in the future: We have more storage than in the past We can bring in LNG (liquified natural gas, a way to import the commodity) to up to 25% of our demand Shale gas is like a manufacturing process, and it's something you can ramp up very rapidly The on-shore production is not subject to weather related disruptions, like hurricanes which have historically been the reasons for major disruptions The abundance of resources and diversity of supply makes long-term price much more stable and confident
b. squo solves
Young, 9-18 -- ACEEE assistant to the directors 
(Rachel, American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, "Energy Efficiency Looks Beyond the Natural Gas Boom," Energy Collective, 9-18-12, theenergycollective.com/rachel-young/113776/energy-efficiency-looks-beyond-natural-gas-boom, accessed 10-5-12, mss)

Even as sources of natural gas continue to increase, energy efficiency is still the number one new resource. Many states and utilities already recognize the benefits of energy efficiency. Over the past 15 years, there has been a rapid increase in the use of energy efficiency (see Figure 1), and this trend is expected to continue. Natural gas has been a historically volatile fuel, vulnerable to storage and distribution constraints, and accidents and production disruptions. New fracking regulations and an anticipated increase in natural gas exports are adding to the risk factors. Deploying energy efficiency measures lowers the demand for natural gas, which in turn reduces the threat of future price volatility, helps prevent natural gas price spikes, and assists in maintaining electrical grid reliability. Efficiency lessens a utility’s exposure to fuel price volatility by diversifying energy resources across multiple small and moderate-sized projects. Efficiency also reduces the need to deploy peaking generation resources, which prevents outages by lessening the load and stress of the power distribution network. Energy efficiency can significantly cut into the demand for natural gas in the power sector and lessen the need for construction of new natural gas power plants. New natural gas power plants require a large upfront investment and take time to come online; costs are transferred to ratepayers. Since energy efficiency is still the most cost-effective resource compared to new combined-cycle natural gas plants, energy efficiency should be deployed by states as the first measure to prevent costly construction of new natural gas plants thereby saving ratepayers money. And while natural gas is a less dirty fossil fuel with nearly half the emissions compared to coal, natural gas still emits pollutants. Energy efficiency is a zero emission energy resource.

No competitiveness internal

a. Turn- PTC kills it
Brown 6/20/12 (Phillip, Specialist in Energy Policy, Congressional Research Service, “US Renewable Electricity: How Does the Production Tax Credit Impact Wind Markets”) 
Absent congressional action, the PTC incentive for wind electricity projects will no longer be 
available for new installations placed in service after January 1, 2013. Some market projections 
suggest that annual wind capacity additions will decline precipitously if the PTC expires (see 
Figure 2). As a result, wind-related manufacturing and project development employment would 
decline as well. Allowing the PTC to expire may motivate wind equipment manufacturers and 
developers to take certain actions (e.g., maximize turbine performance, minimize manufacturing 
costs) necessary to make wind electricity more broadly competitive on an unsubsidized basis. 
These actions could potentially result in a stronger and more robust, although possibly smaller, 
wind industry that can compete directly with all sources of power generation. However if state 
RPS policies remain as-is and low natural gas prices persist, a prolonged industry contraction 
could limit the ability of the wind industry to respond once, and if, market conditions change. 

b. No impact- not zero sum
Galama and Hosek 8 (Titus, PhD and Physical Scientist at the RAND Institute, James PhD and Director of Forces and Resources Policy Center at the Rand National Security Research Division, “U.S. Competitiveness in Science and Technology,” Feb 8th, www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2008/RAND_MG674.pdf
A future in which a significant share of new technologies is invented elsewhere will benefit the United States as long as it maintains the capability to acquire and implement technologies invented abroad.  Technology is an essential factor of productivity, and the use of new technology (whether it was invented in the United States or elsewhere) can result in greater efficiency, [and] economic growth, and higher living standards. The impact of globalization on U.S. innovative activity is less clear. On the one hand, significant innovation and R&D elsewhere may increase foreign and domestic demand for U.S. research and innovation if the United States keeps its comparative advantage in R&D.  On the other hand, the rise of populous, low-income countries may threaten this comparative advantage in R&D in certain areas if such countries develop the capacity and institutions necessary to apply new technologies and have a well-educated, low-wage S&T labor force.



Warming
. No warming- Newest peer review studies prove 
Taylor ’11 (7/27- senior fellow for environment policy at the Heartland Institute (2011, “New NASA Data Blow Gaping Hole In Global Warming Alarmism,” Forbes, http://blogs.forbes.com/jamestaylor/2011/07/27/new-nasa-data-blow-gaping-hold-in-global-warming-alarmism/) 

NASA satellite data from the years 2000 through 2011 show the Earth’s atmosphere is allowing far more heat to be released into space than alarmist computer models have predicted, reports a new study in the peer-reviewed science journal Remote Sensing. The study indicates far less future global warming will occur than United Nations computer models have predicted, and supports prior studies indicating increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide trap far less heat than alarmists have claimed. Study co-author Dr. Roy Spencer, a principal research scientist at the University of Alabama in Huntsville and U.S. Science Team Leader for the Advanced Microwave Scanning Radiometer flying on NASA’s Aqua satellite, reports that real-world data from NASA’s Terra satellite contradict multiple assumptions fed into alarmist computer models. “The satellite observations suggest there is much more energy lost to space during and after warming than the climate models show,” Spencer said in a July 26 University of Alabama press release. “There is a huge discrepancy between the data and the forecasts that is especially big over the oceans.” In addition to finding that far less heat is being trapped than alarmist computer models have predicted, the NASA satellite data show the atmosphere begins shedding heat into space long before United Nations computer models predicted. The new findings are extremely important and should dramatically alter the global warming debate. Scientists on all sides of the global warming debate are in general agreement about how much heat is being directly trapped by human emissions of carbon dioxide (the answer is “not much”). However, the single most important issue in the global warming debate is whether carbon dioxide emissions will indirectly trap far more heat by causing large increases in atmospheric humidity and cirrus clouds. Alarmist computer models assume human carbon dioxide emissions indirectly cause substantial increases in atmospheric humidity and cirrus clouds (each of which are very effective at trapping heat), but real-world data have long shown that carbon dioxide emissions are not causing as much atmospheric humidity and cirrus clouds as the alarmist computer models have predicted. The new NASA Terra satellite data are consistent with long-term NOAA and NASA data indicating atmospheric humidity and cirrus clouds are not increasing in the manner predicted by alarmist computer models. The Terra satellite data also support data collected by NASA’s ERBS satellite showing far more longwave radiation (and thus, heat) escaped into space between 1985 and 1999 than alarmist computer models had predicted. Together, the NASA ERBS and Terra satellite data show that for 25 years and counting, carbon dioxide emissions have directly and indirectly trapped far less heat than alarmist computer models have predicted. In short, the central premise of alarmist global warming theory is that carbon dioxide emissions should be directly and indirectly trapping a certain amount of heat in the earth’s atmosphere and preventing it from escaping into space. Real-world measurements, however, show far less heat is being trapped in the earth’s atmosphere than the alarmist computer models predict, and far more heat is escaping into space than the alarmist computer models predict. When objective NASA satellite data, reported in a peer-reviewed scientific journal, show a “huge discrepancy” between alarmist climate models and real-world facts, climate scientists, the media and our elected officials would be wise to take notice. Whether or not they do so will tell us a great deal about how honest the purveyors of global warming alarmism truly are. 

2. Negative feedbacks solve- No tipping point 
McShane 8 (Owen, the chairman of the policy panel of the New Zealand Climate Science Coalition and director of the Center for Resource Management Studies, 4-4-8, The National Business Review (New Zealand), “Climate change confirmed but global warming is cancelled”, Lexis)

Atmospheric scientists generally agree that as carbon dioxide levels increase there is a law of "diminishing returns" - or more properly "diminishing effects" - and that ongoing increases in CO2 concentration do not generate proportional increases in temperature. The common analogy is painting over window glass. The first layers of paint cut out lots of light but subsequent layers have diminishing impact. So, you might be asking, why the panic? Why does Al Gore talk about temperatures spiraling out of control, causing mass extinctions and catastrophic rises in sea-level, and all his other disastrous outcomes when there is no evidence to support it? The alarmists argue that increased CO2 leads to more water vapour - the main greenhouse gas - and this provides positive feedback and hence makes the overall climate highly sensitive to small increases in the concentration of CO2. Consequently, the IPCC argues that while carbon dioxide may well "run out of puff" the consequent evaporation of water vapour provides the positive feedback loop that will make anthropogenic global warming reach dangerous levels. This assumption that water vapour provides positive feedback lies behind the famous "tipping point," which nourishes Al Gore's dreams of destruction, and indeed all those calls for action now - "before it is too late!" But no climate models predict such a tipping point. However, while the absence of hot spots has refuted one important aspect of the IPCC models we lack a mechanism that fully explains these supposed outcomes. Hence the IPCC, and its supporters, have been able to ignore this "refutation." So by the end of last year, we were in a similar situation to the 19th century astronomers, who had figured out that the sun could not be "burning" its fuel - or it would have turned to ashes long ago - but could not explain where the energy was coming from. Then along came Einstein and E=mc2. Hard to explain Similarly, the climate sceptics have had to explain why the hotspots are not where they should be - not just challenge the theory with their observations. This is why I felt so lucky to be in the right place at the right time when I heard Roy Spencer speak at the New York conference on climate change in March. At first I thought this was just another paper setting out observations against the forecasts, further confirming Evans' earlier work. But as the argument unfolded I realised Spencer was drawing on observations and measurements from the new Aqua satellites to explain the mechanism behind this anomaly between model forecasts and observation. You may have heard that the IPCC models cannot predict clouds and rain with any accuracy. Their models assume water vapour goes up to the troposphere and hangs around to cook us all in a greenhouse future. However, there is a mechanism at work that "washes out" the water vapour and returns it to the oceans along with the extra CO2 and thus turns the added water vapour into a NEGATIVE feedback mechanism. The newly discovered mechanism is a combination of clouds and rain (Spencer's mechanism adds to the mechanism earlier identified by Professor Richard Lindzen called the Iris effect). The IPCC models assumed water vapour formed clouds at high altitudes that lead to further warming. The Aqua satellite observations and Spencer's analysis show water vapour actually forms clouds at low altitudes that lead to cooling. Furthermore, Spencer shows the extra rain that falls from these clouds cools the underlying oceans, providing a second negative feedback to negate the CO2 warming. Alarmists' quandary This has struck the alarmists like a thunderbolt, especially as the lead author of the IPCC chapter on feedback has written to Spencer agreeing that he is right! There goes the alarmist neighbourhood! 


3. Can’t solve warming – no country will get on board
Hale ‘11 - PhD Candidate in the Department of Politics at Princeton University and a Visiting Fellow at LSE Global Governance, London School of Economics (Thomas, “A Climate Coalition of the Willing,” Washington Quarterly, Winter, http://www.twq.com/11winter/docs/11winter_Hale.pdf

Intergovernmental efforts to limit the gases that cause climate change have all but failed. After the unsuccessful 2010 Copenhagen summit, and with little progress at the 2010 Cancun meeting, it is hard to see how major emitters will agree any time soon on mutual emissions reductions that are sufficiently ambitious to prevent a substantial (greater than two degree Celsius) increase in average global temperatures. It is not hard to see why. No deal excluding the United States and China, which together emit more than 40 percent of the world’s greenhouse gases (GHGs), is worth the paper it is written on. But domestic politics in both countries effectively block ‘‘G-2’’ leadership on climate. In the United States, the Obama administration has basically given up on national cap-and-trade legislation. Even the relatively modest Kerry-Lieberman-Graham energy bill remains dead in the Senate. The Chinese government, in turn, faces an even harsher constraint. Although the nation has adopted important energy efficiency goals, the Chinese Communist Party has staked its legitimacy and political survival on raising the living standard of average Chinese. Accepting international commitments that stand even a small chance of reducing the country’s GDP growth rate below a crucial threshold poses an unacceptable risk to the stability of the regime. Although the G-2 present the largest and most obvious barrier to a global treaty, they also provide a convenient excuse for other governments to avoid aggressive action. Therefore, the international community should not expect to negotiate a worthwhile successor to the Kyoto Protocol, at least not in the near future.

4. Warming doesn't cause extinction- tickell is wrong
Lomborg ‘8 (Director of the Copenhagen Consensus Center and adjunct professor at the Copenhagen Business School, Bjorn, “Warming warnings get overheated”, The Guardian, 8/15, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/15/carbonemissions.climatechange

These alarmist predictions are becoming quite bizarre, and could be dismissed as sociological oddities, if it weren’t for the fact that they get such big play in the media. Oliver Tickell, for instance, writes that a global warming causing a 4C temperature increase by the end of the century would be a “catastrophe” and the beginning of the “extinction” of the human race. This is simply silly. His evidence? That 4C would mean that all the ice on the planet would melt, bringing the long-term sea level rise to 70-80m, flooding everything we hold dear, seeing billions of people die. Clearly, Tickell has maxed out the campaigners’ scare potential (because there is no more ice to melt, this is the scariest he could ever conjure). But he is wrong. Let us just remember that the UN climate panel, the IPCC, expects a temperature rise by the end of the century between 1.8 and 6.0C. Within this range, the IPCC predicts that, by the end of the century, sea levels will rise 18-59 centimetres – Tickell [he] is simply exaggerating by a factor of up to 400. Tickell will undoubtedly claim that he was talking about what could happen many, many millennia from now. But this is disingenuous. First, the 4C temperature rise is predicted on a century scale – this is what we talk about and can plan for. Second, although sea-level rise will continue for many centuries to come, the models unanimously show that Greenland’s ice shelf will be reduced, but Antarctic ice will increase even more (because of increased precipitation in Antarctica) for the next three centuries. What will happen beyond that clearly depends much more on emissions in future centuries. Given that CO2 stays in the atmosphere about a century, what happens with the temperature, say, six centuries from now mainly depends on emissions five centuries from now (where it seems unlikely non-carbon emitting technology such as solar panels will not have become economically competitive). Third, Tickell tells us how the 80m sea-level rise would wipe out all the world’s coastal infrastructure and much of the world’s farmland – “undoubtedly” causing billions to die. But to cause billions to die, it would require the surge to occur within a single human lifespan. This sort of scare tactic is insidiously wrong and misleading, mimicking a firebrand preacher who claims the earth is coming to an end and we need to repent. While it is probably true that the sun will burn up the earth in 4-5bn years’ time, it does give a slightly different perspective on the need for immediate repenting. Tickell’s claim that 4C will be the beginning of our extinction is again many times beyond wrong and misleading, and, of course, made with no data to back it up. Let us just take a look at the realistic impact of such a 4C temperature rise. For the Copenhagen Consensus, one of the lead economists of the IPCC, Professor Gary Yohe, did a survey of all the problems and all the benefits accruing from a temperature rise over this century of about approximately 4C. And yes, there will, of course, also be benefits: as temperatures rise, more people will die from heat, but fewer from cold; agricultural yields will decline in the tropics, but increase in the temperate zones, etc. The model evaluates the impacts on agriculture, forestry, energy, water, unmanaged ecosystems, coastal zones, heat and cold deaths and disease. The bottom line is that benefits from global warming right now outweigh the costs (the benefit is about 0.25% of global GDP). Global warming will continue to be a net benefit until about 2070, when the damages will begin to outweigh the benefits, reaching a total damage cost equivalent to about 3.5% of GDP by 2300. This is simply not the end of humanity. If anything, global warming is a net benefit now; and even in three centuries, it will not be a challenge to our civilisation. Further, the IPCC expects the average person on earth to be 1,700% richer by the end of this century.

No disease is powerful enough or could mutate to cause extinction
Gladwell 99 (Malcolm, The New Republic, July 17 and 24, 1995, excerpted in Epidemics: Opposing Viewpoints, p. 31-32)

Every infectious agent that has ever plagued humanity has had to adapt a specific strategy but every strategy carries a corresponding cost and this makes human counterattack possible. Malaria is vicious and deadly but it relies on mosquitoes to spread from one human to the next, which means that draining swamps and putting up mosquito netting can all hut halt endemic malaria. Smallpox is extraordinarily durable remaining infectious in the environment for years, but its very durability its essential rigidity is what makes it one of the easiest microbes to create a vaccine against. AIDS is almost invariably lethal because it attacks the body at its point of great vulnerability, that is, the immune system, but the fact that it targets blood cells is what makes it so relatively uninfectious. Viruses are not superhuman. I could go on, but the point is obvious. Any microbe capable of wiping us all out would have to be everything at once: as contagious as flue, as durable as the cold, as lethal as Ebola, as stealthy as HIV and so doggedly resistant to mutation that it would stay deadly over the course of a long epidemic. But viruses are not, well, superhuman. They cannot do everything at once. It is one of the ironies of the analysis of alarmists such as Preston that they are all too willing to point out the limitations of human beings, but they neglect to point out the limitations of microscopic life forms.

Food wars cant cause conflict even if natural disasters set them off
Salehyan 7 (Idean, Professor of Political Science – University of North Texas, “The New Myth About Climate Change”, Foreign Policy, Summer, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story_id=3922)

First, aside from a few anecdotes, there is little systematic empirical evidence that resource scarcity and changing environmental conditions lead to conflict. In fact, several studies have shown that an abundance of natural resources is more likely to contribute to conflict. Moreover, even as the planet has warmed, the number of civil wars and insurgencies has decreased dramatically. Data collected by researchers at Uppsala University and the International Peace Research Institute, Oslo shows a steep decline in the number of armed conflicts around the world. Between 1989 and 2002, some 100 armed conflicts came to an end, including the wars in Mozambique, Nicaragua, and Cambodia. If global warming causes conflict, we should not be witnessing this downward trend. Furthermore, if famine and drought led to the crisis in Darfur, why have scores of environmental catastrophes failed to set off armed conflict elsewhere? For instance, the U.N. World Food Programme warns that 5 million people in Malawi have been experiencing chronic food shortages for several years. But famine-wracked Malawi has yet to experience a major civil war. Similarly, the Asian tsunami in 2004 killed hundreds of thousands of people, generated millions of environmental refugees, and led to severe shortages of shelter, food, clean water, and electricity. Yet the tsunami, one of the most extreme catastrophes in recent history, did not lead to an outbreak of resource wars. Clearly then, there is much more to armed conflict than resource scarcity and natural disasters. 

No impact to biodiversity
Tudge 89 (Colin, Biologist, Scientifict Fellow @ the Zoological Society of London, Fellow @ the Linean Society of London, Former Visiting Fellow @ Centre for the Philosophy of the Natural and Social Sciences, London School of Economics,  has given many lectures and seminars at the Zoological Society of London; the Sanger Centre, the Linnean Society of London, the Royal Society, the Royal Society of Medicine, The Royal Institution, the Oxford Union, the Darwin Seminars, London School of Economics, the University of Leeds, the University of East Anglia; The Eden Project, Cornwall, The Macaulay Institute, “The rise and fall of Homo sapiens sapiens,” Published by the Royal Society, JSTOR, EMM)

The possibility of human extinction has certainly been suggested of late, on several grounds,  including nuclear winter, epidemic (such as AIDS), and - the matter that concerns us here -  because of our own destruction of the planet. In particular, it has been suggested that we are  sowing the seeds of our own destruction by destroying so many other species; that we need a  planet that is in ecological 'balance';  and that that balance  depends upon the multitude of  other species, perhaps between 10 and 30 million, that the Earth is thought to contain.  If that argument were true, it would be very powerful from a conservationist point of view.  I  take it to be  self-evident that human  beings are  important; even being exaggeratedly  detached, we can hardly deny that our species is an interesting biological experiment, and it  would be a pity if it were snuffed out before its time. But I take it also to be self-evident that  ours is not the only important species; that other creatures have a ' right' to occupy this planet,  and that we at times have to bow to their needs, even at cost to ourselves. Those self-evident  38  [ 239  ]  Vol. 325.  B 480  C. TUDGE  truths are the basis of' Green' philosophy. But most people, I think, take only the first of those  premises to be self-evident. Most people, if pressed, would probably maintain in a way that is  not incompatible with much of the apparent teaching of the Bible, that other animals and  plants were 'put on Earth'  for our convenience, and that although we shouldn't be cruel to  them, we may dispose of them at our will. In other words, the moral philosophy of the Greens  is not exclusively anthropocentric, whereas that of most of humanity is.  If you are in a minority, of whatever kind, then it pays as far as possible to demonstrate that  your philosophy is compatible, and preferably congruent, with that of the majority. Thus it is  that Greens have been anxious to show, these past few years, that a moral philosophy that is  not  entirely anthropocentric is  coincident  in  its  effects with  one  that  is  exclusively  anthropocentric. Specifically, to bring the discussion down to earth, they have tried to show  that human beings benefit from the variousness of other creatures.  Well, do we? The answer, after we've run the gauntlet of devil's advocacy, is 'up to a point';  which is Evelyn Waugh's  euphemism for 'not really'.  The  arguments that affect to show that a wealth of other species is good for us are of two  kinds, specific and general. Specifically, it's pointed out, for example, that new drugs might be  found in the roots of plants as yet unexamined, or in the glands of tree frogs; or that the wild  relatives of present-day crops - or even, in these days of genetic engineering, the non-relatives  of crops - contain genes that may confer resistance to disease;  or that people could derive  income from wild animals, by attracting tourists, for example, or by allowing limited hunting  of animals such as the black rhinoceros.  All these arguments are true. The examples abound, or at least make an impressive list. But  none of them is critical. The human species is not dying for lack of drugs, and if you should say,  'what about AIDS?'  we might answer 'does anyone believe that the best strategy for seeking an  AIDS  therapy is to search among the glands of tree-frogs? Wild ground nuts from South America  recently supplied breeders at the International Crops Research  Institute for the Semi-Arid  Tropics  (ICRISAT)  in  India  with genes that protected the domestic crop  against  rust  (Gibbons  I985).  Very valuable, but not critical; and if it came to a toss-up between saving  wilderness for its possible complement of genes, and planting that same wilderness with crops  of known value, it would be perverse (if the extra food were really needed) to opt for the wild  species. Some Africans do make money from elephants, but if oil is discovered beneath the  reserves, what price the wildlife? Besides, we might argue that saving particular species may  itself help to perpetrate mass extinction. True, the coat-tail effect is well known; a  reserve  designed to harbour some particularly charismatic' species will also contain a huge number of  hangers-on, just as some of the tiger reserves in India  also provide homes for jungle cats. But  this can work the other way. The bontebok of South Africa, a rare subspecies of the blesbok,  very properly has its own small national park. It is good for the bontebok, but the park was  established on land that once was fynbos, with its fabulous assemblage of species based upon  proteas and ericas. But the fynbos has been banished locally, because bontebok prefer grass.  The more general argument in favour of natural variety is that human beings in some way  depend upon the natural food webs that almost invariably are highly complex and  rich in  species. For example, it is commonly argued - in essence - that if tropical forest is removed or  decimated so that the number of species is reduced, then what remains degenerates into desert,  which is of no use to anyone. But this argument simply isn't true. A greatly simplified forest,  dominated by commercial species of Eucalyptus, dipterocarp or Aralcaria, stands up just as well,  [240  ] THE  RISE  AND  FALL  OF  HOMO  SAPIENS  SAPIENS  481  and  as far as we know for just as long, as pristine tropical forest that contains hundreds of  species of tree. True, if you replace tropical forest with grassland and then overgraze it, the  grass is liable to degenerate. But it's not the loss of species that counts, it is the change of habit;  that and a  level of husbandry that probably isn't properly matched to the demands of the  tropics.  Mangroves seem to provide a cast-iron example of natural variety leading intricately but  nonetheless inexorably to human benefit. Mangroves contain several species of trees which, in  Queensland at least, according to studies by Tom Smith at the Australian Institute of Marine  Science  (T.  Smith, personal  communication),  in  turn depend  oddly  enough  upon  un-  prepossessing crabs to spread their propagules; there are algae in there, and detritus, and a host  of insect larvae and Protozoa;  all providing food and shelter, eventually, for the larvae of fish  that grow into the kind that people love to eat. Take  the mangrove away - or indeed, take  individual elements away, such as the crabs - and the edible fish disappear as well.  There can be no argument with this. Yet a conscientious devil's advocate would point out  that the fish that are nurtured in mangroves are for the most part eaten by rich people who  are over-fed to start with; and  indeed might point out that fish as a  whole, including the  apparently vital tilapias of Africa and  the enormous yields of cod  and  the like from high  latitudes, contribute a remarkably small proportion of the total protein and energy intake of  human beings, and that most of what is consumed is indeed consumed by people who don't  need it. An average monetarist - nothing so grand as a  devil's advocate, which is a  sacred  office - could point out that most of the luxury species that Queenslanders or Floridians love to  eat can perfectly well be farmed (salmon, turbot, catfish, abolone, giant clams, oysters, and  numerous prawns are among the animals that take well to life in a pond or a cage);  and if they  are farmed they can be fed on ground beef, raised in Illinois. The mangroves can then be given  over to hotels, as in Miami;  and the tourists will pay to visit the fish farms, which can easily  be turned into theme parks, and generate far more wealth, with far more human comfort, than  miles of pristine and singularly inhospitable mangrove.  Indeed, when you think about it, it is obvious that the people-need-natural-variety argument  is false, on two grounds. The first is that cultivated systems, whether of intensive grain or for  fish, are always more productive than wild systems because they absorb a much higher level  of nutrient, and process it much more efficiently  into human food. Most wild plants hate being  over-nourished; and indeed, fertilizer escaping from arable farms, even in small amounts, is in  many places the greatest single threat to the marvellous,,natural variety of the Australian bush.  But because they prefer infertile conditions, the output of wild plants is bound to be relatively  meagre. Indeed, cultivated systems often out-produce wild systems by 100-fold or more. But  cultivated systems are inevitably simplified. They should not, of course, be monocultures, but  there is no deep ecology in that; it's just a matter of sensible husbandry. But few cultivated  systems contain more than a dozen or so species; orders of magnitude fewer than the wild  environment.  Secondly, the argument that humans need the variety of other species is, when you think  about it, a theological one. It would be likely to be true only if the Lord had indeed created  the world for our express benefit. If we reject that notion, as Green thinkers do  on moral  grounds and as post-Darwinian scientists are bound to do, then we must concede that other  species are for the most part totally detached from any consideration of human welfare, and  that the loss of most of them would do us no demonstrable harm, while the loss of several -  [ 241 ]  38-2 482  C. TUDGE  including many of the genus Anopheles  - would be a definite plus. The loss of the Large Copper  butterfly from the English Fens has done the British people no material harm at all, and unless  the Fens had been drained they could not have become one of the world's most intensive foci  of arable farming. Most societies through most of history have persecuted the wolf, and it is  impossible to show that the demise of dozens of subspecies, and one or two full species, of wolf-  like animals, has had the slightest adverse effect on human material wellbeing. I wish it were  not so. I  wish we could demonstrate that people need Large  Coppers and wolves. But we  cannot.  Thus my first conclusion in this diabolically adversarial role is that the elimination of all but a tiny minority of our fellow creatures does not affect the material wellbeing of humans one iota;  and indeed, that if human beings really want to take over the world, then they are obliged to  tidy most other living creatures away. This is what the European colonialists set out to do when  they first encountered the fauna of Africa, and it is what all farmers have done, assiduously and  deliberately, since the neolithic revolution began around 10000 years ago. In fact, if we were  to appoint a  committee to make a  short list of creatures that truly contributed to human  wellbeing, then I doubt if it would contain more than 10000 species; one tenth of one per cent  of the number conservatively estimated now to be on Earth. And that list would include the  black rhino for millionaires to hunt, and the Lady Amherst pheasant for ordinary people to  look at. There has never been such a mass extinction; but if human beings care only about their  material wellbeing and a little sport, they would not need to worry about it at all.  Indeed  the only concern that human beings need have  about  their fellow creatures, a  competent devil's advocate  would point out, is whether there are enough. Never mind the  species, what's the biomass? Provided we can  produce enough cellulose, then in an  age of  biotechnology we can feed ourselves. And here there are two questions that are linked but are  none the less separate, and should be treated separately. First, there is the matter of human  numbers; can the world as it now is, or as we may contrive to make it, support all the people  there are liable to be in the next few decades and centuries? Secondly, are we by our activities  reducing the capacity  of the world  to  provide biomass, and  is  this putative reduction  irredeemable? The  two issues of course compound each  other, but they are separate issues  nonetheless.  Human  numbers  are,  of  course,  staggering. - There  is  an  ecological  law - a  simple  extrapolation of bedrock physics - which says that' large, predatory animals are rare. We break  that law: we are large and have a penchant for pTedation, yet our population now stands at  five billion; and of all feasible demographic projections the one that comes nearest to consensus  says that this will double to around 10 billion by the middle of the 21st century, that it will  remain at such a figure for several centuries, and that it will then begin to decline, in theory  to some figure that our distant descendants feel is appropriate. Nuclear war or some form of  super-AIDs could of course make nonsense of such figures. But these figures do represent the  ground state.  If the fabric of the Earth stayed as it is throughout that time, and if we add  a little more  science (as we will), and organize, the world a bit better, reducing some of the awful inequities  between  north and  south, for example,  then there is  no  doubt  that the world  could  accommodate such numbers without difficulty. Britain's farming is as intensive as any in the  world, but agricultural scientists agree that with present technologies, and without claiming  more land,  output could  easily be  increased by at  least 2500  Along with most western  [242  ] THE  RISE  AND  FALL  OF  HOMO  SAPIENS  SAPIENS  483  countries, we give the greater proportion of our home-grown cereal and pulses to livestock. So  if we farmed competently and ate less meat we could probably feed around 200 million people  in Britain alone. Much of the rest of the world is incapable of such intensive output, but on the  other hand, most of the rest makes a far worse job  of realizing whatever potential it has, than  we do here. If the world really pulled its socks up and if some of us were less greedy, then even  with present techniques we could probably feed not 10 but 20 billion people fairly comfortably.  This, however, is where we  run into the second consideration; whether the world can  continue to be as productive as it is now. The  issues are not simple. It isn't true to argue, for  example, as some Green philosophers like to, that intensive food production inevitably and  invariably leads to soil degradation. There are fields at Rothamsted, in Hertfordshire, that  have produced cereal every year for 140 years, without added manure, and they are in better  heart now than at the beginning. Though the straw and grain have been harvested, organic  matter has been maintained by the rotting roots. You  cannot treat heath in this way, but any  soil can go on being productive, and indeed improve in agricultural terms, provided you stay  within its limits; and the limits of some soils are very high indeed.  On  the other hand, we cannot ignore the general argument of Paul  Ehrlich, of Stanford  (Ehrlich &  Ehrlich  I987),  that much of present-day food production depends not upon  sustaining soil but on mining it; that in many soils, if not most, there is a steady loss of 'heart',  and indeed of the soil itself, as it washes or blows into the sea;  that there is a net increase of  undesirables, such  as  soil salinity, which can  be  very hard  to correct; that some useful  commodities such as fossil fuels are being destroyed forever, while others, such as phosphorus  and many metals, are being spread around the planet and will become increasingly difficult to  harvest. Overall, there is a degradation of the planet's fabric. To  a large extent this could be  arrested, or  circumvented: soil salination can  be  reversed, as  is happening  in  places  in  Australia; the loss of fossil fuels need not matter, as there is enough energy in surplus straw to  run a tractor and fix nitrogen. But it is clear that the technologies to correct the ill effects of  over-farming are not being applied fast enough, and won't be in the foreseeable future.  It is obvious, then, that human numbers would have had to stop increasing at some point;  and  Professor Ansley Coale  at Princeton has pointed out that our population would have  reached  17  trillion (1018) within 700  years if the rate of increase of the 1960s had  been  maintained (Coale I974,  I987).  It is clear, too, that the numbers will level out sooner than  optimists might have hoped, as the planet's capacity to produce is underminded. Exactly where  the cut-off will be, and when we will reach it, is no& clear. What does seem to me extremely  likely is that the monetarist argument that the human species will back away from disaster for  economic reasons - that as  production becomes difficult so demand  will reduce - is simply  nonsense. Human  beings are just as capable  as any other species of breeding their way into  trouble; and in fact they are more so because of the principle of momentum, which says that  in a species with a generation time as long as ours the effects of overbreeding at any one time  are not felt until 30 years later, by which time the fabric of the planet could have changed  dramatically for the worse (Coale I974,  I987).  The general point, then, is that we cannot say that disaster for the human species and for  the planet as a whole is inevitable; the tragedy of Ethiopia in the 1980s will not necessarily be  rehearsed on a global scale. But as Paul Ehrlich has pointed out, it is simply feeble-minded to  dismiss out of hand the possibility that at some time in the next few hundred years -  in a very  short time, indeed -  human numbers will exceed the capacity of the world to provide support  [243] 484  C. TUDGE  (Ehrlich I987).  What happens at that point really is anybody's guess. Mathematicians versed  in the intricacies of chaos are perhaps best qualified to comment.  In fact, the likely fate of the human species over the next few hundred years might profitably  be modelled mathematically, as has been done for nuclear winter. Every known factor that  might influence our material wellbeing, and  every known interaction, would be fed into a  computer, to see what turns up. In practice the models would be far more complicated than  those for nuclear winter, partly because there are more material factors to feed in, but partly  because there are other dimensions to take into account. The nuclear-winter models are purely  physical; they attempt to assess what will happen after the bombs have fallen, and after human  beings have done their worst. If we modelled the fate of the human species and our fellow  creatures, we would also have to take into account future intentions: what kind of a world do  we, and our immediate descendants, want to create; and also human fallibility: to what extent  are we capable  of achieving the end results we find desirable?  The  physical factors to be fed into the human future model are complicated, as  I  have  already said, but they are to some extent quantifiable. But it is a sad fact, a reflection on the  discipline of sociology, that to my knowledge we have no information at all on the second set  of factors we would need to feed in: information on human intention. We don't know what kind  of a world human beings want. We may guess in a  general way that people nowadays are  saddened by the poaching of rhinoceroses, and wish it didn't happen; but it is doubtful if many  people know that there are two distinct races of white rhino, for instance, or indeed that there's  any difference between the African species and  the Asian. And when the Javan  tiger was  officially declared  extinct only a  few years ago,  the matter hardly featured in  national  newspapers, though it did feature - significantly - on children's television. It is doubtful if  anyone cares, in any positive way, about the reduction in species in tropical forest; secondary  forest, or even a plantation, tastefully laid out, looks much the same as a natural wood to the  untrained eye. Indeed  I  suspect that when politicians - Margaret Thatcher, Neil Kinnock,  George Bush -  use the word 'environment', as now is mandatory in all campaigns, that all  they have  in  mind  is  generalized  green-ness, a  golf-course and  a  bit  of Repton-style  landscaping, or even a  Disney-style theme park with, to quote  the blurb of Disney-World,  'clownish baboons and madcap macaws'.  It's one thing to get politicians ostensibly on the side  of environment, but it's another thing again to determine what actually goes on inside their  heads. But what does go on inside their heads, and those of the electorate, matters; and we just  don't know what kind of a world people think is 'desirable.  However, the point of nuclear winter models is not that they unequivocally predict the  future, as a soothsayer would do, but that they show a range of possibilities. More specifically,  they differentiate the possible from the impossible, and the likely from the less likely. In fact,  present nuclear-winter models show that nuclear war is likely to have some effect on climate,  and that this could be disastrous if, for example, it led to midsummer frosts in the north, and  delayed monsoons in the south. Extreme scenarios - a new mini-Ice Age, as in the seventeenth  century, or the total elimination of the human species - are shown to be on the cards, but very  much at the extreme tips of the probability curve.  And if we made a model of future human possibilities, feeding in intention (if we knew it)  and putting an arbitrary figure on fallibility, we too would finish up with a curve, or rather  a  three-dimensional curve, of possibilities. And I suspect -  this being pure guess work, but I  hope reasonably sensible guess work -  that among the many scenarios on that curve would be  the following six:  [244  ] THE  RISE  AND  FALL  OF  HOMO  SAPIENS  SAPIENS  485  1.  Superabundance.  High human population; many other species; lush vegetation.  2.  Most people's ideal (the 'populist' scenario). High human population; small, select variety of  other species; abundant vegetation.  3.  Fall-back position: the 'Crete' scenario. Low but stable human population; small but select  variety of other species; scenery devastated but acceptable, as in modern Crete.  4.  Failure. Low human population, but unstable; small variety of other species, with many  'desirable'  types already  gone, and  extinctions continuing; scenery devastated  and  continuing to degrade. Human  extinction conceivable, though extremely unlikely.  5.  Green and pleasant. Low, stable human population arrived at by voluntary means; high  variety of other species, lush vegetation.  6.  Green and unpleasant. The  same as (5), but arrived at by coercion.  I should like to comment briefly on these points. I  think we can say that (1)  is extremely  difficult and perhaps impossible to achieve. The growth of the human population is eliminating  other species, and it is hard to see how that trend could immediately stop. Scenario (2)  is the  kind alluded  to above;  and  probably what politicians have in mind, insofar as  they have  anything in mind, when they start pushing environmentalism. The  select band  of species  envisaged in (2)  would be the 10000  that competent biologists might identify.  Scenario (3) represents the likely fall-back position if (2) fails. The proposal is that the world  as a whole might come to resemble present-day Crete. Crete is stunningly beautiful. But it is,  ecologically speaking, a mess. The Minoans finished off the devastation that the farmers of the  neolithic began.  In  a  hundred years time the hillsides of Malaysia  might look like those of  Crete, and we may draw comfort - cold comfort - from the fact that they will be beautiful;  bare rock, after the soil is gone, shining in the sun; not so much like Crete, perhaps, as Utah.  Clearly, if we treat all the world as the Minoans treated Crete, then we will perforce have a  much smaller population than now  (and  Crete's population is only half what it was in its  heyday) but life for those that are left could be highly agreeable, even though their lifestyle was  arrived at by insouciance.  On  the other hand if things go very badly wrong - in the way that Paul Ehrlich suggests is  easily to be envisaged - then we would finish up with scenario (4).  Human  extinction seems  unlikely even in this, the worst conceivable scenario, because even though extinction is very  difficult to predict (Jablonsky, this symposium) we can make commonsense observations. And  a species like ours that is numerous, ubiquitous, heterogeneous and individually adaptable, and  yet shares a common gene pool so that different surviv'ing bands can swap genes, must be a very  strong candidate for survival. But if we reach the stage of (4), then we will never be the same  again. As Paul Ehrlich has pointed out, recovery in a devastated world, with easily obtainable  raw materials already gone, will not be possible; or at least it's very difficult to see how.  The Green scenario is (5). It has been described both by Paul Ehrlich and by Michael Soule  (Ehrlich I987;  Soule  I987).  Paul Ehrlich envisages a final human population of around one  to two billion, while Michael Soule puts the figure much lower, at about 100 million, the likely  world population at around the time of Christ; a time, as he points out, of flowering genius.  Both Ehrlich and Soule are humanitarians, and envisage such low populations being achieved  by voluntary means. The  means need not be draconian;  if married couples averaged  two  children, as people in rich countries generally seem happy to do, then the population would  inexorably drop, given-that some people will elect not to have children at all, and some will  die before they have children. The  only problem is that a non-draconian policy would take  hundreds of years to bring about a significant decline in population, and would not prevent the  [ 245] 486  C. TUDGE  rise that is imminent. Conservation thus would become a matter of tiding as many creatures  as possible over the centuries of human populousness: a period that Michael  Soule has called  the 'demographic  winter'. Ehrlich and  Soule  both argue  that the diminution of human  numbers is compensated by the increased quality of life of the people that are on Earth, and  by the probable  increased longevity of the human  species as  a  whole;  for (5)  is almost  undoubtedly the 'safest' of the scenarios here envisaged.  I agree with Soule and Ehrlich that (5)  is the most desirable of the envisagable scenarios;  and so, I suspect, do most people reading this paper. But although it's not known what people  at large think, I'm sure that many people would not agree that (5)  is good. Some feel that to  contemplate reduction in human numbers is ipso facto inhumane, and others feel it's a kind of  blasphemy. On  a  more secular level, people seeking public office in South Florida  at this  instant, in Everglades country, are arguing the case for growth and more growth; to quote from  a  political advertisement on Florida  television in 1988, 'growth leads  to greater consumer  choice':  Taco  Bell as well as Kentucky Fried. Many people would argue, in short, that (2)  is  the most desirable scenario, one that has lots of people, albeit living dangerously; and that (3),  which is probably more likely than (4), is not too bad as a fall-back. Crete is beautiful, after  all;  and so, for that matter, is Utah.  The burden of this paper, though, is that if we want (5) to come about - and this is the only  realistic scenario that allows for a reasonable proportion of our fellow species to survive - then  we have to persuade vast numbers of other people that this is worth aiming for. We cannot,  however, simply rely on the materialist arguments that say that we should preserve our fellow  creatures because they are of direct benefit to us, for three reasons. The  first, as I suggested  earlier, is that these arguments are, for the most part, simply untrue. The human species could  survive just as well if 99.9 %  of our fellow creatures went extinct, provided only that we  retained the appropriate 0.1 %  that we need.  



Conventional power ensures that wind energy doesn’t cool the planet - 
Bryce 10 (Robert, August 24th 2010, Senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, The Global Warming Policy Foundation, “Wind Power Won’t Cool down the Planet”) 
None of it will lead to major cuts in carbon emissions, for two reasons. First, wind blows only intermittently and variably. Second, wind-generated electricity largely displaces power produced by natural gas-fired generators, rather than that from plants burning more carbon-intensive coal. Because wind blows intermittently, electric utilities must either keep their conventional power plants running all the time to make sure the lights don't go dark, or continually ramp up and down the output from conventional coal- or gas-fired generators (called "cycling"). But coal-fired and gas-fired generators are designed to run continuously, and if they don't, fuel consumption and emissions generally increase. A car analogy helps explain: An automobile that operates at a constant speed—say, 55 miles per hour—will have better fuel efficiency, and emit less pollution per mile traveled, than one that is stuck in stop-and-go traffic. Recent research strongly suggests how this problem defeats the alleged carbon-reducing virtues of wind power. In April, Bentek Energy, a Colorado-based energy analytics firm, looked at power plant records in Colorado and Texas. (It was commissioned by the Independent Petroleum Association of the Mountain States.) Bentek concluded that despite huge investments, wind-generated electricity "has had minimal, if any, impact on carbon dioxide" emissions.

Can’t solve fast warming –any emissions reduction will take a decade 
Science Daily 2/16/12 (“Low-carbon technologies ‘No Quick-Fix”: May Not Lessen Global Warming Until Late This Century”) 
These power plants were compared to wind power, nuclear power, hydroelectric power, carbon capture and storage, and natural gas. Solar photovoltaics (harnessing the sun for electricity) and solar thermal (harnessing the sun for heat) were also compared. "Achieving substantial reductions in temperatures relative to the coal-based system will take the better part of a century, and will depend on rapid and massive deployment of some mix of conservation, wind, solar, and nuclear, and possibly carbon capture and storage," the researchers write. 

New studies prove
Science Daily 2/16/12 (“Low-carbon technologies ‘No Quick-Fix”: May Not Lessen Global Warming Until Late This Century”) 
Furthermore, it states that technologies that offer only modest reductions in greenhouse gases, such as the use of natural gas and perhaps carbon capture and storage, cannot substantially reduce climate risk in the next 100 years. The study, published February 16, in IOP Publishing's journalEnvironmental Research Letters, claims that the rapid deployment of low-greenhouse-gas-emitting technologies (LGEs) will initially increase emissions as they will require a large amount of energy to construct and install. These cumulative emissions will remain in the atmosphere for extended periods due to the long lifetime of CO2, meaning that global mean surface temperatures will increase to a level greater than if we continued to use conventional coal-fired plants.

The transiton leads to a massive emissions debt
Science Daily 2/16/12 (“Only the Lowest Carbon Dioxide Emitting Technologoies Can Avoid a Hot End-of-Century”) 
"It takes a lot of energy to make new power plants -- and it generally takes more energy to make those that use cleaner technology--like nuclear, solar, and wind--than it does to make dirty ones that burn coal and gas," Myhrvold added. "You have to use the energy system of today to build the new-and-improved energy system of tomorrow, and unfortunately that means creating more emission in the near-term than we would otherwise. So we incur a kind of 'emissions debt' in making the transition to a better system, and it can take decades to pay that off. Meanwhile, the temperature keeps rising."

