[bookmark: _Toc335780838]
2NC No Exports

Turns leadership
Fang, 12 -- Rice University political science professor, Ph.D. (Songying, and Amy Jaffe, Baker Institute for Public Policy energy studies fellow, and Ted Temzelides, PhD, Rice University economics professor, "New Alignments? The Geopolitics of Gas and Oil Cartels and the Changing Middle East," Jan 2012, www.bakerinstitute.org/publications/EF-pub-GasOilCartels-012312.pdf, accessed 9-23-12, mss)

Throughout the modern period, resource producers have sought to form coalitions in order to enhance their economic power. One of the most successful coalitions is the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), which rose to global influence in the 1970s amid intemational shortages of oil. In the last five years, one of the most striking developments in the global energy landscape has been the dramatic rise in the prospects for natural gas as a global fuel. Enthusiasm for this fuel source is gaining momentum, and the likelihood that natural gas will play a major strategic role in the world economy is growing. The new gusto for natural gas is partly a product of its many attractive attributes (particularly its relatively low-carbon emissions when compared with other fossil fiiels), and partly a result of its growing availability, as rising supplies from shale become available in North America. Russia, one of the world's largest natural gas reserve holders, was quick to respond to this growth in global natural gas demand by building new pipelines, as well as lobbying for a gas cartel to counterbalance the competitive market influence resulting from rising shale gas supplies. Simultaneously, as it focused on the geopolitical leverage it could achieve as a petro-exporter, Russia expressed interest in joining OPEC formally.' If Russia were able to form either a gas or oil coalition with other important exporters from the Middle East, it would significantly change the way that the energy markets operate and, consequently, influence the geopolitics of energy and international relations more generally. In this study, we investigate three related questions raised by the above observations. First, what is the likelihood that Russia will be successful in creating new coalitions in energy markets in the near future? Russia's aggressive use of its own energy exports as a tool of statecraft and diplomatic leverage in recent years has reintroduced fears of an "energy weapon"� that could be wielded in international discourse. It has been argued that tightening energy markets could raise the benefits and possible chances of success for an energy exporting country that, alone or in combination with others, is trying to wrest political concessions by threatening to cut off energy supplies. Such an event would present a challenge for the international economy, and it could even lead to military conflict.2 Second, even if new coalitions involving Russia are not imminent, in light of the recent political developments in the Middle East, how would the likelihood of the coalitions change as a result of the evolving relationship between the United States and the major resource producers in the region? Finally, in the event that prolific shale gas resources prevent energy markets from tightening further and indeed reverse the trend, will low-cost major oil and gas exporters such as Russia, Qatar, or Saudi Arabia engage in price war tactics? Oil and gas production from shale is vulnerable to competitive pressures due to its high costs of recovery technique. energy markets from tightening further and indeed reverse the trend, will low-cost major oil and gas exporters such as Russia, Qatar, or Saudi Arabia engage in price war tactics? Oil and gas production from shale is vulnerable to competitive pressures due to its high costs of recovery technique. Historically, the United States' close security relations with two major energy suppliers in the Mideast-Saudi Arabia (the world's largest oil exporter) and Qatar (the world's largest liquefied natural gas exporter)-have limited Russia's ability to achieve resource rent-seeking alliances in the Middle East. In recent years, however, Russia has tried to tap its large energy resource endowments to reassert its place as a global superpower.3 However, such exports have not been well received by important members of OPEC, and the public discussion of Russia joining OPEC has made little progress.4 Similarly, Russia's initial efforts to create a gas cartel have been unsuccessful. In 2009, Russian gas industry leader Alexander Medvedev suggested that a gas troika of Iran, Qatar, and Russia consider joint "projects that could be implemented by the three countries in gas production and transportation."�5 Addressing a December 23, 2008, gathering of the Gas Exporting Countries Forum (GECF), a loose grouping of natural gas producers, Prime Minister Vladimir Putin hinted that a gas producer group might be rent-seeking. Because the cost of extracting gas was rising sharply, Putin contended that "the era of cheap energy resources, of cheap gas, is of course coming to an end."Still, while Russia has, at the highest levels, approached the leadership of its biggest liquefied natural gas (LNG) or pipeline gas competitors in Iran, Libya, Algeria, and Qatar, so far it has failed to create convincing partnerships that could serve as the basis for cartelization.

Link Frontline


Single price point spurs massive collusion- turns the aff
Hulbert, 12 – Johns Hopkins University energy policy professor 
(Matthew, Central European University Public Policy department head (American graduate school based in Hungary), "Why America Can Make or Break A New Global Gas World," Forbes, 8-5-12, www.forbes.com/sites/matthewhulbert/2012/08/05/why-america-can-make-or-break-a-new-global-gas-world/print/, accessed 9-22-12, mss)

But that ironically raises a ‘thornier’ final question for us to ponder: Who would ultimately gain most from a globalised gas market? The obvious short to medium term answer is consumers. Gas on gas pricing should drive competition and efficiency gains, not to mention far greater energy security by fostering diversification of supplies. But as much as gas producers initially balk at the idea, an emerging single price point could give them everything they want – reduced price volatility, with far broader and more flexible markets, rather than relying on a single consumer at the end of a pipeline where the price is ‘set’ by OPEC. Take that argument to its logical conclusion, and we could even see far greater supply side collusion, both in volumes and price. A single price point = core set of single swing producers. The ‘gas cartel’ debate has been chronically overdone of late, but ignoring supply side collusion full stop could prove to be a costly mistake, just as it was to ignore the world’s largest oil producers in the 1960s. That would certainly be an explosive twist in a fascinating gas convergence tale – out of a supposed existential crisis, could come the biggest opportunity gas producers ever had.

Takes a decade even if they solve
Romm, 12 – Climate Progress editor, Ph.D. in physics from MIT
(Joe, American Progress fellow, former acting assistant secretary of energy for energy efficiency and renewable energy, "Exporting Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Is Still Bad For The Climate — And A Very Poor Long-Term Investment," Think Progress, 8-16-12, thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/08/16/699601/exporting-liquefied-natural-gas-lng-bad-for-climate-poor-long-term-investment/?mobile=nc, accessed 8-16-12, mss)

The NY Times piece actually makes this odd argument on behalf of LNG exports: “It will take years before any export terminals are up and running — in the meantime, producers and regulators should strengthen safeguards so that gas is extracted safely.” But this is yet another reason why LNG exports make no sense. Why would we want to start massive exports of natural gas around the end of this decade, with costly new infrastructure that until mid-century?
Fees and price adjustments deter investment in exports- long term expectations are key and bleak
Denning, 12 -- Wall Street Journal staff 
(Liam, "Gas export profits might leak away," 8-12-12, www.theaustralian.com.au/business/wall-street-journal/gas-export-profits-might-leak-away/story-fnay3x58-1226449122081, accessed 8-16-12, mss)

THE latest free lunch being peddled involves exporting US natural gas. Don't be surprised if it evaporates. Headline US gas futures bounce around $3 per million British thermal units. Meanwhile, Japan imports liquefied natural gas, or LNG, for about $17. That spread is why companies such as Cheniere Energy are racing to build plants to export US gas. But if "$3 in, $17 out" sounds too good to be true, that is because it is. While the economics of exports can make sense, they are no slam-dunk. First, the actual cost of delivering US gas overseas would be much higher than $3. According to consultancy PFC Energy, a number of upward adjustments must be made. As the contract that Spain's Gas Natural Fenosa signed last year with Cheniere indicates, the buyer typically pays a premium over the market price of gas. This amount, say 15 per cent, covers the cost to the facility operator of gas lost during liquefaction. That takes the price to $3.45. Then you need to add on the fee for liquefaction, roughly $2.50 to $3. Shipping fees, meanwhile, range anywhere from about 85c to almost $2.80 depending on whether you're going to Europe or Asia and the route you take. Finally, in Europe the main competition is pipeline gas from places like Russia. So to be truly comparable, you must add in the cost of converting the LNG back to gas, perhaps another 40c. All in, therefore, at a $3 gas price, US LNG costs about $7.25 in Europe and $9.20 in Japan, using PFC's assumptions. Based on current prices, that still leaves a nice margin of about $5 in Europe and almost $8 in Japan. If that still looks like a no-brainer, you are forgetting one thing: time. The earliest the US is likely to start gas exports is in 2015. Moreover, contracts for capacity at LNG plants typically span 20 years. Long-term expectations are critical, therefore. US gas prices are expected to rise - in part because exports should help relieve the current supply glut. Futures for 2016 to 2020 average about $5 and analysts and producers assume long-term prices of $6 or more. Meanwhile, European and Asian gas prices are linked to that of oil. As a rule of thumb, oil-linked gas in Europe commands about 12 per cent of the quoted price of Brent crude; in Asia the ratio is about 15 per cent. Assuming $100 a barrel Brent crude long-term, this implies prices of $12 and $15 respectively. Suddenly, the margins drop to $1.30 and $2.34 for Europe and Japan, respectively. This is still positive, but much thinner. As Nikos Tsafos, gas specialist at PFC, puts it: "I don't need to mess with the model so much to make it not work." Push gas to $7 and Brent to $90 - more in line with historical price ratios - and both margins go negative. Indeed, Deutsche Bank sees no arbitrage opportunity for US LNG targeting the UK after 2016 based on current futures prices. Shipping and processing costs could rise. Oil and gas prices bounce around. And political opposition to gas exports, on the premise that they raise domestic energy prices, is a wild card. This won't prevent exports. But it limits the likely buyers of liquefaction capacity. Integrated global gas companies seeking to capitalise on short-term arbitrage opportunities, such as BG, are one small set. Utilities in uncompetitive markets where costs can more easily be passed on to consumers, such as in Asia, are another. Less than a decade ago, the energy world was abuzz with plans to dot the US coastline with gas import terminals in anticipation of steep declines in domestic output and rising prices. Today's excitable export enthusiasts would do well to recall how that one turned out.
Exports are self-defeating- the first wave would collapse the price differential and make it uneconomical
Levi, 12 -- CFR energy senior fellow 
(Michael, PhD in war studies from the University of London, Council on Foreign Relations Energy and the Environment senior fellow, Program on Energy Security and Climate Change director, "A Strategy for U.S. Natural Gas Exports," June, www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2012/6/13%20exports%20levi/06_exports_levi.pdf, accessed 8-16-12, mss)

The first way that prices could converge is through U.S. LNG exports, which could ultimately bring the various prices together, net of transport costs (including an indeterminate risk premium paid to investors in risky LNG projects). Indeed initial natural gas exports themselves will tend to shrink opportunities for subsequent exports. A recent DOE study projects that with moderate U.S. gas resources and twelve billion cubic feet a day of exports, U.S. benchmark prices would rise to more than $8 per thousand cubic feet by the middle of the next decade (EIA 2012c). When combined with the cost of moving natural gas from the United States to overseas markets, there is a strong chance that some exports would be unprofitable at that price. The same analysis found that if U.S. resources were lower than anticipated, prices could reach $14 per thousand cubic feet by 2020, making exports undoubtedly uneconomic at the margin. All that said, assuming U.S. LNG exports at the outset of this analysis would make no sense, since their very existence depends on the particular export policy that is adopted.
Comprehensive study proves
Levi, 12 -- CFR energy senior fellow 
(Michael, PhD in war studies from the University of London, Council on Foreign Relations Energy and the Environment senior fellow, Program on Energy Security and Climate Change director, "A Strategy for U.S. Natural Gas Exports," June, www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2012/6/13%20exports%20levi/06_exports_levi.pdf, accessed 8-16-12, mss)

It is far from clear that all or even most of this export volume would be used even if it were approved. A recent MIT study looked at nine scenarios for U.S. and world natural gas markets; none of them led to the emergence of significant U.S. natural gas exports, in large part because other lower cost producers undercut prices offered by the United States in distant markets (MIT 2011). Other forces, discussed in Chapter 2, could also lead global natural gas prices to converge even without U.S. exports, removing opportunities for economically attractive U.S. LNG sales. 
AND they can’t solve political barriers- resource nationalism means the US will cap exports
Jordan, 12 -- OurEnergyPolicy.org director 
(Matthew, Enthusiasm and Concern over Natural Gas Exports," OurEnergyPolicy.org, 6-8-12, www.ourenergypolicy.org/enthusiasm-and-concern-over-natural-gas-exports/, accessed 8-16-12, mss)

An interesting update on this issue: Analysts are predicting that industrial lobbying could lead to a cap on U.S. natural gas exports. Jayesh Parmar of Baringa told Reuters, “There is a lot of lobbying in the U.S. to limit LNG exports and to instead use the gas to allow the domestic industry to benefit from low energy prices.” Political risk consultancy Eurasia Group recently wrote “Resource nationalism is the biggest political risk to U.S. LNG (exports), with many opponents to exports concerned about the impact on domestic natural gas prices.”

2NC Trade Leadership Alt Cause
AND- other trade issues doom. A. US fiscal policy
Barshefsky, 12 -- former USTR 
(Charlene, ambassador, USTR 1997-2001, Wilmer Hale's Senior International Partner, "The Center For Strategic and International Studies Holds a Conversation With Six Former U.S. Trade Representatives," Financial Markets Regulatory Wire, 4-6-12, l/n, accessed 9-23-12, mss)

I think it's very important, however, that amidst all this talk about the trade agenda, we not lose sight of perhaps the single most important thing the United States could do and that pertains to its own domestic policy measures. There is no reason we can't fix the problems in this country particularly with respect to our fiscal and macro situation and without that, many of our broader trade initiative will fall flat. We won't have the leverage that we need and we won't have the sympathy of the public that we need in doing these kinds of agreements. So it's extremely important that the U.S. domestic policy agenda be -- be set in motion and fixed.
2NC Trade Leadership Won’t Actualize


No policy- won’t actualize gains, don’t care about trade [super-charges alt causes]
Brock, 12 -- former USTR (William, CSIS counselor, former four term Congressman and Senator, "The Center For Strategic and International Studies Holds a Conversation With Six Former U.S. Trade Representatives," and Yeutter, former USTR, Financial Markets Regulatory Wire, 4-6-12, l/n, accessed 9-23-12, mss)

BROCK: You the -- you know, you can understand the -- the first year or two because you've come out of a campaign, you've made commitments to your constituencies and in the present case to -- to labor, more precisely. And you -- you -- you do have other priorities you've got to deal with. But at some point you do have to make a decision about what you're policy is. We have yet to see that decision. It's not TPP. We don't have a trade policy, period. And either the president or his opponent has to say, you know, we have an economic problem in this country, it's not just the physical deficit, we've got a trade problem. The opportunity is out there for us to grab. We're not seizing it because we're not taking the initiative and we're the only people that can, other countries are not going to take it for us. We're the only people who can. And somehow this country has got to start talking about trade as an issue of political consequences. We don't do that. We treat is as a -- as an -- as an issue for -- for the textile industry or the ethanol industry, you know, that kind of thing and it does bother me that we -- we seem to sort of sit back and let the negatives take control of the debate and that I think is really dangerous for all of us. YEUTTER: And you know, one other element here is that, you know, too many people, including people often at the highest levels of government and -- and often in both administration -- either administration really don't see trade as a big deal. They see domestic policy as a big, big deal and they kind of ignore trade as being not very important to the United States. The fact is, it's incredibly important and it's way more important than it was 20 or 30 or 40 years ago. And somehow, you know, people have to get that through their thick noggins.

2NC Econ



History proves
Ferguson 6 (Niall, Professor of History – Harvard University, Foreign Affairs, 85(5), September / October, Lexis)

Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.


93 crises prove
Miller 2k (Morris, Economist, Adjunct Professor in the Faculty of Administration – University of Ottawa, Former Executive Director and Senior Economist – World Bank, “Poverty as a Cause of Wars?”, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Winter, p. 273)

The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that
exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis – as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semidemocracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).

Redundancy and adaptation check
Doremus 2k (Holly, Professor of Law – UC Davis, Washington & Lee Law Review, "The Rhetoric and Reality of Nature Protection: Toward a New Discourse," 57 Wash & Lee L. Rev. 11, Winter, Lexis) 

Notwithstanding its attractions, the material discourse in general, and the ecological horror story in particular, are not likely to generate policies that will satisfy nature lovers. The ecological horror story implies that there is no reason to protect nature until catastrophe looms. The Ehrlichs' rivet-popper account, for example, presents species simply as the (fungible) hardware holding together the ecosystem. If we could be reasonably certain that a particular rivet was not needed to prevent a crash, the rivet-popper story suggests that we would lose very little by pulling it out. Many environmentalists, though, would disagree. n212  Reluctant to concede such losses, tellers of the ecological horror story highlight how close a catastrophe might be, and how little we know about what actions might trigger one. But the apocalyptic vision is less credible today than it seemed in the 1970s. Although it is clear that the earth is experiencing a mass wave of extinctions, n213 the complete elimination of life on earth seems unlikely. n214 Life is remarkably robust. Nor is human extinction probable any time soon. Homo sapiens is adaptable to nearly any environment. Even if the world of the future includes far fewer species, it likely will hold people.    n215 One response to this credibility problem tones the story down a bit, arguing not that humans will go extinct but that ecological disruption will bring economies, and consequently civilizations, to their knees. n216 But this too may be overstating the case. Most ecosystem functions are performed by multiple species. This functional redundancy means that a high proportion of species can be lost without precipitating a collapse. n217 


2NC Japan Rels
Both sides are strongly committed to the alliance
Ogawa 10 (Satoshi, Yomiuri Shimbun Correspondent, “Japan, U.S. 'to set new China plan' / Joint strategy aims at 'deeper security goals',” 11-22, http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T101121002647.htm, EMM)

WASHINGTON--Japan and the United States will soon draw up new "common strategic objectives" that will most likely focus on ways to enhance the Japan-U.S. strategy toward China, according to diplomatic sources in Washington.  The two sides hope to have the objectives worked out in connection with a joint statement on the Tokyo-Washington alliance to be finalized by next spring, the sources said.  Prime Minister Naoto Kan and U.S. President Barack Obama confirmed the plan to adopt the new objectives when they met in Yokohama on Nov. 13, the sources said Saturday.  The envisaged common objectives will be designed to define anew goals Japan and the United States should pursue to enhance regional and global security, the sources said.  How Japan and the United States should cope with China, in particular its maritime advances, will probably be high on the agenda, they said.  Observers say adopting new Tokyo-Washington strategic objectives may again bring into question the diplomatic stance of the Democratic Party of Japan, as the DPJ in its election platform emphasized the need to strengthen Japan's ties to China and other Asian nations, while calling for a "close and equal" Japan-U.S. relationship.  In his Yokohama talks with Kan, Obama proposed that new strategic objectives be drawn up in the process of working out the planned new Japan-U.S. security cooperation statement "to deepen [security] goals" common to the two countries, and Kan agreed to the overture, the sources said.  The two governments will launch ministerial working-level consultations on the matter as soon as early December, they said. A set of common strategic objectives was agreed on in the Japan-U.S. Security Consultative Committee in February 2005. The SCC, known as the two-plus-two meeting as it comprises the foreign and defense ministers from both countries, is tasked with strengthening security arrangements of Japan and the United States.  The next session of the SCC will discuss specific plans for relocating the functions of the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station in Okinawa Prefecture.  In the 2005 two-plus-two consultations, Japan and the United States agreed to urge China, with its growing national strength, to play a constructive role in the international community and work for a peaceful settlement of issues surrounding Taiwan.  Beijing reacted negatively to the Tokyo-Washington common objectives, the first time that an official Japan-U.S. document had made reference to a joint strategy toward China.  As to what the planned new common objectives will be, multiple Japanese and U.S. sources said the two sides would confirm bilateral security cooperation, including measures to strengthen the strategy toward China, in light of China's activities since 2005 that threaten the stability of the East Asian region.  Even if the planned new objectives prove to be much the same as those of 2005, it would be significant for the United States to reconfirm the common objectives with Japan under the DPJ administration, they said. 

2NC Energy Revolution
2NC No Energy Security
Extend Levi 12, Energy security is a myth – we’ll always rely on the Middle East because of trade obligations like the WTO and NAFTA, means we’re going to have to compete with China and that makes dominance impossible
Energy independence is impossible – plan doesn’t resolve consumption 
Menenburg 9-6
Aaron  graduate student in international relations at The Maxwell School of Syracuse University. "Let’s Get Real: Energy Independence is an Unrealistic and Misleading Myth" http://www.economonitor.com/policiesofscale/2012/09/06/lets-get-real-energy-independence-is-a-unrealistic-and-misleading-myth/
Thus far, when energy has been discussed, the foci are “energy independence” and “alternative energy.” Although far from dominating energy markets, the latter is quickly becoming a significant source of US energy consumption and will likely to continue to gain market share. The concept of energy independence, however, is unrealistic, largely undesirable, and misleading. I am going to tackle the façade of the energy independence argument in this piece and in doing so will try to explain the issues actually affecting national energy policy. This piece will focus on oil because (1) it is our most used source of energy and (2) it is our major energy import. At the heart of the energy independence idea is the rationale that achieving energy independence will unhook us from world energy prices and disengage us from the geopolitical consequences Americans find unpalatable, namely massive engagement in the Middle East. Neither is true, and in fact they’re not even remotely plausible outcomes. If there is one take-away I want the reader to remember, it is this: the goal of self-sufficiency in energy supplies – especially in oil – misdiagnoses the problem as one characterized largely by importation of oil. Rather, energy security, the implications of energy on the economy, and America’s reliance on imported oil is a function of the importance of oil consumption in the domestic economy regardless of its source. The only way to reduce the cost of gasoline is by consuming significantly less of it, while the only way to ensure minimal political and security insulation from oil is to stop using it.

Drilling can’t solve the trade deficit 
Rusnak ‘12
Karl, writer for Economyincrisis.org  non-profit corporation dedicated to educating legislators and the American public and publish critical but overlooked facts and figures, keeping our readers up-to-date with daily articles regarding the U.S. economy. B.A., Economics and Political Science, The Ohio State University. May 9. Drilling Won’t Fix Our Trade Deficit

In a recent post on Forbes.com, contributor Tim Worstall put forth the dubious idea that we may be able to turn our trade deficit into a trade surplus through the exploitation of America’s fossil fuels. Drilling our way out of high gas prices and dependence on OPEC is popular in right wing circles, but the idea that we can restore our balance of trade with oil and gas takes the delusion to a new level. Worstall claims that “[i]t’s not inconceivable that the U.S. will start to run a sustained trade surplus for the first time in [his] adult lifetime.” There are certainly ways to make this happen, but short-sighted thinking and reliance on fossil fuels will not make this prediction a reality. Oil imports currently account for approximately half of our nation’s $560 billion trade deficit. U.S. oil and gas production has increased recently with advances in drilling technology that have allowed us to access new sources of energy, but we are still net importers of both oil and natural gas. We are closing the gap between production and consumption in natural gas, but the disparity in oil is still much larger. The United States consumes 19,150,000 barrels of oil a day while currently producing only about 5.5 million barrels per day. Even with the new sources of oil, the U.S. Energy Information Administration estimates that we will only be producing 6.7 million barrels per day by 2020, while consumption is expected to rise. It is clear that fossil fuel production will not save us in the short term, and depending on fossil fuels for our economic well-being in the future would be foolhardy. While we are learning to harness more of our available reserves, the world will inevitably move away from oil and gas. Many countries have set specific goals for the move away from fossil fuels. For instance, the European Union has set a target of obtaining 20 percent of its energy from renewable sources by 2020, up from the 9 percent it achieved in 2009. With power grids shifting to alternative energy sources and increasingly efficient cars and buses hitting the market regularly, the idea that oil and gas will be the area of energy production that is most profitable in the future is questionable. Drilling our way to energy independence is partisan rhetoric, not a real solution to either our energy or economic problems. If we want to think about energy independence and the trade deficit, we should be concerned with things such as the fact that China is subsidizing its solar industry to undercut the pricing of our domestic manufacturers. Domestic fossil fuel production may make a dent in our trade deficit, but it will not eliminate it and a focus on drilling over innovation in renewable sources may hurt the United States long term. There are much better ways to fix our economy than pretending that we can drill our way to prosperity.

2NC Squo Solves
US boom triggers
Hampton, 9-10 -- British editorial veteran (Stuart, "Methane Hydrates - The Next Natural Gas Boom," 9-10-12, bizmology.hoovers.com/2012/09/10/the-next-natual-gas-frontier-methane-hydrates/, accessed 9-22-12, mss)

While “methane-hydates-to-commercial-gas-supply” may come across like science fiction now, perhaps this idea is not as far out as it may seem. A few years ago, trillions of cubic feet of natural gas remained trapped in vast shale basins
All their answers are wrong- methane hydrates
Hampton, 9-10 -- British editorial veteran (Stuart, "Methane Hydrates - The Next Natural Gas Boom," 9-10-12, bizmology.hoovers.com/2012/09/10/the-next-natual-gas-frontier-methane-hydrates/, accessed 9-22-12, mss)

The US Department of Energy (DOE) is looking at the next natural gas frontier: exploring methane hydrates’ potential as a viable future energy supply. Methane hydrates are the world’s largest untapped fossil fuel resource. They are 3-D ice-lattice structures with natural gas trapped inside, and are found in Arctic permafrost and in ocean sediments along continental shelves worldwide. The volume of natural gas held in methane hydrates globally is estimated to range from 100,000 trillion cubic feet to more than 1 million trillion cubic feet. Following up on a test earlier this year during which natural gas was safely extracted from methane hydrates on Alaska’s North Slope, in late August the DOE selected 14 methane hydrate research projects in 11 states to receive up to $559 million in federal funding. The projects will be managed by the department’s National Energy Technology Laboratory, with the aim of advancing understanding of and the implications for future resource development and environmental performance. 
US shale rev now- triggers link
Knowledge@Wharton, 8-29 ("The Once and Future U.S. Shale Gas Revolution," knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article.cfm?articleid=3068, accessed 9-22-12, mss)

Over the last 10 years, the U.S. has emerged as a leading producer of shale gas. Thanks to innovative extraction techniques spearheaded by Texas entrepreneur George P. Mitchell, natural gas trapped in shale formations, previously too difficult and costly to recover, now provides a burgeoning domestic energy supply. By drilling horizontally underground to reach shale formations and then flushing those tunnels with water, sand and chemicals to break open the rock and force out the gas -- a process called hydraulic fracturing (fracking) -- U.S. companies have sparked a shale gas revolution: U.S. shale gas production climbed from virtually zero in 2000 to a level where it is contributing a quarter of U.S. natural gas today and is expected to comprise half of total U.S. natural gas by 2030, according to the James A. Baker III Institute for Public Policy at Rice University in Houston, Texas. Blessed with the world's second-largest reserves (behind China), according to the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), the U.S. suddenly has a vast new energy source that could help it reduce its reliance on foreign oil. "The real positives from shale gas are what it does for U.S. energy independence," says Gary Survis, a fellow at the University of Pennsylvania/Wharton School's Initiative for Global Environment Leadership (IGEL). "It's a huge paradigm shift."

2NC Glut
2NC Heg

Extend Fettweis—There’s no impact to leadership—their authors incorrectly correlate the liberal order with hegemony but it is simply coincidental
It’s obvious that no one country can police the world, the liberal order is independent of hegemony and is stabilizing the international order without the US
No impact to hegemony
-their evidence cites vague threats
-specific Kagan indict
-threats exaggerated
Fettweis 11
Christopher, Professor of Political Science @ Tulane, Dangerous Times?: The International Politics of Great Power Peace, pg. 168
Today’s security debate seems driven less by actual threats than by vague, unnamed dangers.  Former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld warned about “unknown unknowns,” which are the threats that “we don’t know we don’t know,” which “tend to be the difficult ones.”  Kagan and Kristol worry that if the United States fails to remain highly engaged, the system “is likely to yield very real external dangers, as threatening in their own way as the Soviet Union was a quarter century ago.”  What exactly these dangers would be is left open to interpretation.  In the absence of identifiable threats, the unknown can provide us with an enemy, one whose power and danger is limited only by the imagination.  It is what Friedman and Sapolsky call “the threat of no threats” and is perhaps the most frightening of all.  Even if, as everyone schooled in folk wisdom knows, “anything is possible,” it is not true that everything is plausible.  There is no limit on the potential dangers that the human mind can manufacture, but there are very definite limits on the specific threats that system contains. “To make anything very terrible, obscurity seems in general to be necessary,” noted Edmund Burke. “When we know the full extent of any danger, when we can accustom our eyes to it, a great deal of apprehension vanishes.” The full extent of today’s dangers is not only knowable, but relatively minor. Threat exaggeration has been one of the favorite tools used by opponents of restraint, from Wilson to Roosevelt to Bush. Since self-defense is one of the few justifications for international activism that is uncomplicated by questions of morality, once foreign events are linked to the security of the Untied States intervention becomes an easier sell. Exaggerating threats is a traditional weapon in the domestic politics arsenal of the internationalists, inspiring a variety of actions conceived to address threats more imagined than real. When Robert noted that "security concerns are greatly reduced for the unipole," he was guilty of understatement. If they were honest, those who actively or passively favor internationalism would admit that very few of our foreign adventures have been necessary to secure the country. The United States is no more and no less secure after having replaced Saddam with chaos, for instance. Simply put, the United States is not compelled to play an active role in world affairs in order to address its basic security, since that security is already all but assured. The benefits of activist strategies must therefore manifestly outweigh the costs, since the United States could easily survive inaction, no matter how dire the situation may appear. In U.S. foreign policy, necessity is an illusion. Choices always exist, especially for the strongest country in the history of the world. What are often sold to the public as necessary actions are almost always matters of choice; rather than emergency operations, U.S. interventions are in reality elective surgery. And elective surgery, as everyone knows, often makes problems worse.
AT transition wars
Regional wars don’t escalate – no vacuum of power
-Europe
-Central America
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The trend is apparent on every continent. The only conflict raging in the entire Western Hemisphere in 2010 was the ongoing civil war in Colombia, and even that was far less bloody than a decade prior. Cruise ships have returned to Caratagena. Despite the fact that there are no nuclear weapons south of the United States, the states of Central and South America act as if they do not fear an attack from their neighbors. The rules of realpolitik no longer seem to apply. Europe, which of course has been the most war-prone of continents for most of human history, is entirely calm, without even the threat of interstate conflict. More than one scholar has noted the rather remarkable fact that no serious war planning now goes on among the European powers.'; All over Europe and the Americas," John Keegan has observed, "armies are withering away."" The situations in Bosnia and Kosovo, while not settled, are at least calm for the moment. And in contrast to 1914, the great powers have shown no eagerness to fill Balkan power vacuums; to the contrary, throughout the 1990s. they had to he shamed into intervention, and were on the same side when they eventually did so. International reactions to turmoil in the Balkans in 1914 and in 1992 demonstrate the extent to which the international system had changed. Today's power vacuums seem to repel far more than they attract.
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