OV

o/w on magnitude—
Comparatively the only scenario for extinction
Bostrom ‘2 - Professor of Philosophy and Global Studies at Yale (Nick, "Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios  and Related Hazards," 38,  www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html)

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization. Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. 

They’ve already conceded that Russian relations are key to solve prolif- no new 1ar

Also key to resolving world issues- able to check escalation and foster coop in a water war

Link
The aff sparks massive public backlash – newest polls show overwhelming majorities of Americans oppose the expansion of nuclear power. Fukushima still fuels mass safety concerns -- that’s 1NC Dean
Conceded internal link- environmental voter turnout is key to the election- represents 4 million core base votes that Obama can’t access in the world of the plan- prefer it over their generic defense  
Only a risk of the link – public massively opposed to nuclear expansion and there’s no constituency to lobby for the plan. 
CSI 12. [Civil Society Institue, “SURVEY: CONGRESS, WHITE HOUSE FOCUS ON FOSSIL FUELS, NUCLEAR POWER IS OUT OF TOUCH WITH VIEWS OF MAINSTREAM AMERICA” November 3 -- http://www.civilsocietyinstitute.org/media/110311release.cfm]
If Congress thinks it has found a winning issue in trashing wind and solar power ... and if the Obama Administration believes that voters will reward it for boosting coal, gas and nuclear power ... then both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue are making serious miscalculations about the sentiments of mainstream Americans - including Republicans and Tea Party supporters -- one year before the 2012 elections, according to the findings of a major survey of 1,049 Americans conducted October 21-24, 2011 by ORC International for the nonprofit and nonpartisan Civil Society Institute (CSI).¶ Documenting a major gulf between the views of Americans and the Congress/White House on energy policy, the CSI survey includes the following key findings:¶ • If Washington had to choose between fossil fuel/nuclear subsidies and wind/solar subsidies, "clean energy" aid would get support from three times more Americans than fossil fuel/nuclear energy subsidies. Only a bit more than one in 10 American adults (13 percent) - including just 20 percent of Republicans, 9 percent of Independents, 10 percent of Democrats, and only 24 percent of Tea Party supporters - are in favor of concentrating federal energy subsidies on the coal, nuclear power and natural gas industries. When it comes to focusing federal subsidies on wind and solar, 38 percent of all Americans are supportive -- about three times the support level for fossil fuel/nuclear subsidies. Only about one in 10 Americans (13 percent) - including just 26 percent of Tea Party supporters -- believes that "no energy source should receive federal subsidies."¶ • Fossil fuel subsidies are opposed by Americans on a bipartisan basis. Six in 10 Americans - including a strikingly uniform 59 percent of Republicans, 65 percent of Independents, 59 percent of Democrats, and 59 percent of Tea Party members -- oppose "federal subsidies for oil and gas, coal, natural gas and other fossil fuel companies."¶ • Nuclear reactor loan guarantees are opposed by Americans on a bipartisan basis. More than two out of three Americans (67 percent) - including 65 percent of Republicans, 66 percent of Independents, 68 percent of Democrats and 62 percent of Tea Party backers - disagree that "taxpayers and ratepayers should provide taxpayer-backed loan guarantees for the construction of new nuclear power reactors in the United States through proposed tens of billions in federal loan guarantees for new reactors."¶ • Most Americans want the U.S. to shift federal loan guarantee support from nuclear power to wind and solar energy. About seven in 10 Americans (71 percent) - including 55 percent of Republicans, 72 percent of Independents, 84 percent of Democrats, and almost half (47 percent) of Tea Party backers -- strongly or somewhat support "a shift of federal loan-guarantee support for energy away from nuclear reactors and towards clean renewable energy such as wind and solar."¶ • A strong majority of Americans want the U.S. to make the investments needed to be a clean energy leader on a global basis. More than three in four Americans (77 percent) - including 65 percent of Republicans, 75 percent of Independents, 88 percent of Democrats, and 56 percent of Tea Party members -- agree with the following statement: "The U.S. needs to be a clean energy technology leader and it should invest in the research and domestic manufacturing of wind, solar and energy efficiency technologies."¶ Pam Solo, founder and president, Civil Society Institute, said: "Americans of all political stripes have moved ahead of Washington and want our nation to make smarter choices about cleaner and safer sources of power. Common sense is the driving force in American opinion, which focuses not on whether Washington should help usher in a renewable, clean energy future, but how it should proceed in doing so. Americans believe that the energy industries have an undue influence over decisions made by Washington. They want leadership and problem solving from Washington for a clean energy future. Americans understand that we can no longer have our economy and environment tethered to 'old' energy solutions that are unsafe, unhealthy and simply unable to meet our long-term needs."¶ Graham Hueber, senior researcher, ORC International, said: "One clear message of this survey sit that there is no clear 'Old Fuel Constituency' in the sense of a large number of unified Americans who favor fossil fuels and nuclear power over wind and solar power. In fact, Republicans and Tea Party supporters who might seem like the most logical place for such a constituency are somewhat more likely than others to support federal subsidies for fossil fuels and nuclear power, but they also would prefer development of cleaner sources of energy. These are actually quite striking findings in the context of the 2012 election campaign."¶ 

Their link turns assume squo levels of nuke power – the world of the aff is massively unpopular – how the question is asked is key – prefer our link. 
Mariotte 12. [Michael, Executive Director of Nuclear Information and Resource Service, “Nuclear Power and Public Opinion: What the polls say” Daily Kos -- June 5 -- http://www.dailykos.com/story/2012/06/05/1097574/-Nuclear-Power-and-Public-Opinion-What-the-polls-say]
Conclusion 3: On new reactors, how one asks the question matters.¶ Gallup and the Nuclear Energy Institute ask the same question: “Overall, do you strongly favor, somewhat favor, somewhat oppose or strongly oppose the use of nuclear energy as one of the ways to provide electricity in the U.S.?”¶ This question doesn’t really get to the issue of support for new nuclear reactors, although NEI typically tries to spin it that way. Although a question of support for current reactors wasn’t asked in any recent poll we saw, the public traditionally has been more supportive of existing reactors than new ones, and the question above could easily be interpreted as support for existing reactors, or even simple recognition that they exist. The results may also be skewed by the pollsters throwing nuclear in as “one of the ways,” without a context of how large a way.¶ Nonetheless, despite asking the same question, Gallup and NEI can’t agree on the answer. NEI, for example, in November 2011 asserted that 28% of the public strongly favors nuclear power with an additional 35% somewhat in favor. NEI found only 13% strongly opposed and another 21% somewhat opposed. A May 2012 NEI poll did not publicly break down the numbers into strongly vs somewhat, but claimed a similar 64-33% split between support for nuclear power and opposition.¶ Gallup, asking the same question in March 2012, found a narrower split. A smaller number was strongly in favor (23%, a drop of 5%) and a larger number strongly opposed (24%, increase of 3%)—overall an 8-point anti-nuclear swing among those with strong opinions. Those in the middle were 34% somewhat favor vs 16% somewhat opposed. The 2012 numbers were slightly worse for nuclear power than the identical question asked in March 2011, just before Fukushima.¶ But other polls suggest that Gallup and NEI may be asking the wrong question. For example, the LA Times reported on a Yale-George Mason University poll in April 2012 that found that support for new nuclear power had dropped significantly, from 61% in 2008 to 42% today.¶ Even Rasmussen in its May 2012 poll found that only 44% support building new reactors. That was good news for Rasmussen since it found that only 38% oppose them, with a surprising 18% undecided (surprising because no other poll we saw had such a high undecided contingent for any nuclear-related question).¶ Meanwhile the March 2012 ORC International poll found that:¶ “Nearly six in 10 Americans (57 percent) are less supportive of expanding nuclear power in the United States than they were before the Japanese reactor crisis, a nearly identical finding to the 58 percent who responded the same way when asked the same question one year ago. Those who say they are more supportive of nuclear power a year after Fukushima account for well under a third (28 percent) of all Americans, little changed from the 24 percent who shared that view in 2011.”¶ But perhaps the most telling, and easily the most interesting, poll comes from a March 2012 poll from the Yale Project on Climate Change Communications. Participants were asked, “When you think of nuclear power, what is the first word or phrase that comes to your mind?”¶ 29% of those polled said “disaster.” Another 24% said “bad.” Only about 15% said “good” and that was the only measurable group that had anything positive to say. That poll also found that, “…only 47 percent of Americans in May 2011 supported building more nuclear power plants, down 6 points from the prior year (June 2010), while only 33 percent supported building a nuclear power plant in their own local area.”

AT: Energy Not Key
They’re key to re-election – plan makes them stay home. 
Schow 12. [Ashe, Heritage Action’s Deputy Communications Director, “Pres. Obama continues to pander to environmentalists” Heritage Action for America -- January 9 -- http://heritageaction.com/2012/01/pres-obama-continues-to-pander-to-environmentalists/]
It seems that President Obama is worried about whether or not environmentalists will come out in full force to support his re-election effort. Evidenced by the decision to delay the Keystone XL pipeline – which would lower energy prices and put thousands of Americans to work – and now a mining ban in Arizona; it’s clear that President Obama will do whatever it takes to shore up environmentalist’s support, even if it means destroying job creation and smacking down labor unions.¶ Are his re-election priorities skewed? Probably. But it could just be strategy. President Obama is betting that labor unions will come out in support this election no matter what, so the President probably assumes that no matter what he does that ends up hurting union workers, the larger organization will still support him.¶ The same cannot be said for environmentalists. They tend to stay home if they are not appeased. But President Obama is playing with fire. In each of these decisions – along with the 2010 moratorium on offshore drilling – environmentalists cheer victory while thousands of workers (many of them unionized) are left without a job. If the President is so concerned about jobs, why is he denying them to anyone, especially his friends in the labor unions?


And they’ll independently spin the plan to stoke fears – misinformation magnifies the link. 
Dears 12. [Donn, Energy expert retired from GE Company, President of TSAugust a 501 (C) 3 not for profit corporation “Why Environmentalists Are Wrong About Nuclear Power” June 7 -- http://epaabuse.com/7459/editorials/why-environmentalists-are-wrong-about-nuclear-power/]
The lack of communications and the lack of knowledge among the people about radiation created fear – nameless and unreasonable fear.¶ The Fukushima accident has reignited fear among people about radiation. When a tuna fish off the coast of California was found to have low levels of radiation, it was headlined by the media. Those opposing nuclear power have used Fukushima to exploit people’s fear about radiation.

Energy key to the election -- Romney campaign ensures it. 
Kingston 12. [John, Director of News @ Platts, focused on energy policy, “US election 2012: if not "all energy, all the time," a lot of energy for sure” The Barrel -- April 11 -- http://www.platts.com/weblog/oilblog/2012/04/11/election_2012_i.html]
Get ready for the energy election of 2012. Maybe because it was at a New York Times forum devoted to energy, so the inclination was to talk with that sort of grand vision. But three reporters for the Times who are out on the campaign trail made it clear to a packed room that energy will be a key area in which Mitt Romney goes after Barack Obama in 2012. As Helene Cooper, the Times' White House correspondent, noted, the Obama adminstration has a lot of confidence going into the campaign. But if national retail gasoline prices were to head toward the $5/gal mark, "all bets would be off." And lurking in the background to that is the possibility of some sort of spike in price driven by an Iranian incident. With the Romney vs. Obama race all but assured, the campaigns are now focusing more on each other, rather than on the GOP nominating process. As as the Times' domestic correspondent Jim Rutenberg said, "so far, energy is what the campaign is all about." The panelists showed two ads, one from the Obama campaign and one from American Crossroads, the Karl Rove-led group. We weren't able to find them online, but found similar ones that pretty much say the same thing as those shown at the Times forum. You can see them here and here. The "gist" of the American Crossroads ad, according to Rutenberg, is that "the Obama administration is shirking blame for everything," and is doing so on energy policy as well. "Drilling is down on federal lands, and federal lands' output is down." But Cooper quickly noted that the Obama administration's retort is that "it's down because we took a time out (the moratorium after Macondo)." Although that move still gets criticized in some quarters, the administration is "screaming about this," since it believes the drop in federal lands' output is justified by the actions it took in the wake of the Macondo spill. (This report does show that federal onshore production has risen, though the total is down. See page 5). When the President talks about energy, the Romney campaign "just loves it," according to Ashley Parker, the Times' reporter covering the former Massachussetts governor. "They like it because it gives (them) an opening." The candidates' statements on the stump are telling. For example, Parker said the presumptive GOP candidate only really started talking about energy last month. And when he does, he never fails to mention the Keystone XL pipeline project, and the Obama Administration's shelving of it, at least until 2013. The mere mention of Keystone XL, Parker said, makes the audience "go wild." By contrast, Cooper said the Obama administration talks about alternatives and touts the Chevy Volt. (Though in the ad that was shown to the conference, like the one linked to earlier here, the rise in US oil output also is front and center.) For the Obama administration, talking about "Big Oil" is not just about oil, Cooper noted. "This is the entire Obama campaign for this year," she said. Linking Romney to oil companies drives home the message that the multi-millionaire is "a patron of the rich. You're going to see that across the board. It's not just about energy." Or as she put it for both sides, eyeing gasoline prices: "That's what is going on...to see who takes the fall for this."

Energy key election issue. 
Skorobogatov 12. [Yana, intern @ StateImpact Texas – a collaboration of public radio stations focused on environmental and energy issues coordinated by NPR,“Poll: Consumers favor domestic energy production, natural gas” State Impact -- April 10 -- http://stateimpact.npr.org/texas/2012/04/10/poll-consumers-favor-domestic-energy-production-natural-gas/]
Americans will likely take their views on energy issues to the voting booth this November, according to a new national poll by The University of Texas at Austin. The survey found that 65 percent of respondents considered energy to be an important presidential issue.

The GOP will attack Obama on energy. 
Belogolova 12. [Olga, energy and environment policy reporter, “Insiders: Outreach to Oil Industry Won't Help Obama” National Journal -- May 17 -- lexis]
Insiders said that energy issues will continue to be a sticking point in this election to the very end. "Energy is one of the president's biggest vulnerabilities. From Solyndra to 'cap and tax,' the administration has pursued one energy flop after another. The president's campaign team must agree, since their first ad was a defensive spot on their energy record, and the follow-up was a campaign swing through the country's energy heartland," said another Insider. "Republicans are going to continue to pound away on the president's energy record to make sure he doesn't get away with trying to mask it."

Energy key. 
Milne 12. [Brian, DTN refined fuels editor, involved in energy markets for 12+ years as analyst, journalist, and editor, “Ranking in Top 5: Panel sees Energy as Important Issue in Presidential Elections” Televent DTN -- May 18 -- http://www.imakenews.com/eletra/mod_print_view.cfm?this_id=2436084&u=dhaugh&show_issue_date=F&issue_id=000592003&lid=b11&uid=0&XXDESXXpower=F]
“Nothing galvanizes the American mind than $4.00, $4.50 [gallon] gasoline,” said the former Senator.¶ ¶ Jim Connaughton, executive vice president and senior policy advisor with Exelon and former chair of the White House Council on Environmental Quality for eight years said energy would be a major issue this November, saying it’s currently one of the top five concerns of Americans. Connaughton said both campaigns are focusing on energy, while adding the recently discovered oil and gas resources in the United States is excellent news that offers many benefits for the country.¶ ¶ Joe Stanko, partner with Hunton and Williams and former counsel to the House Energy and Commerce Committee, said he sees some backwards action regarding energy diversity while saying current energy policies are being questioned. He said too, that there won’t be any “big ticket” rules from the Environmental Protection Agency before the election, while Connaughton said the first 18 months after an election are very productive in pushing through new policy.¶ ¶ Energy is driving 1% of Gross Domestic Product growth in the U.S., with that 1% growth rate creating triple the rate of new jobs since 2009, said Kevin Book, managing director of research with Clearview Energy Partners. That outsized impact has been sparked by the country’s new resources, saying suddenly there are big changes in energy and its impact in this country but only some states, such as Montana and Pennsylvania where the resources are located, have experienced the change while other states don’t see it as much.¶ ¶ But price [for energy] matters, said Book, and that’s why energy is an issue in this election.


Energy key – lobbies pushes it to the top of the public’s agenda. 
Boman 12. [Karen, staff writer, “API: Poll shows US voters link energy development, economic recovery” Rigzone E&P News -- August 14 -- http://www.rigzone.com/news/oil_gas/a/119997/API_Poll_Shows_US_Voters_Link_Energy_Development_Economic_Recovery]
The poll results are the fruit borne of API's Vote for Energy campaign, a multi-million dollar effort launched in January to encourage discussion of U.S. energy policy and issues, said API President and CEO Jack Gerard in a conference call Tuesday.¶ With 92 percent of voters polled saying that energy security and domestic oil and gas production are important issues for the November presidential election, API continues to lobby for a true all of the above energy policy with action and vision, not just lip service from the administration, Gerard said during the call.¶ The results show that voters "clearly get" the issue of how oil and gas development can impact the nation's economy, Gerard said, pointing to the expansions in U.S. industries such as steel that have been made possible by expanded exploration and production activity.¶ Now, API has taken its campaign to swing states Colorado, Virginia, Florida, North Carolina and Ohio, where both President Obama and Republican presidential candidate Mitt Romney have been campaigning, to encourage discussion about the United States' energy future and the impact that oil and gas activity can have on the economy.


AT: Moderates
1NC Lyman answers this – the damage is already done – the Russians hate Romney – if he wins it guarantees they won’t cooperate with us – moderation while in office won’t matter. 

And Romney rhetoric sparks latent paranoia in Russian officials – GOP victory guarantees collapse of relations. (duplicated in Obama Key)
Bandow 12. [Doug – senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Romney and Russia: Complicating American Relations, National Interest -- April 23 -- http://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-skeptics/romney-russia-complicating-american-relationships-6836]
Mitt Romney has become the inevitable Republican presidential candidate. He’s hoping to paint Barack Obama as weak, but his attempt at a flanking maneuver on the right may complicate America’s relationship with Eastern Europe and beyond. Romney recently charged Russia with being America’s “number one geopolitical foe.” As Jacob Heilbrunn of National Interest pointed out, this claim embodies a monumental self-contradiction, attempting to claim “credit for the collapse of the Soviet Union, on the one hand [while] predicting dire threats from Russia on the other.” Thankfully, the U.S.S.R. really is gone, and neither all the king’s men nor Vladimir Putin can put it back together. It is important to separate behavior which is grating, even offensive, and that which is threatening. Putin is no friend of liberty, but his unwillingness to march lock-step with Washington does not mean that he wants conflict with America. Gordon Hahn of CSIS observes: Yet despite NATO expansion, U.S. missile defense, Jackson-Vanik and much else, Moscow has refused to become a U.S. foe, cooperating with the West on a host of issues from North Korea to the war against jihadism. Most recently, Moscow agreed to the establishment of a NATO base in Ulyanovsk. These are hardly the actions of America’s “number one geopolitical foe.” Romney’s charge is both silly and foolish. This doesn’t mean the U.S. should not confront Moscow when important differences arise. But treating Russia as an adversary risks encouraging it to act like one. Moreover, treating Moscow like a foe will make Russia more suspicious of America’s relationships with former members of the Warsaw Pact and republics of the Soviet Union—and especially Washington’s determination to continue expanding NATO. After all, if another country ostentatiously called the U.S. its chief geopolitical threat, ringed America with bases, and established military relationships with areas that had broken away from the U.S., Washington would not react well. It might react, well, a lot like Moscow has been reacting. Although it has established better relations with the West, Russia still might not get along with some of its neighbors, most notably Georgia, with its irresponsibly confrontational president. However, Washington should not give Moscow additional reasons to indulge its paranoia.

And their evidence is just speculative that Romney might moderate – prefer our evidence – it’s more qualified and conclusive on Romney’s rhetoric. 
Kiracofe 12. [Clifford, Professor of political science @ Washington & Lee University, Professor of history @ the Virginia Military Institute, Senior Professional Staff Member of the United States Senate on Foreign Relations, “US, Russia need to see their ties grow” Global Times -- June 24 --  http://www.globaltimes.cn/content/716731.shtml]
In the interest of world peace and development, not to mention the US national interest, US-Russia relations must improve. Divisive international issues and domestic US politics, however, could increase tensions between Washington and Moscow. Recently, former secretary of state Colin Powell expressed concern that presidential candidate Mitt Romney called Russia the "number one geopolitical foe" of the US. General Powell indicated that this was a reckless statement and an indication of the extremist point of view of Romney's many neoconservative campaign advisors. Should Romney defeat Obama in November, would the new president's policy toward Russia lead to deteriorating relations and increased international tensions?  One would hope not, but this would be a possibility unless Romney changes advisors after the election. He would have to place more moderate political appointees in key positions at the Department of State and the Department of Defense. Unfortunately, the Republican Party has come under the domination of its extreme right wing. Moderates and progressives hold little sway in the party these days.  US senator Richard Lugar, a well known moderate Republican and the ranking member of the influential Senate Foreign Relations Committee, just lost his Indiana primary election and will not return to the Senate in this election cycle. The extreme right wing of his own party opposed him in the primary election facilitating his defeat. His party and all Americans have lost an experienced and able leader. The heated political rhetoric of Republicans such as Romney reflects the present state of the Republican ideology and organization. It is not merely campaign rhetoric.

His stance has been clear for two years – START opposition. 
Oppel 12. [Richard, journalist, “Romney’s adversarial view of Russia stirs debate” New York Times -- May 11 -- http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/12/us/politics/romneys-view-of-russia-sparks-debate.html?_r=1&pagewanted=all]
Mr. Romney signaled his stance toward Russia two years ago, when he argued that the New Start missile treaty with Russia should be rejected, putting him at odds with a long line of former Republican secretaries of state and defense. A number of arms control specialists said they were startled by some of Mr. Romney’s assertions, like fretting about intercontinental ballistic missiles mounted on bombers. 

Romney is guaranteed to be belligerent – pisses off Russia on multiple fronts. 
Reichardt 12. (7-9 – Adam, Managing Editor of New Eastern Europe, “Considering Russia in the Voting Booth,” New Eastern Europe --  http://www.neweasterneurope.eu/node/382)
Obama’s policy towards Russia is easier to gauge, since there has already been four years of his administration to judge. As Ross Wilson noted, “President Obama has a four-year record with Russia to defend – i.e., the reset policy and the benefits that the administration will argue have accrued from its more pragmatic and less confrontational approach to relations with Moscow.”¶ President Obama’s policy of reset was indeed a glimmer of hope for US-Russian relations at the start of 2009, but that glimmer has all but faded. The case of Syria and Iran are clear examples of the real challenges America still faces when engaging with Russia on global issues and the Obama campaign will most likely avoid referring to the “reset” by name.¶ “Though the Administration will not use the expression ‘reset’ too much, it can be expected to continue to emphasize pragmatism and to implement that line if the president is re-elected,” Wilson believes.¶ Obama’s opponent, Mitt Romney, has been less clear about his position on relations with Russia, but what is revealed in recent statements and on his website shows a more controversial approach. Most telling were the comments Romney made in June 2012. On Russia, Romney has stated: "The nation which consistently opposes our actions at the United Nations has been Russia. We're of course not enemies. We're not fighting each other. There's no Cold War, but Russia is a geopolitical foe in that regard."¶ The Romney campaign’s web site reveals several areas of focus for Russia, none of them discuss active engagement, but rather focus on taking tougher stances with Russia, including renegotiating the New Start Treaty, decreasing Europe’s energy reliance on Russia, building stronger relations with Central Asia, as well as supporting Russia’s civil society. ¶ Surprisingly, the last one, engaging Russia’s civil society, could be the most controversial. The Romney campaign web site provides a strongly worded statement that “A Romney administration will be forthright in confronting the Russian government over its authoritarian practices.” Indeed, America needs a strong leader to stand up for its position in the world, however confronting Russia on internal issues may not only offend most Russians, even in the opposition – it could hurt the entire goal of this platform.¶ Having the American government play an active role in the changes happening inside Russia could be detrimental to US-Russian relations. Many Russians believe that changes within their own country should be driven from the Russian society. Any outside interference would hurt the legitimacy of the Russian opposition and cause the Russian elite to become even more suspicious, and perhaps even hostile, to the intentions of American foreign policy.

Romney can’t moderate if he wins. 
Mann and Ornstein 12. [Thomas, senior fellow at the Brookings, Norman, resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, “Congress” Washington Monthly -- January/February -- http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/magazine//features/congress034473.php?page=1#]
This will be the case even if the candidate who defeats Obama is Mitt Romney—in our view the only plausible contender in the Republican field who could conceivably garner the nomination and prove an acceptable alternative to the incumbent. (And it would most surely be the case if Gingrich, a proven radical, becomes the nominee and, by some fluke, beats Obama.) While Romney is sufficiently protean in his ideological positioning and stance on particular issues to introduce some uncertainty over precisely what he would attempt to accomplish in office, his recent speeches have outlined a policy agenda well outside the old mainstream and wholly in sync with the new Zeitgeist of his party. Romney is now no less conservative in his positions on taxes, spending, Medicare and Medicaid, the Affordable Care Act, financial regulation, and the overall role of government than his contenders for the presidential nomination and the party establishment in Congress.¶ Whoever is the standard-bearer, a Republican victory in 2012 would do nothing to reverse or restrain the radically rightward march of the party. The Tea Party movement has accelerated a process that has been under way for many years within the GOP, which is now firm in its identity as the insurgent party, set upon blowing up policies and public responsibilities that enjoyed bipartisan support for many decades. The Democrats are the status quo party— protective and pragmatic. The asymmetric polarization of the two camps is the most significant feature of contemporary American politics.¶ A President Romney would be in a poor position upon taking office to change the course outlined in his campaign. He is already suspected as an infidel by many Republican activists. His fiscal policy would almost certainly be ambitious, one not unlike the budget resolution written by Representative Paul Ryan and passed by House Republicans. Indeed, this is the course Romney has taken with his professed economic plan, released in early November. If Romney tried to dilute his own proposal, he would be met at the beginning of his presidency with a full-scale revolt on his hands from his own party, both in and out of Congress.




U
[bookmark: _GoBack]Obama ahead but it’s not locked up – Romney attacks on Obama policy are what determines the election. 
Condon 10-1. [Stephanie, political reporter, "Obama holds slight lead ahead of debate" CBS News -- www.cbsnews.com/8301-250_162-57523520/obama-holds-slight-lead-ahead-of-debate/]
Five weeks before Election Day and two days before the first presidential debate, a set of new polls shows that President Obama has a slight two-point edge over Mitt Romney nationally.¶ While both campaigns have tried to lower expectations for their respective candidate's debate performance, it's clear that conservatives expect Romney to use the debate to alter the campaign trajectory. The polls, meanwhile, show that there are also high expectations for Mr. Obama to perform well in the first debate.¶ In a new Washington Post-ABC News poll, Mr. Obama leads Romney among likely voters nationally, 49 percent to 47 percent. The poll shows Mr. Obama with a more comfortable lead in swing states, where he leads among likely voters 52 percent to 41 percent.¶ The Post poll gives Mr. Obama the advantage on nearly every major issue in the campaign, including taxes, social issues, women's issues, terrorism and ability to handle an "unexpected major crisis." On the critical issue of who voters trust to do a better job handling the economy, Mr. Obama and Romney are split at 47 percent for both.¶ Another poll, conducted for Politico and George Washington University, also shows Mr. Obama leading Romney among likely voters nationally, 49 percent to 47 percent.¶ Both the Politico and the Post surveys show Romney with a four-point lead among independents -- an edge that Romney will aim to build on Wednesday during the first presidential debate in Denver.¶ ¶ The Washington Post poll shows that most voters, 56 percent, expect Mr. Obama to prevail Wednesday night. Those expectations may work in Romney's favor, who "doesn't have to hit a home run," former House Speaker Newt Gingrich said Sunday on CBS' "Face the Nation."¶ "But Romney has to be, at the end of the debate Wednesday night, a clear alternative who is considered as a potential President by a majority of the American people," Gingrich continued.¶ On ABC's "This Week," former Mississippi Gov. Haley Barbour similarly said Romney has to offer a clear choice for voters.¶ "He has to get them back focused on the reality of Obama's policies, the failures of those policies, and then offer them what he would do and why that would be better for their families, their communities, and our country," he said. "Pretty simple. It's not rocket science."¶ The Washington Post's Chris Cillizza writes that Romney will have to step out of his comfort zone and go on offense against the president.¶ "It's clear that Romney is behind Obama nationally and in key swing states -- not so far behind he can't come back, but behind nonetheless -- and therefore needs to be the instigator," he wrote. "That's not a role Romney has been comfortable with in past debates. His attempts to go after McCain during the 2008 Republican primary debates often flopped, and Romney seemed uncomfortable playing too much offense in the brief moment when Texas Gov. Rick Perry (R) looked liked the 2012 front-runner."
It’s close but Obama is ahead. 
Silver 10-4. [Nate, polling stud, "Polls show a strong debate for Romney" Five Thirty Eight -- fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/04/polls-show-a-strong-debate-for-romney/?utm_source=twitterfeed&utm_medium=twitter]
There may be some mitigating factors for Mr. Obama. First, although the conventional wisdom was that Mr. Obama had a lackluster performance throughout most of the debate — he certainly had an extremely cautious and defensive strategy — there were few obvious moments in which he said things that will make for compelling YouTube clips or cable news soundbites.¶ Second, head-to-head polls throughout the election cycle have been hard to influence for any reason. There are few undecided voters remaining — and undecided voters may be less likely than others to have actually watched the debates.¶ Still, it seems likely that Mr. Romney will make at least some gains in head-to-head polls after the debate, and entirely plausible that they will be toward the high end of the historical range, in which polls moved by about three percentage points toward the candidate who was thought to have the stronger debate.¶ The FiveThirtyEight “now-cast” — our estimate of what would happen in an election held immediately — had Mr. Romney trailing by a wider margin than three points in advance of the debate. (Instead, it put his deficit at about five points nationwide.) But our Nov. 6 forecast anticipated that the race would tighten some. It’s going to take a few days for any reaction to the debate to filter through the FiveThirtyEight model.¶ My own instant reaction is that Mr. Romney may have done the equivalent of kicking a field goal, perhaps not bringing the race to a draw, but setting himself up in such a way that his comeback chances have improved by a material amount. The news cycle will be busy between now and Nov. 6, with a jobs report coming out on Friday, a vice-presidential debate next week and then two more presidential debates on Oct. 16 and Oct. 22.

Approval ratings and democratic enthusiasm. 
Frontrunner 10-2. [“Obama Approval At 49% In CNN Poll, Romney Narrows Gap” -- lexis]
A CNN/ORC International poll of 1,013 adults, including 883 registered voters and 783 likely voters, taken September 28-30 shows:¶ Obama Approval -- 49% said they "approve" of the way Barack Obama is handling his job as president; 48% said "disapprove"; 3% had no opinion.¶ Presidential Contest -- Among likely voters, 50% said they would vote for Obama; 47% said Romney; 3% volunteered neither; 1% had no opinion. -- In a similar poll taken just after the Democratic convention, 52% of likely voters said they backed Obama; 46% said Romney; 2% volunteered neither; 1% had no opinion. -- Among registered voters, 50% said they would vote for Obama; 46% said Romney; 3% volunteered neither; 1% had no opinion. -- Among likely voters, 47% said they would vote for Obama; 44% said Romney; 4% said Gary Johnson (L); 3% said Jill Stein (G); 1% volunteered none of the above; 1% had no opinion. ¶ Voter Enthusiasm -- 39% of registered Democrats or Democratic leaners said they are "extremely enthusiastic" about voting this year; 25% said "very enthusiastic"; 21% said "somewhat enthusiastic"; 8% said "not too enthusiastic"; 7% said "not at all enthusiastic." -- 38% of registered Republicans or Republican leaners said they are "extremely enthusiastic" about voting this year; 27% said "very enthusiastic"; 17% said "somewhat enthusiastic"; 11% said "not too enthusiastic"; 7% said "not at all enthusiastic."

Voters are just starting to tune in – now is key – race is close. 
Esmay 10-3. [Dean, political blogger, “First Presidential Debate 2012: First Impressions” Dean’s World -- http://deanesmay.com/]
On net: I think Romney benefited more, and I predict the polls will show a favorable move in his direction in the wake of this debate. Regardless of who you call the overall winner on substance, on style, Romney absolutely made himself look quite credible and Presidential, while Obama seemed a little peevish but generally did a decent job of defending his administration. But for voters who are only just now starting to pay attention (by which I mean, the majority of people who will vote in November), Obama looked much better than he arguably should based on the state of the economy-but Romney looked great.¶ On the whole I predict a tightening of the race. Democrats who believe "Mittens" can't possibly win should by now realize that every weakness Romney has on the issues must be exploited to its fullest, because this guy really could win. I don't think a single undecided voter walked away from that debate thinking "I cannot imagine that man as President." Nor did a single undecided voter walk away laughing at him (or the President).

Still time left. 
Hunt et al 10-3. [Albert, executive Washington editor for Bloomberg News, Mike Murphy, political consultant, Charlie Rose, host and journalist, Josh Tyrangiel, editor of Bloomberg Businessweek, “Analysis of Presidential Debate” The Charlie Rose Show -- lexis]
MIKE MURPHY: Just when an incumbent president starts to fail on live TV and debates in a demonstratable way, because of the time these debates, we say they both (INAUDIBLE) it`s a kind of a tie -- that`s a clear loss. That`s a big number mover if that continues or if it happens again.¶ CHARLIE ROSE: Ok. Do you think that the pundit crowd and the reporters who are covering this love the comeback story and therefore it will have a full wind behind the sails?¶ NORAH O`DONNELL: Can I just say that as I sit next to Charlie every morning that Charlie predicted this. He said everyone loves a comeback story -- yes, you predicted it.¶ JOHN HEILEMANN: Forget liberal bias, forget conservative bias. The whole pundit class just wants a race. Oh my God they love this story tonight. No matter who you are, no matter what -- oh my God.¶ CHARLIE ROSE: When you a story that said --¶ MIKE MURPHY: And that`s a mixed blessing for Romney, a total mixed blessing because yes they want a comeback. Romney`s going to get a comeback but there`s time for a couple of comebacks. We`ve got comeback junkies here. So this thing is far from over. It`s just there`s an opportunity now for real things to happen in time.¶ CHARLIE ROSE: What do you think about this idea of people loving the comeback, Al?¶ ALBERT HUNT: Oh absolutely -- listen I run Bloomberg`s political coverage I got 35 more days. I want to get paid, Charlie. So of course, we all love a contest. And you know, I think we can, I think I can tell the kids I`ll have a paycheck for another five weeks.¶ JOHN HEILEMANN: That`s why I can`t figure out why Albert`s not telling. The debates don`t matter like Al, what are you saying. It`s like violating the Hippocratic Oath of our business, come on.¶ (CROSSTALK)¶ CHARLIE ROSE: All right. Albert, I`ve got --¶ ALBERT HUNT: You know, you know -- can I pick up. Charlie let me just put this --¶ CHARLIE ROSE: I`ve got one minute. We`re --¶ (CROSSTALK)¶ CHARLIE ROSE: -- in one minute.¶ ALBERT HUNT: Well, if you look at those nine battle ground states, the Democrats think they have put away Ohio, New Hampshire and Wisconsin; Republicans don`t agree. If they have Romney has to win all the others. That`s so -- he still has a tall order.¶ JOSH TYRANGIEL: But nobody is suggesting that Obama --¶ CHARLIE ROSE: I`ve got less than a minute but go ahead Josh.¶ JOSH TYRANGIEL: Nobody`s suggesting that Romney somehow opened the election up and it`s even tonight. I think everybody -- and nobody`s saying Obama lost. It`s just that the door is open, right. So we`ve got this march of three more debates that we`ve got to pay attention to.¶ I mean that`s all it is. It`s the show got renewed to put it in its most naked terms.¶ CHARLIE ROSE: I`m out of time.¶ MIKE MURPHY: If 150,000 people have changed their mind, everything changes.

Obama likely to win but polls underestimate how tight the race will get
Caldwell 9-30. [Leigh Ann, political reporter, "Pollster: Obama and Romney race will tighten" www.cbsnews.com/8301-3460_162-57523126/pollster-obama-and-romney-race-will-tighten/]
On "Face the Nation" Sunday, Larry Sabato from the University for Virginia Center on Politics predicted that the presidential race will get closer before election day.¶ "I would just caution, the fundamentals of this election call for a close election. I really think the election is going to tighten. Yes, President Obama is ahead, and probably has the best chance to win, but this is going to be a tighter race than the polls show right now," he said.¶ Sabato said he thinks the election is even tighter now than it appears and that it's "almost impossible" for him to win by 2008 margins.¶ " I'll tell you, it's caused me to question some of the polls because based on everything I know about Virginia and everything I'm seeing, I think the real margin is actually quite close," he said. "I would give President Obama, spot him two or three points, you know he won by six last time in Virginia. Think of the conditions in the country. It's almost impossible to imagine him winning by the same margin in Virginia or nationally so my projection is he gets considerably fewer electoral votes than he got last time. He got 365. I'll be surprised if he gets above 320 or so, maximum under the best conditions."

AT: No Impact

Key to negotiations over the key issues of the day- 1nc deudney and ikenberry- key to prevent Russian aggression which uniquely go to war

Relations solve Iranian and Korean prolif
Rojansky and Collins 10 (Matthew, Deputy Director @ Russia and Eurasia Program @ Carnegie, and James, Director @ Russia and Eurasia Program @ Carnegie, “Why Russia Matters,” 8/18, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41409,)

8. The roads to Tehran and Pyongyang go through Moscow. Russia maintains unique relationships with Iran and North Korea -- both top concerns on Washington's nuclear nonproliferation radar. In the past, the Kremlin has used its leverage to keep the path open for negotiations, sending senior diplomats to Tehran and offering carrots such as civilian nuclear assistance and weapons sales (though it has deferred the sale of advanced S-300 ground-to-air missiles that could be used to blunt a U.S. or Israeli air strike). Now more than ever, Washington needs allies with that kind of leverage to help punish violators and discourage cascading nuclear proliferation worldwide. Leading by example on nonproliferation is also a must; as the world's biggest nuclear powers, the United States and Russia are looked to as the standard-setters. If they fail to ratify their latest modest step forward on bilateral nuclear arms control, it will be difficult to push other countries to take similar counter-proliferation measures. 
Russia’s key to a peaceful resolution in Syria
Washington Post 1/30 [The Post’s View , “Saving Syria requires Russia’s cooperation,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/saving-syria-requires-russias-cooperation/2012/01/30/gIQA40fYdQ_story.html]

The Arab League plan is probably the only means left to avoid a full-scale civil war in Syria. Since the failure of the league’s observer mission last week, violence has again accelerated, while moving to the edge of Damascus. As a statement issued by Ms. Clinton reported Monday, “intensified Syrian security operations all around the country . . . have killed hundreds of civilians” in the past few days. It added: “The government has shelled civilian areas with mortars and tank fire and brought down whole buildings on top of their occupants.”
Despite such brutal behavior, Mr. Assad’s forces seem to be losing ground to armed opposition groups, which briefly held control of several Damascus suburbs and appear to be entrenched in cities such as Homs and Hama. The assessment of most outside observers is that the Assad regime is doomed. That means that if Russia continues to prop it up, it will not only damage its position with other Arab governments but will endanger its assets in Syria — including a naval base and weapons sales.
Though Arab and Western countries will welcome Mr. Assad’s ouster, the means by which it happens are crucial. A managed transition, like that outlined in the Arab League plan, could end the bloodshed relatively quickly and give the upper hand to secular and pro-democracy forces. The longer the fighting goes on, the greater the chance that Syria will be overtaken by a merciless sectarian war between the majority Sunni and minority Alawite communities, with Christians and Kurds caught in between. That would empower Islamic extremists, and it could trigger renewed sectarian conflict in Iraq and Lebanon.
As long as it has Russia’s diplomatic and material support, the Assad regime is more likely to hold together. That’s why the high-level lobbying campaign at the Security Council is important, and it’s why the Obama administration should place Russian cooperation on Syria at the top of the bilateral agenda with Moscow. At the same time, Western and Arab governments must consider other means of speeding an end to the Syrian conflict. Military intervention may be off the table for now, but non-lethal material aid for the opposition should not be. 

Global war
Erlanger 2/25 [Steven, Paris bureau chief of the New York Times, “Syrian Conflict Poses the Risk of Wider Strife,” http://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/26/world/middleeast/syrian-conflict-poses-risk-of-regional-strife.html]

As the dead pile up and diplomacy fails to stem the violence, it is clear that this conflict is unique in significant ways, difficult to predict and far riskier to the world. Unlike Libya, Syria is of strategic importance, sitting at the center of ethnic, religious and regional rivalries that give it the potential to become a whirlpool that draws in powers, great and small, in the region and beyond. 
“Syria is almost the only country where the so-called Arab Spring could change the geostrategic concept of the region,” said Olivier Roy, a French historian of the Middle East. He offered as a counterexample Egypt and Tunisia, where new leaders seemed to be keeping similar alliances and geopolitical positions. “But in Syria,” Mr. Roy said, “if the regime is toppled, we have a totally new landscape.” 
Many consider the conflict another inevitable revolution that will eventually overthrow President Bashar al-Assad. But in the months since Syrians revolted — and as Mr. Assad has unleashed his army against them — the country has already become a proxy fight for larger powers in the region and beyond. 
For decades, Syria was the linchpin of the old security order in the Middle East. It allowed the Russians and Iranians to extend their influence even as successive Assad governments provided predictability for Washington and a stable border for Israel, despite support for Hezbollah in Lebanon and Hamas in the Palestinian territories. 
But the burgeoning civil war in Syria has upset that paradigm, placing the Russians and Americans and their respective allies on opposite sides. It is a conflict that has sharply escalated sectarian tensions between Shiites and Sunnis and between Iran and Saudi Arabia and the Persian Gulf nations. And it has left Israel hopeful that an enemy will fall, but deeply concerned about who might take control of his arsenal. 
“What makes Syria so much more complicated than Libya is that the strategic issues are as prominent as the moral ones,” said Anne-Marie Slaughter, a Princeton professor and until recently the director of policy planning at the State Department. 
“Syria couldn’t be more strategically located, and the prospect of letting a full-fledged civil war erupt is incredibly dangerous,” she said, adding that it would become a proxy war between the gulf states and Saudi Arabia against Iran. “And then Israel is in there, too.” 

