States CP
CP solves the case
States are poised to boost wind energy production- further action is key
Goldstein ’11 [Blair S., B.A., Georgetown University, “WIND ENERGY DEVELOPMENT IN THE UNITED STATES: CAN STATE-LEVEL POLICIES PROMOTE EFFICIENT DEVELOPMENT OF WIND ENERGY CAPACITY?” April 14, https://repository.library.georgetown.edu/bitstream/handle/10822/553738/goldsteinBlair.pdf?sequence=1]

States have the potential to develop substantially more wind energy capacity in coming years. According to the U.S. Department of Energy’s National Renewable Energy Laboratory, the average state wind potential in the 48 contiguous United States is 217,894.7 MW. 2 Market forces alone have not taken advantage of this potential. The mix of electric generation fuels in the U.S. has not changed dramatically over time, with the exception of a trend toward natural gas. Coal remains the largest source of electric generation in the United States, comprising about 50% of total generation each year between 1999 and 2008. 3

State action spurs federal modeling on energy policy. 
Goulder and Stavins 11. [Lawrence, Shuzo Nishihara Professor of Environmental and Resource Economics, Stanford University, Robert, Albert Pratt Professor of Business and Government, Director of Graduate Studies for the Doctoral Programs in Public Policy and in Political Economy and Government, Cochair of the MPP/MBA and MPA/ID/MBA Joint Degree Programs, and Director of the Harvard Environmental Economics Program, “Critical Issues in National Climate Policy Design: Challenges from State-Federal Interactions in US Climate Change Policy” American Economic Review, 101:3, 253-257 -- http://www.hks.harvard.edu/fs/rstavins/Papers/Goulder&StavinsAERPapers&Proceedings.pdf]
State and federal policies can interact along ¶ other dimensions, which may lead to positive ¶ outcomes. First, strategic interactions can arise ¶ between states and the federal government. In ¶ particular, state efforts can create pressure for ¶ more stringent federal policy. There is, in fact, ¶ a considerable history of California air standards having precisely this effect on federal ¶ policy developments, because industry is reluctant to face different standards in different parts ¶ of the country. For example, the California-led ¶ state-level tightening of greenhouse-gas-per ¶ mile standards helped bring about the subsequent tightening of federal CAFE standards.¶ 5¶ Of course, such triggering of stronger federal ¶ policy is desirable only if the previous federal ¶ policy was insufficiently stringent.¶ Second, states can serve as laboratories ¶ for experimenting with innovative policy ¶ approaches. Approaches that prove successful on cost effectiveness or other dimensions ¶ could later be adopted at the federal level. The ¶ interaction here is one of information transfer. ¶ The case for state-level experimentation needs ¶ to be considered carefully: why the laboratories ¶ should be at the state, rather than national, level ¶ is not clear, and—in any event—there is some ¶ question regarding whether state authorities will ¶ allow their “laboratory” to be closed after the ¶ experiment has been completed and the information delivered.

State action is immediately perceived internationally --- remedies signaling advantages even in the absence of federal policy changes
Northrop 8. [Michael, Program Director for Sustainable Development at the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, with David Sassoon, Yale Environment 360, June 3, http://e360.yale.edu/content/feature.msp?id=2015]
Individually, the size of many of these state economies rivals those of most countries. State climate policy initiatives — though not yet implemented on a national scale — are collectively among the most advanced anywhere in the world. They provide a profound but largely unrecognized platform for national action, and for a potential reassertion of global environmental leadership by the United States. Indeed, state climate initiatives have provided hope to those in the global community who have waited patiently for the United States to engage meaningfully in international climate efforts.


2NC: 50 State Fiat 

Neg flex – we have to test the plan from all possible angles. Key to fairness and the search for the best policy option.

It’s real world – NCCUSL Proves. 
Pryor 1 (C. Scott, Associate Prof – Regent U. School of Law, American Bankruptcy Institute Law Review, Spring)
NCCUSL is a national organization of practicing lawyers, judges, law professors, and others appointed by the governors of each of the states. NCCUSL drafts uniform laws in various fields and then proposes them to the various state legislatures for adoption. See Edward J. Janger, Predicting When the Uniform Law Process Will Fail: Article 9, Capture, and the Race to the Bottom, 83 IOWA L. REV. 569, 586 (1998) (describing problem of "capture" in drafting process); Alan Schwartz & Robert E. Scott, The Political Economy of Private Legislatures, 143 U. PA. L. REV. 595, 651 (1995) (stating that problems stemming from reliance on "ill-informed generalists" and influence of interest groups may be unavoidable for any official organization whose goal is to foster uniformity of state laws).
Negation theory justifies- all we have to do is negate or improve upon the plan
Uniquely good on this topic- it’s key energy education, and the literature base has expanded
Carley ’11 [Sanya, Assistant Professor in the School of Public and Environmental Affairs at Indiana University. Her research interests include electricity sector economics and policy, energy-based economic development, distributed generation, and applied econometrics, “The Era of State Energy Policy Innovation: A Review of Policy Instruments,” May 1, EBSCO]

Standard policy instruments, such as a grant or tax incentive, are not well suited to deal with problems as substantial and difﬁcult to measure as global warming or overdependence on fossil fuels; nor are they suited to deal with an industry in which private and public ﬁrms share a market, regulated and deregulated systems share power lines, utility service territories are not conﬁned by state borders, utility development decisions last decades, and price signals cannot be observed when the consumer purchases electricity. In light of these challenges, state governments have exhibited immense creativity over the past 15 or so years in designing new and tailoring existing instruments to meet current circumstances. Some states have already experienced notable success with the implementation of these instruments. Texas, for instance, has increased wind energy deployment signiﬁcantly as a result of its Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) (Langniss & Wiser, 2003; Rabe, 2006), which requires that 5,880 MW of Texas’s energy capacity come from renewable energy sources by 2015 (North Carolina Solar Center, 2011); installed capacity in the state increased by 2,292 MW in 2009 alone (Wiser & Bolinger, 2010). However, aside from Texas and a few other success stories, the policy literature has been slow to assess whether energy policy instruments are effectively achieving their stated objectives. This void in the literature is due to the difﬁculty of measuring state-level energy policy effects, further attributable to the complexity and variation of the instruments across states, the patchy nature of their state-by-state adoption, and the long time frame over which policy results become measurable. However, in recent years, both the number and the sophistication of empirical studies on state energy policies has grown, a synthesis of which could provide lessons to other states regarding how these instruments work, which ones are effective in what circumstances, and which ones work well together. This type of information will become increasingly important as the federal government’s discussions of energy and climate policy evolve, and as steps are taken on the national level to address the policy concerns listed above.
Not utopian- states get to adopt local approaches
It’s predictable- obviously the number one CP that everyone has researched, means no abuse

OFFENSE: 

Increases Aff Ground --- They can read multiple disads to state action

Increases Education --- Allows debate about many state governments and local politics

Key To Test The Phrase “Federal Government” in the resolution, which is a central issue
Columbia Encyclopedia 1 (http://www.encyclopedia.com/html/f/federalg.asp)
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT [federal government] or federation, government of a union of states in which sovereignty is divided between a central authority and component state authorities. A federation differs from a confederation in that the central power acts directly upon individuals as well as upon states, thus creating the problem of dual allegiance. Substantial power over matters affecting the people as a whole, such as external affairs, commerce, coinage, and the maintenance of military forces, are usually granted to the central government. Nevertheless, retention of jurisdiction over local affairs by states is compatible with the federal system and makes allowance for local feelings. The chief political problem of a federal system of government is likely to be the allocation of sovereignty, because the need for unity among the federating states may conflict with their desire for autonomy.

Checks Topic Explosion ---  forces “federal key warrants” to exist before many affs become popular, acting as a topicality-like limit on research

Multiple Conditionality 2NC


Interpretation: The negative should get to test any logical opportunity cost to the plan

1. Logic- proving a counterplan bad doesn’t prove the plan is good. Their interpretation is irrational. Logic subsumes all their impacts, it’s key to topic knowlege and predictable rules

2. Neg Flex--the Neg should be flexible enough to respond to unpredictable 2AC choices. the 1NC shouldn't be the neg's 2NR

3. Critical Thinking- multiple worlds force us to make our best arguments and evaluate positions carefully.

4. Broader Research ---analyzing the plan from multiple perspectives is key to a comprehensive understanding of energy policy---more advocacies rewards more research which increases topic knowledge

5. Any other interp is arbitrary---there’s no difference for aff ground between 1 and 5 conditional worlds b/c of internal NBs the aff can’t straight turn---dispo is condo b/c we’d add planks that force perms 

6.  All arguments are conditional – the negative can kick out of disadvantages or T violations at anytime – the CP or K are no different

7.  Time skew inevitable – we’d just read another disad or 2 more T violations without the CP, proving no unique abuse.  Voting for time-skew destroys education by allowing the slower team to always win

8. Perms check abuse and reciprocity they end up with more options at the end of the round then we have

9. Aff side bias - they speak first and last, infinite prep and 2ac tricks
 
10. Defense---2nr checks, time skew and strat skew inevitable. 

Warming
---Warming- No Warming

1NC 1- There is no warming- Prefer our Taylor evidence because it is citing a new groundbreaking peer-reviewed study that takes into account new NASA satellite data.

More energy is actually lost to space than predicted- this means climate models are flawed because actual measurements have disproven the predictions. 

Their quals argument don’t apply here
Wilson ’12 (GLOBAL WARMING: THE SATELLITES DON'T LIE March 3, 2012 7:48 AM | 7 Comments James A. Wilson 

Over the summer Forbes Magazine published NASA satellite data indicating the alarmist predictions - even the UN computer models on which they were based - are dead wrong. The study, reported in the peer reviewed journal, Remote Sensing, correlates data from 2000 through 2011. It shows two phenomena surprising to the apostles of doom in the scientific and political community. There is much less heat being trapped in the atmosphere by greenhouse gases - or any other cause - than the models portend, and a lot more of it is being released naturally into space. This is especially true over the oceans. James M. Taylor, a senior fellow for environmental policy at The Heartland Institute and managing editor of Environment and Climate News authored the Forbes article. Credentials don't get any more impeccable.

Consensus of NASA and NOAA satellite data shows no warming
Wilson ’12 (GLOBAL WARMING: THE SATELLITES DON'T LIE March 3, 2012 7:48 AM | 7 Comments James A. Wilson 

The latest satellite gathered information is consistent with NOAA and NASA data showing humidity and the formation of cirrus clouds has lagged far behind alarmist predictions as well. These findings, and those of NASA's ERBS satellite show similar patterns of heat exhange for the years 1985 to 1999. In other words, we are simply not going to hell in a climate change hand basket.


 

---Warming- Other Countries Overwhelm


1NC- They can’t solve warming- Our Hale evidence proves that no country will commit, and nothing will be enforced.  

China will never agree to any major reductions because it would threaten the regimes survival- their evidence has no warrants to explain why large scale reductions will occur

China is a greater cause of warming- destroys all solvency
Wortzel ‘8 (Former Director of Asian Studies at the Heritage Foundation (Larry et al, Report to Congress of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, Nov, p. google)

China argues that developed countries are the primary cause of climate change and therefore places primary responsibility for re ducing emissions on those countries rather than on China and other developing countries, a concept identified as ‘‘common but differentiated responsibilities.’’ 190 The United States is the largest historical greenhouse gas emitter and far exceeds China in emissions per capita.191 However, in the past two years China has overtaken the United States in total production of greenhouse gas emissions. All projections indicate that, in the absence of major energy consumption changes in China, both China’s aggregate emissions and its share of global emissions will continue to increase dramatically for the foreseeable future. The consequent reality is that it will be impossible for the international community to resolve the climate change problem by sufficiently reducing emissions unless China contributes to the effort. The solution also is unachievable unless the United States—as currently the world’s second largest emitter and the largest historical emitter of greenhouse gases— makes a substantial contribution. Any efforts to address this problem will require global participation by developed and developing nations.

Studies prove they can’t solve warming
AP 9 (Associated Press, Six Degree Temperature Rise by 2100 is Inevitable: UNEP, September 24, http://www.speedy-fit.co.uk/index2.php?option=com_content&do_pdf=1&id=168)
	
Earth's temperature is likely to jump six degrees between now and the end of the century even if every country cuts greenhouse gas emissions as proposed, according to a United Nations update. Scientists looked at emission plans from 192 nations and calculated what would happen to global warming. The projections take into account 80 percent emission cuts from the U.S. and Europe by 2050, which are not sure things. The U.S. figure is based on a bill that passed the House of Representatives but is running into resistance in the Senate, where debate has been delayed by health care reform efforts. Carbon dioxide, mostly from the burning of fossil fuels such as coal and oil, is the main cause of global warming, trapping the sun's energy in the atmosphere. The world's average temperature has already risen 1.4 degrees since the 19th century. Much of projected rise in temperature is because of developing nations, which aren't talking much about cutting their emissions, scientists said at a United Nations press conference Thursday. China alone adds nearly 2 degrees to the projections. "We are headed toward very serious changes in our planet," said Achim Steiner, head of the U.N.'s environment program, which issued the update on Thursday. The review looked at some 400 peer-reviewed papers on climate over the last three years.  Even if the developed world cuts its emissions by 80 percent and the developing world cuts theirs in half by 2050, as some experts propose, the world is still facing a 3-degree increase by the end of the century, said Robert Corell, a prominent U.S. climate scientist who helped oversee the update.  Corell said the most likely agreement out of the international climate negotiations in Copenhagen in December still translates into a nearly 5-degree increase in world temperature by the end of the century. European leaders and the Obama White House have set a goal to limit warming to just a couple degrees.  The U.N.'s environment program unveiled the update on peer-reviewed climate change science to tell diplomats how hot the planet is getting. The last big report from the Nobel Prize-winning Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change came out more than two years ago and is based on science that is at least three to four years old, Steiner said.  Global warming is speeding up, especially in the Arctic, and that means that some top-level science projections from 2007 are already out of date and overly optimistic. Corell, who headed an assessment of warming in the Arctic, said global warming "is accelerating in ways that we are not anticipating."  Because Greenland and West Antarctic ice sheets are melting far faster than thought, it looks like the seas will rise twice as fast as projected just three years ago, Corell said. He said seas should rise about a foot every 20 to 25 years.

---Warming- No Impact



1NC 4- Warming doesn't cause extinction- Our Lomborg evidence cites the scientific consensus and proves that the benefits and negatives will even out for a full century, and even after that humanity will be fine.  

Prefer our evidence because their evidence is unwarranted speculation- our evidence cites the IPCC and even they agree its nothing close to an existential threat. 

Consensus of experts agree that there is no impact to warming
Hsu 10 
Jeremy, Live Science Staff, July 19, pg. http://www.livescience.com/culture/can-humans-survive-extinction-doomsday-100719.html

His views deviate sharply from those of most experts, who don't view climate change as the end for humans. Even the worst-case scenarios discussed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change don't foresee human extinction.  "The scenarios that the mainstream climate community are advancing are not end-of-humanity, catastrophic scenarios," said Roger Pielke Jr., a climate policy analyst at the University of Colorado at Boulder.  Humans have the technological tools to begin tackling climate change, if not quite enough yet to solve the problem, Pielke said. He added that doom-mongering did little to encourage people to take action.  "My view of politics is that the long-term, high-risk scenarios are really difficult to use to motivate short-term, incremental action," Pielke explained. "The rhetoric of fear and alarm that some people tend toward is counterproductive."  Searching for solutions  One technological solution to climate change already exists through carbon capture and storage, according to Wallace Broecker, a geochemist and renowned climate scientist at Columbia University's Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory in New York City.  But Broecker remained skeptical that governments or industry would commit the resources needed to slow the rise of carbon dioxide (CO2) levels, and predicted that more drastic geoengineering might become necessary to stabilize the planet.  "The rise in CO2 isn't going to kill many people, and it's not going to kill humanity," Broecker said. "But it's going to change the entire wild ecology of the planet, melt a lot of ice, acidify the ocean, change the availability of water and change crop yields, so we're essentially doing an experiment whose result remains uncertain." 

No impact to warming – history and scientific study prove
Jaworowski 8 (Professor Zbigniew, Chairman of the Scientific Council of the Central Laboratory for Radiological Protection in Warsaw and former chair of the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation, “Fear Propaganda,” http://www.ourcivilisation.com/aginatur/cycles/chap3.htm)

Doomsayers preaching the horrors of warming are not troubled by the fact that in the Middle Ages, when for a few hundred years it was warmer than it is now, neither the Maldive atolls nor the Pacific archipelagos were flooded. Global oceanic levels have been rising for some hundreds or thousands of years (the causes of this phenomenon are not clear). In the last 100 years, this increase amounted to 10 cm to 20 cm, (24) but it does not seem to be accelerated by the 20th Century warming. It turns out that in warmer climates, there is more water that evaporates from the ocean (and subsequently falls as snow on the Greenland and Antarctic ice caps) than there is water that flows to the seas from melting glaciers. (17) Since the 1970s, the glaciers of the Arctic, Greenland, and the Antarctic have ceased to retreat, and have started to grow. On January 18, 2002, the journal Science published the results of satellite-borne radar and ice core studies performed by scientists from CalTech's Jet Propulsion Laboratory and the University of California at Santa Cruz. These results indicate that the Antarctic ice flow has been slowed, and sometimes even stopped, and that this has resulted in the thickening of the continental glacier at a rate of 26.8 billion tons a year. (25) In 1999, a Polish Academy of Sciences paper was prepared as a source material for a report titled "Forecast of the Defense Conditions for the Republic of Poland in 2001-2020." The paper implied that the increase of atmospheric precipitation by 23 percent in Poland, which was presumed to be caused by global warming, would be detrimental. (Imagine stating this in a country where 38 percent of the area suffers from permanent surface water deficit!) The same paper also deemed an extension of the vegetation period by 60 to 120 days as a disaster. Truly, a possibility of doubling the crop rotation, or even prolonging by four months the harvest of radishes, makes for a horrific vision in the minds of the authors of this paper. Newspapers continuously write about the increasing frequency and power of the storms. The facts, however, speak otherwise. I cite here only some few data from Poland, but there are plenty of data from all over the world. In Cracow, in 1896-1995, the number of storms with hail and precipitation exceeding 20 millimeters has decreased continuously, and after 1930, the number of all storms decreased. (26) In 1813 to 1994, the frequency and magnitude of floods of Vistula River in Cracow not only did not increase but, since 1940, have significantly decreased. (27) Also, measurements in the Kolobrzeg Baltic Sea harbor indicate that the number of gales has not increased between 1901 and 1990. (28) Similar observations apply to the 20th Century hurricanes over the Atlantic Ocean (Figure 4,) and worldwide.
Ocean
Doremus 2k—coral reefs don’t spillover, ecosystems are resilient

Disease

No risk of disease causing extinction—their authors don’t assume the limitations of microbes
1) Contagious
2) Durable
3) Lethal
4) Stealthy
5) Gladwell 99 (Malcolm, The New Republic, July 17 and 24, 1995, excerpted in Epidemics: Opposing Viewpoints, p. 31-32)

	
Diseases  are short term – They evolve to be benign and don't cause extinction
AMNH 98 – (The American Museum of Natural History “How did Hyperdisease cause extinctions?” http://www.amnh.org/science/biodiversity/extinction/Day1/disease/Bit2.html)

It is well known that lethal diseases can have a profound effect on species' population size and structure. However, it is generally accepted that the principal populational effects of disease are acute--that is, short-term. In other words, although a species many suffer substantial loss from the effects of a given highly infectious disease at a given time, the facts indicate that natural populations tend to bounce back after the period of high losses. Thus, disease as a primary cause of extinction seems implausible. However, this is the normal case, where the disease-provoking pathogen and its host have had a long relationship. Ordinarily, it is not in the pathogens interest to rapidly kill off large numbers of individuals in its host species, because that might imperil its own survival. Disease theorists long ago expressed the idea that pathogens tend to evolve toward a "benign" state of affairs with their hosts, which means in practice that they continue to infect, but tend not to kill (or at least not rapidly). A very good reason for suspecting this to be an accurate view of pathogen-host relationships is that individuals with few or no genetic defenses against a particular pathogen will be maintained within the host population, thus ensuring the pathogen's ultimate survival.


Any mutation will lower the risk
MacPhee and Marx 98 (Ross, American Museum of Natural History and Aaron Diamond, AIDS Research Facility and Tulane University, “How Did Hyperdisease Cause Extinctions?”, http://www.amnh.org/science/biodiversity/extinction/Day1/disease/Bit2.html)

It is well known that lethal diseases can have a profound effect on species' population size and structure. However, it is generally accepted that the principal populational effects of disease are acute--that is, short-term. In other words, although a species many suffer substantial loss from the effects of a given highly infectious disease at a given time, the facts indicate that natural populations tend to bounce back after the period of high losses. Thus, disease as a primary cause of extinction seems implausible. However, this is the normal case, where the disease-provoking pathogen and its host have had a long relationship. Ordinarily, it is not in the pathogens interest to rapidly kill off large numbers of individuals in its host species, because that might imperil its own survival. Disease theorists long ago expressed the idea that pathogens tend to evolve toward a "benign" state of affairs with their hosts, which means in practice that they continue to infect, but tend not to kill (or at least not rapidly). A very good reason for suspecting this to be an accurate view of pathogen-host relationships is that individuals with few or no genetic defenses against a particular pathogen will be maintained within the host population, thus ensuring the pathogen's ultimate survival.

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

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

No impact to resource wars – decline will spur cooperation, not war
Bennett and Nordstrom, 2K – department of political science at Penn State 
(D Scott and Timothy, The Journal of Conflict Resolution, 44:1, “Foreign policy substitutability and internal economic problems in enduring rivalries”, ProQuest, WEA)
Conflict settlement is also a distinct route to dealing with internal problems that leaders in rivalries may pursue when faced with internal problems. Military competition between states requires large amounts of resources, and rivals require even more attention. Leaders may choose to negotiate a settlement that ends a rivalry to free up important resources that may be reallocated to the domestic economy. In a "guns versus butter" world of economic trade-offs, when a state can no longer afford to pay the expenses associated with competition in a rivalry, it is quite rational for leaders to reduce costs by ending a rivalry. This gain (a peace dividend) could be achieved at any time by ending a rivalry. However, such a gain is likely to be most important and attractive to leaders when internal conditions are bad and the leader is seeking ways to alleviate active problems. Support for policy change away from continued rivalry is more likely to develop when the economic situation sours and elites and masses are looking for ways to improve a worsening situation. It is at these times that the pressure to cut military investment will be greatest and that state leaders will be forced to recognize the difficulty of continuing to pay for a rivalry. Among other things, this argument also encompasses the view that the cold war ended because the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics could no longer compete economically with the United States.

Resource wars don’t escalate
Victor, 08 – (David G., Victor law professor, Stanford, director of the Program on Energy and Sustainable Development, senior fellow, CFR, “Smoke and Mirrors, Debating Disaster: The World Is Not Enough,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=16522)

MY ARGUMENT is that classic resource wars—hot conflicts driven by a struggle to grab resources—are increasingly rare. Even where resources play a role, they are rarely the root cause of bloodshed. Rather, the root cause usually lies in various failures of governance. That argument—in both its classic form and in its more nuanced incarnation—is hardly a straw man, as Thomas Homer-Dixon asserts. Setting aside hyperbole, the punditry increasingly points to resources as a cause of war. And so do social scientists and policy analysts, even with their more nuanced views. I’ve triggered this debate because conventional wisdom puts too much emphasis on resources as a cause of conflict. Getting the story right has big implications for social scientists trying to unravel cause-and-effect and often even larger implications for public policy. Mihael Klare is right to underscore Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait, the only classic resource conflict in recent memory. That episode highlights two of the reasons why classic resource wars are becoming rare—they’re expensive and rarely work. (And even in Kuwait’s case, many other forces also spurred the invasion. Notably, Iraq felt insecure with its only access to the sea a narrow strip of land sandwiched between Kuwait on one side and its archenemy Iran on the other.) In the end, Saddam lost resources on the order of $100 billion (plus his country and then his head) in his quest for Kuwait’s 1.5 million barrels per day of combined oil and gas output. By contrast, Exxon paid $80 billion to get Mobil’s 1.7 million barrels per day of oil and gas production—a merger that has held and flourished. As the bulging sovereign wealth funds are discovering, it is easier to get resources through the stock exchange than the gun barrel. Klare takes me to task for failing to acknowledge the role of “lootable” resources as a motive for war. My point is that looters loot what they can—not just natural resources, but also foreign aid and anything else that passes within reach. (Paul Collier’s research, which Klare cites for support, finds that a sizeable share of African military budgets is, in effect, aid money that is looted and redirected from foreign aid.) I suspect that we don’t differ much in our assessment of the effects of lootable resources within weak and failed states, but where we do part company is in the implication for policy. Fixing the problems in the Niger River Delta—the case he uses—requires a stronger and more accountable government. That means making it harder to loot resources, taming official corruption, lending a hand with law enforcement in places where oil is produced and stolen, and engaging reformist forces in the Nigerian government. Resource looting and misallocation are severe, but they are symptoms whose cures require focusing on governance. The realities of global resource depletion are somewhat different from Klare’s story. It is true that primary resources, such as oil in the ground, are now more concentrated in “armpit” countries because more readily available resources are being depleted. That fact, though, only serves to further support my conclusion: That we must redouble our efforts to improve governance because all oil-consuming countries have a stake in the good governance of their oil producers. 


Econ
[bookmark: _Toc250841528][bookmark: _Toc238746136][bookmark: _Toc236157066]   Ext - No War
No impact to economic decline - the 2008 recession disproves their impact - Barnett indicates there has been no negative security impact internationally - nations have focused inward and cooperated with things like trade rather than saber rattling - prefer recent empirics over their myopic speculation 

However, long term history is also on our side - Ferguson is from a top Harvard professor and looks at overall historical analysis of economic trends which is a reason to prefer him - there’s ZERO correlation between economy and global war

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).

More evidence
Deudney 91 (Daniel, Hewlett Fellow in Science, Technology, and Society – Princeton University, “Environment and Security: Muddled Thinking?”, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, April)

Poverty wars.  In a second scenario, declining living standards first cause internal turmoil, then war. If groups at all levels of affluence protect their standard of living by pushing deprivation on other groups, class war and revolutionary upheavals could result. Faced with these pressures, liberal democracy and free market systems could increasingly be replaced by authoritarian systems capable of maintaining minimum order.9 If authoritarian regimes are more war-prone because they lack democratic control, and if revolutionary regimes are war-prone because of their ideological fervor and isolation, then the world is likely to become more violent. The record of previous depressions supports the proposition that widespread economic stagnation and unmet economic expectations contribute to international conflict.  Although initially compelling, this scenario has major flaws. One is that it is arguably based on unsound economic theory. Wealth is formed not so much by the availability of cheap natural resources as by capital formation through savings and more efficient production. Many resource-poor countries, like Japan, are very wealthy, while many countries with more extensive resources are poor. Environmental constraints require an end to economic growth based on growing use of raw materials, but not necessarily an end to growth in the production of goods and services. In addition, economic decline does not necessarily produce conflict. How societies respond to economic decline may largely depend upon the rate at which such declines occur. And as people get poorer, they may become less willing to spend scarce resources for military forces. As Bernard Brodie observed about the modern era, “The predisposing factors to military aggression are full bellies, not empty ones.” The experience of economic depressions over the last two centuries may be irrelevant, because such depressions were characterized by under-utilized production capacity and falling resource prices. In the 1930s increased military spending stimulated economies, but if economic growth is retarded by environmental constraints, military spending will exacerbate the problem.

Manufacturing 
Not key to the economy
Chapman, 12 -- Tribune editorial board member 
(Steve, "Manufacturing an economic myth," Chicago Tribune, 3-18-12, articles.chicagotribune.com/2012-03-18/news/ct-oped-0318-chapman-20120318_1_manufacturing-sector-rick-santorum-products, accessed 10-3-12, mss)

Manufacturing accounts for a shrinking slice of the total economy mainly because as we grow wealthier, we spend a smaller portion of our income on physical products, like carsand appliances, and a bigger one on services, from health care to cellphone contracts to restaurant meals. That phenomenon holds across the developed world. It's the result of the free market at work, endlessly shifting resources to accommodate changes in consumer demand. Politicians don't think they should tell Americans to eat at Burger King instead of Chipotle, or buy baseball bats instead of soccer balls. They didn't insist we keep our typewriters when personal computers came along. For the most part, our leaders take it as normal and sensible to defer to consumer demand, rather than try to dictate it. Given that, why do they think they ought to rig the tax code to push consumption dollars from services, which Americans want, to goods, which they don't want quite so much? Why should they divert investment from more popular businesses to less popular ones? That's what the measures offered by Santorum and Obama would do. The point is to ease the tax burden of manufacturers at the expense of other companies, on the superstition that the former are more valuable than the latter. It's hard to see the fairness or the economic logic. When the president unveiled his proposal, Jade West of the National Association of Wholesaler-Distributors complained to The New York Times, "My guys are totally freaked out by manufacturing getting a different tax rate than we do. They're not more important in the economy than retail or distribution or anything else." In fact, manufacturing is bound to be a diminishing share of any advanced economy. Obama and Santorum can fling money into the teeth of that trend. But any time politicians want to resist powerful and beneficial economic forces, bet on the economic forces.

Empirically denied- decade of failure
Hudak, 12 -- Brookings Governance Studies fellow 
(John, "Providence for Manufacturing: The Cicilline Plan," 8-14-12, www.brookings.edu/~/media/Research/Files/Papers/2012/8/14%20manufacturing%20hudak/0814_manufacturing%20hudak.pdf, accessed 10-3-12, mss)

The Problem: A Decade of Manufacturing Losses
Between 2001 and 2010, net job creation in the United States was abysmal. The manufacturing sector suffered staggering economic losses. Forty-nine states saw a net loss in manufacturing jobs, ranging from 1,390 jobs in Wyoming to 544,365 in California. In total, from 2001-2010, the US lost 4.9 million manufacturing jobs. However, in the aggregate, private sector employment shed “only” 3.3 million jobs, meaning negative job growth during the 2000s occurred wholly because of the tremendous loss in manufacturing. Excluding manufacturing, private sector employment grew by 1.6 million jobs.1 While failures in the financial industry and the housing market drove the 2008-9 recession, the 2000s can be considered a manufacturing-driven jobs recession. As Figure 1 shows, in every year of the 2000s, the manufacturing sector lost jobs, even in the face of net job gains in the overall economy. In fact, in 2001 and 2003, manufacturing was singularly responsible for net job losses.
Status quo solves- regional hubs initiative
Muro, 8-20 -- Brookings Metropolitan Policy Program policy director 
(Mark, and Jessica Lee, "Hubs of Manufacturing: Let’s Get Started," 8-20-12, www.brookings.edu/blogs/up-front/posts/2012/08/20-hubs-of-manufacturing-muro-lee, accessed 10-3-12, mss)

Now, it’s great to see the Obama administration moving to pilot another proposed national network of innovation hubs aimed at catalyzing regional growth ecosystems, this time in manufacturing. In this case, the news surrounds the launch last week of a robust new public-private institute for manufacturing innovation in Youngstown, OH, that will seek to provide a proof-of-concept for the creation of a $1 billion national network of up to 15 such institutes around the country. Focused on the hot new process of “3-D printing,” the new National Additive Manufacturing Innovation Institute (NAMII) will seek to bolster U.S. leadership on one of the critical Next Big Things in industrial production and will do it through an award of $30 million of federal funding that will be matched by $40 million from a winning consortium of 60 companies, universities, community colleges, and non-profit organizations arrayed around the Ohio-Pennsylvania-West Virginia “Tech Belt.” To that extent it’s reassuring to see concerted effort to strengthen the nation’s competitive advantage on advanced manufacturing through an embrace of regional hubs and ecosystems. There’s been an awful lot of dithering in recent years and it’s time to move forward on bolstering U.S. manufacturing! And yet what’s equally gratifying is the intellectual sophistication of the administration’s innovation strategies, which have consistently sought to aid and abet local innovation by supporting regional, multi-party collaboration. Turning to manufacturing, multiple agencies are again working in concert to implement carefully developed ideas about how government can accelerate industrial growth. Last month, most notably, the President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology (PCAST) provided strong grounding for the new push in a new report exploring how best to strengthen the nation’s advanced manufacturing sector. Along with solid ideas on securing the talent pipeline and improving the nation’s business climate PCAST carefully set out the rationale for the creation of a network of regionally focused manufacturing research centers such as our colleagues Howard Wial and Susan Helper set out last winter. Such centers, like the energy institutes, can act as powerful hubs of innovation by drawing university and national laboratory research into focused collaborations with firms, manufacturing supply chains, financiers, and the career-focused education provided by community colleges. Such centers can be particularly transformative by helping SMEs surmount the challenge of adapting to new product and process innovations, which in turn will bolster what Gary Pisano and Willy Shih have described as the “industrial commons.” Yet beyond concentrated collaboration the regional focus of PCAST’s Manufacturing Innovation Institute model also affirms another central preoccupation of ours: the metropolitan nature of the nation’s economy. Innovation and its deployment does not happen just anywhere. It happens in places, most notably, within metropolitan regions, where firms and workers tend to cluster in close geographic proximity, whether to tap local supplier networks, draw on local workers, or profit from formal and informal knowledge transfer. If properly channeled, these “co-location synergies,” as economist Greg Tassey has dubbed them, will ensure that value added through innovation spreads through and remains within the domestic manufacturing supply chain. Nor is this only a “soft” benefit. Such local synergies—accumulated region by region—can foster greater efficiency within and across manufacturing supply chains and add to the nation’s overall competiveness. In sum, regional centers like the Manufacturing Innovation Institutes look like a very shrewd way to encourage collaboration on critical challenges, spur knowledge transfer, and help reinforce regional synergies for the nation’s benefit. Let’s launch some more of them!


Competiveness
Competitiveness isn’t key
Krugman 94 (Paul, Professor of Economics – Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “Competitiveness: A Dangerous Obession”, Foreign Affairs, March / April, Lexis)
Unfortunately, his diagnosis was deeply misleading as a guide to what ails Europe, and similar diagnoses in the United States are equally misleading. The idea that a country's economic fortunes are largely determined by its success on world markets is a hypothesis, not a necessary truth; and as a practical, empirical matter, that hypothesis is flatly wrong. That is, it is simply not the case that the world's leading nations are to any important degree in economic competition with each other, or that any of their major economic problems can be attributed to failures to compete on world markets. The growing obsession in most advanced nations with international competitiveness should be seen, not as a well-founded concern, but as a view held in the face of overwhelming contrary evidence. And yet it is clearly a view that people very much want to hold -- a desire to believe that is reflected in a remarkable tendency of those who preach the doctrine of competitiveness to support their case with careless, flawed arithmetic. This article makes three points. First, it argues that concerns about competitiveness are, as an empirical matter, almost completely unfounded. Second, it tries to explain why defining the economic problem as one of international competition is nonetheless so attractive to so many people. Finally, it argues that the obsession with competitiveness is not only wrong but dangerous, skewing domestic policies and threatening the international economic system. This last issue is, of course, the most consequential from the standpoint of public policy. Thinking in terms of competitiveness leads, directly and indirectly, to bad economic policies on a wide range of issues, domestic and foreign, whether it be in health care or trade.

Nat Gas volatility
This is on the solvency flow—this doesn’t assume that fracking solves

Solvency

Broehl 11—second generation gas aka fracking and shale gas have flooded the energy market and make wind terminally not compeititve 
Wind can’t compete with low natural gas prices - 
Driessen 5/8/12 (Paul, Senior Policy Advisor for the Committee For a Constructive Tomorrow, “Time to Terminate Big Wind Subsidies”) 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Energy 201. Despite tens of billions in subsidies, wind turbines still generate less than 3% of US electricity. Thankfully, conventional sources keep our country running – and America still has centuries of hydrocarbon resources. It’s time our government allowed us to develop and use those resources. Economics 101. It is likewise impossible to have wind turbines without perpetual subsidies – mostly money borrowed from Chinese banks and future generations. Wind has never been able to compete economically with traditional energy, and there is no credible evidence that it will be able to in the foreseeable future, especially with abundant natural gas costing one-fourth what it did just a few years ago. It thus makes far more sense to rely on the plentiful, reliable, affordable electricity sources that have powered our economy for decades, build more gas-fired generators – and recycle wind turbines into useful products (while preserving a few as museum exhibits). 

Lower gas prices ensures lack of market competition for wind
Yang et al 8 (Climate Change Policy Partnership @ Duke University, Chi-Jen Yang, Eric Williams, Jonas Monast, Climate Change Policy, “Wind Power: Barriers and Policy Solutions” November 2008)
Its small-scale nature provides wind power with a competitive edge over coal-fired power and nuclear, but not over gas-fired power, which is equally small-scale. In fact, gas-fired power enjoys a very important advantage because it is dispatchable. High natural gas prices in the past few years have contributed to the rapid growth of wind power. If natural gas prices drop in the coming years, wind power’s competitiveness might decline significantly, putting its potential carbon saving at risk. Without policies to maintain the competitiveness of wind power, it would be optimistic to assume that the high growth rate of wind power will sustain over decades.

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

