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US fracking regs are modeled- prevents fracking catastrophes abroad in densely-populated regions like China and India- would collapse the interconnected global economy- that’s Obold.
Environmental protests in china cause it to lashout against Russia—global nuclear war becomes inevitable, that’s Nakeville
Takes out the aff- no growth; no gas
API, 8 
(American Petroleum Institute, "Natural Gas Supply and Demand," 5-13-8, www.api.org/oil-and-natural-gas-overview/exploration-and-production/natural-gas/supply-and-demand.aspx, accessed 9-18-12, mss)

The current Annual Energy Outlook predicts a dip in demand from 2009-2010 until 2023-2024, then demand for natural gas will continue to grow. Because natural gas consumption is affected by variations in price and trends in overall economic growth, the DOE's long-range projections address a number of different scenarios. For example, if economic growth is strong, natural gas consumption could be relatively unchanged in 2030 (24.01 Tcf). If economic growth is slower, consumption could decrease to 21.29 Tcf. The electricity generation sector will be the main driver in long-term natural gas consumption trends. Economic growth will determine how much new generating capacity needs to be built. Also, because power plants can choose between energy sources, their natural gas consumption depends on the relative costs of natural gas and other fuels, such as coal.

[bookmark: _Toc335780826]Link – Modeling

Plan collapses global fracking regs- US experience makes it a coveted advisor and key model- that’s Obold.
Modeling true- US can lead by example
Obold, 12 -- J.D. from the University of Colorado 
(Jason, "Leading by Example" Colorado Journal of International Environmental Law and Policy, 23 COLO. J. INT'L ENVTL. L. & POL'Y 473, Summer 2012, l/n, accessed 9-18-12, mss)

As the global leader in fracking technology, the United States has the ability to advocate effectively for safe fracking worldwide. Giving countries like China and India the technology to drill unconventional oil and gas reserves, without also advocating for better regulation of fracking, is an irresponsible policy and is inconsistent with the goals of America's global clean energy, shale development, and fracking initiatives. While the United States certainly does not have the authority to force any country to strictly regulate hydraulic fracturing, it can lead by example and demonstrate that strict, well enforced, and nationally consistent regulation can foster the exploitation of tight oil and gas formations in a way that is both economically and environmentally sound.
US regs modeled
Birol et al, 12 -- International Energy Agency chief economist 
(Fatih, "Golden Rules for a Golden Age of Gas," IEA report designed and directed by Fatih Birol, 2012, www.worldenergyoutlook.org/media/weowebsite/2012/goldenrules/WEO2012_GoldenRulesReport.pdf, accessed 6-2-12, mss)

Successfully meeting public concerns by putting in place the regulatory conditions that deal convincingly with environmental risks could be expected to have a significant impact on the pace of development of unconventional gas resources in other parts of the world. The United States has been the testing ground for unconventional gas technology and the place where this technology has been most widely and most productively applied. Just as experience from the United States has prompted both global interest in developing unconventional resources and reservations about their environmental impact, so too will other countries look to the United States for evidence that social and environmental risks can be managed successfully, in part with appropriate regulation.

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. 

2NC OV Wayne JS
Warming is the biggest impact
A) Only scenario for extinction, CA 1AC ev—this means it should be treated categorically different that other impacts—once we pass the invisible tipping point, it is game over
B) Intervening actors will be able to solve conflict escalation but you can’t negotiate with the environment
C) War doesn’t cause extinction
D) Narrow time frame to avoid environmental collapse
Sawin 10 - Senior Researcher and the Director of the Energy and Climate Change Program at the Worldwatch Institute
Janet, “The coming energy revolution,” http://www.peopleandplanet.net/?lid=26272&section=36&topic=44
And while the road will not be easy, the benefits will be many and great. Renewables are already providing enormous benefits to millions of people around the world, in addition to the energy that they produce. Worldwide, more than 2.5 million people now have jobs in the renewable energy sector. In 2006, approximately 230,000 people were employed in renewables industries in Germany alone. A July 2007 draft report by the German government estimates that renewable energy avoided the release of more than 100 million tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) in Germany in 2006 - the equivalent of taking more than 18 million U.S. cars off of that nation's roads. In addition, the German government estimated in 2007 that the net economic benefits of renewable electricity to German consumers now amount to about 6 billion euros per year. In other words, the benefits of fuel-import savings, environmental and health benefits of renewable electricity, and an associated decline in wholesale electricity prices all far exceed any additional costs to consumers of producing and using renewable power. Renewables provide a host of other benefits as well, by helping to advance rural development in industrial and developing countries alike, improving energy security, and providing cleaner air and water and improved human health. We have a brief window of opportunity to start down the path to a more sustainable world - one in which rising demand for energy is met without sacrificing the needs of current and future generations and the natural environment. If the world is to achieve this goal - which it must - countries need to begin today to make the transition to a renewable, sustainable energy future.

Clean tech leadership solves global war
-turns hegemony and economy
Klarevas 9 – Professor of Global Affairs
Louis, Professor at the Center for Global Affairs – New York University, “Securing American Primacy While Tackling Climate Change: Toward a National Strategy of Greengemony”, Huffington Post, 12-15, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/louis-klarevas/securing-american-primacy_b_393223.html
By not addressing climate change more aggressively and creatively, the United States is squandering an opportunity to secure its global primacy for the next few generations to come. To do this, though, the U.S. must rely on innovation to help the world escape the coming environmental meltdown. Developing the key technologies that will save the planet from global warming will allow the U.S. to outmaneuver potential great power rivals seeking to replace it as the international system's hegemon. But the greening of American strategy must occur soon. The U.S., however, seems to be stuck in time, unable to move beyond oil-centric geo-politics in any meaningful way. Often, the gridlock is portrayed as a partisan difference, with Republicans resisting action and Democrats pleading for action. This, though, is an unfair characterization as there are numerous proactive Republicans and quite a few reticent Democrats. The real divide is instead one between realists and liberals. Students of realpolitik, which still heavily guides American foreign policy, largely discount environmental issues as they are not seen as advancing national interests in a way that generates relative power advantages vis-à-vis the other major powers in the system: Russia, China, Japan, India, and the European Union. Liberals, on the other hand, have recognized that global warming might very well become the greatest challenge ever faced by mankind. As such, their thinking often eschews narrowly defined national interests for the greater global good. This, though, ruffles elected officials whose sworn obligation is, above all, to protect and promote American national interests. What both sides need to understand is that by becoming a lean, mean, green fighting machine, the U.S. can actually bring together liberals and realists to advance a collective interest which benefits every nation, while at the same time, securing America's global primacy well into the future. To do so, the U.S. must re-invent itself as not just your traditional hegemon, but as history's first ever green hegemon. Hegemons are countries that dominate the international system - bailing out other countries in times of global crisis, establishing and maintaining the most important international institutions, and covering the costs that result from free-riding and cheating global obligations. Since 1945, that role has been the purview of the United States. Immediately after World War II, Europe and Asia laid in ruin, the global economy required resuscitation, the countries of the free world needed security guarantees, and the entire system longed for a multilateral forum where global concerns could be addressed. The U.S., emerging the least scathed by the systemic crisis of fascism's rise, stepped up to the challenge and established the postwar (and current) liberal order. But don't let the world "liberal" fool you. While many nations benefited from America's new-found hegemony, the U.S. was driven largely by "realist" selfish national interests. The liberal order first and foremost benefited the U.S. With the U.S. becoming bogged down in places like Afghanistan and Iraq, running a record national debt, and failing to shore up the dollar, the future of American hegemony now seems to be facing a serious contest: potential rivals - acting like sharks smelling blood in the water - wish to challenge the U.S. on a variety of fronts. This has led numerous commentators to forecast the U.S.'s imminent fall from grace. Not all hope is lost however. With the impending systemic crisis of global warming on the horizon, the U.S. again finds itself in a position to address a transnational problem in a way that will benefit both the international community collectively and the U.S. selfishly. The current problem is two-fold. First, the competition for oil is fueling animosities between the major powers. The geopolitics of oil has already emboldened Russia in its 'near abroad' and China in far-off places like Africa and Latin America. As oil is a limited natural resource, a nasty zero-sum contest could be looming on the horizon for the U.S. and its major power rivals - a contest which threatens American primacy and global stability. Second, converting fossil fuels like oil to run national economies is producing irreversible harm in the form of carbon dioxide emissions. So long as the global economy remains oil-dependent, greenhouse gases will continue to rise. Experts are predicting as much as a 60% increase in carbon dioxide emissions in the next twenty-five years. That likely means more devastating water shortages, droughts, forest fires, floods, and storms. In other words, if global competition for access to energy resources does not undermine international security, global warming will. And in either case, oil will be a culprit for the instability. Oil arguably has been the most precious energy resource of the last half-century. But "black gold" is so 20th century. The key resource for this century will be green gold - clean, environmentally-friendly energy like wind, solar, and hydrogen power. Climate change leaves no alternative. And the sooner we realize this, the better off we will be. What Washington must do in order to avoid the traps of petropolitics is to convert the U.S. into the world's first-ever green hegemon. For starters, the federal government must drastically increase investment in energy and environmental research and development (E&E R&D). This will require a serious sacrifice, committing upwards of $40 billion annually to E&E R&D - a far cry from the few billion dollars currently being spent. By promoting a new national project, the U.S. could develop new technologies that will assure it does not drown in a pool of oil. Some solutions are already well known, such as raising fuel standards for automobiles; improving public transportation networks; and expanding nuclear and wind power sources. Others, however, have not progressed much beyond the drawing board: batteries that can store massive amounts of solar (and possibly even wind) power; efficient and cost-effective photovoltaic cells, crop-fuels, and hydrogen-based fuels; and even fusion. Such innovations will not only provide alternatives to oil, they will also give the U.S. an edge in the global competition for hegemony. If the U.S. is able to produce technologies that allow modern, globalized societies to escape the oil trap, those nations will eventually have no choice but to adopt such technologies. And this will give the U.S. a tremendous economic boom, while simultaneously providing it with means of leverage that can be employed to keep potential foes in check.
A successful transition to renewables boosts economic growth better than alternatives
Fraunhofer-Gesellschaf 11 The largest organization for applied research in Europe. Our research is directed to the needs of people: health, safety, communication, mobility, energy and the environment (July 25, 2011, “Transition to Renewable Energy Stimulates the Economy, German Researchers Say,” Science Daily, http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2011/07/110725091451.htm)//DR. H

ScienceDaily (July 25, 2011) — The transition to renewable energy is set to deliver an economic pay off as well in the years to come. Various studies show that a shift to alternative energy sources will raise the GNP in the coming decade and create new jobs, as Prof. Eicke Weber, spokesperson for the Fraunhofer Energy Alliance, points out. Fraunhofer scientists are developing concepts and solutions for the transition as it takes shape. The disaster at Fukushima has raised public awareness and made the shift to renewable sources of energy more desirable than ever. It is accompanied, too, by a political willingness to rethink and correct the policies followed until now. The question is often posed in public debate as to whether the shift to renewable energies will be too expensive, or whether it indeed poses a threat to Germany's competitiveness as an industrial location. Over the last two years, however, studies have suggested that fears of this sort are unfounded. On the contrary, according to an EU study performed by the Fraunhofer Institute for Systems and Innovation Research ISI in Karlsruhe, a shift towards renewable energies will stimulate growth in the job market in the coming decade. By 2020 scientists predict that some 2.8 million people will be employed in Europe's renewable energy sector, once implementation of EU objectives in this area has taken hold. The negative impact of a shift to alternative energy is far outweighed by the remaining positive net effect of some 400,000 additional jobs in the EU as a whole. What is more, Europe's GDP is expected to grow by 0.24 % (some 35 billion Euro). Similar results were reported in a study of Germany contracted by the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety BMU, in which ISI scientists participated. One of the study's findings showed that "the short and long-term effects on the German labor market derived from expansion of renewable energy use, indicate a positive trend. When all negative effects and influences on the economic cycle are taken into account, the number still falls in the range of 120.000 -- 140,000 new jobs (2020, optimistic scenario, price path A)." Presenting the study's finding at a press conference, Fraunhofer President Prof. Hans-Jörg Bullinger emphasized the Fraunhofer-Gesellschaft's committed efforts in this field of research: "We are perfectly positioned to develop concepts and solutions for a transition to renewable energy. Within the Fraunhofer Energy Alliance alone there are some 2000 scientists from 16 organizations whose work is focused in this sector. They develop system technologies such as power grids and energy storage systems and research new ways to increase energy efficiency. There are also additional teams of scientists from the Building Innovation and Traffic and Transport Alliances, who also devote a significant part of their work to the question of energy." Renewable energy is affordable "The transition to sustainable energy supplies is one of the greatest challenges of the 21st century," asserts Prof. Eicke Weber, spokesperson for the Fraunhofer Energy Alliance and Director of the Fraunhofer Institute for Solar Energy Systems ISE in Freiburg. "To keep electricity, heat and transportation prices affordable in the future, we have to use energy more efficiently and devote more research to the development of renewable sources." Dr. Mario Ragwitz of the ISI, who coordinated the EU study, further emphasizes, "We must sustain investment in renewable energy. And we must be patient." But it is worth the effort, not only to secure the supply of raw materials and to protect the environment, but also economically from a mid- to long-term perspective, a conclusion also reached in a study by the Renewable Energy Research Association FVEE. Another study entitled "Vision for a 100 percent renewable energy system," illustrates how a reliable, affordable and robust energy supply based on renewable sources can be achieved in Germany by the year 2050. "The expansion of renewable energy creates additional costs initially; however, costs should peak in 2015 at a total of about 17 billion Euro. That is only about eight percent of total costs for energy in Germany, and costs will sink again after that. Between 2010 and 2050, overall savings of some 730 billion Euro can be achieved in the electricity and heating sectors alone," reports Prof. Jürgen Schmid, Director of the Fraunhofer Institute for Wind Energy and Energy System Technology IWES in Kassel, summarizing the results of the study. Solar energy will become increasingly more competitive It is also clear that the costs of renewable energy will fall. "We predict, for example, that the price trend for photovoltaic modules (PV) will continue to follow a price-learning curve in the years ahead," says Eicke Weber. This trend assumes that the price of PV modules, currently between € 1.50 und € 2.00/Wp (net), could fall below € 1.00/Wp as early as 2016, which would put electricity generation costs in Germany in a range between 11 and 14 cents per kilowatt hour. The prerequisites for this reduction in costs are the further development of production, effective utilization of production capacities through corresponding growth in the global PV market, the continual implementation of technological innovations in production, and minimization of production processes and costs.

AT Nat Gas Solves Warming

Even if they win they reduce SOME emissions, it is NOT enough to solve—we have comparative evidence on this question that says natural gas won’t solve by the tipping point
If the status quo solves better, this warrants an aff ballot for two reasons 
a) Presumption goes against less change
b) The magnitude of the impact makes it try or die for the status quo

Gas is too little / too late because the carbon burden is so large- makes gas worthless- that’s Inman.

AND- Even the best case scenario is wildly insufficient
Romm, 12 --Climate Progress editor, Ph.D. in physics from MIT
(Joe, American Progress fellow, former acting assistant secretary of energy for energy efficiency and renewable energy, "International Energy Agency Finds ‘Safe’ Gas Fracking Would Destroy A Livable Climate," 5-30-12, Climate Progress thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/05/30/491970/international-energy-agency-finds-safe-gas-fracking-would-destroy-a-livable-climate/, accessed 5-30-12, mss)

The International Energy Agency has a new report out, Golden Rules for a Golden Age of Gas. Unfortunately, the IEA buried the lede — the Golden Age of Gas scenario destroys a livable climate — so the coverage of the report was off target. For instance, the New York Times opines, “Energy Agency Finds Safe Gas Drilling is Cheap.” And the Council on Foreign Relation headline is similar, “Safe Fracking Looks Cheap.” That’s true only if a ruined climate, widespread Dust-Bowlification, an acidified ocean, and rapidly rising sea levels is your idea of “safe.” Still, the IEA deserves much of the blame for this miscoverage. It’s not until page 91 (!) of the full report that the agency explains that adopting its “Golden Rules” for developing shale gas doesn’t stop catastrophe: The Golden Rules Case puts CO2 emissions on a long-term trajectory consistent with stabilising the atmospheric concentration of greenhouse-gas emissions at around 650 parts per million, a trajectory consistent with a probable temperature rise of more than 3.5 degrees Celsius (°C) in the long term, well above the widely accepted 2°C target. This finding reinforces a central conclusion from the WEO special report on a Golden Age of Gas (IEA, 2011b), that, while a greater role for natural gas in the global energy mix does bring environmental benefits where it substitutes for other fossil fuels, natural gas cannot on its own provide the answer to the challenge of climate change. D’oh! Or is that Duh? The IEA was far clearer and blunter when it released its original report, as I wrote last year: IEA’s “Golden Age of Gas Scenario” Leads to More Than 6°F Warming and Out-of-Control Climate Change. At the time, the UK Guardian‘s story put it well: At such a level, global warming could run out of control, deserts would take over in southern Africa, Australia and the western US, and sea level rises could engulf small island states. Not exactly a champagne moment.

Comparative ev—gas doesn’t solve
Harvey, 12 -- Guardian environmental correspondent 
(Fiona, "'Golden age of gas' threatens renewable energy, IEA warns," The Guardian, 5-29-12, www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2012/may/29/gas-boom-renewables-agency-warns, accessed 5-31-12, mss)

A "golden age of gas" spurred by a tripling of shale gas from fracking and other sources of unconventional gas by 2035 will stop renewable energy in its tracks if governments don't take action, the International Energy Agency has warned. Gas is now relatively abundant in some regions, thanks to the massive expansion of hydraulic fracturing – fracking – for shale gas, and in some areas the price of the fuel has fallen. The result is a threat to renewable energy, which is by comparison more expensive, in part because the greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuels are still not taken into account in the price of energy. Fatih Birol, chief economist for the IEA, said the threat to renewables was plain: "Renewable energy may be the victim of cheap gas prices if governments do not stick to their renewable support schemes." Maria van der Hoeven, executive director of the IEA, told a conference in London: "Policy measures by governments for renewable energy have to be there for years to come, as it is not always as cost-effective as it could be." Shale gas fracking – by which dense shale rocks are blasted apart under high pressure jets of water, sand and chemicals in order to release tiny bubbles of methane trapped inside them – was virtually unknown less than ten years ago, but has rapidly become commonplace. In places like the US, the rising price of energy has made such practices economically worthwhile. On current trends, according to the IEA, the world is set for far more global warming than the 2C that scientists say is the limit of safety, beyond which climate change is likely to become catastrophic and irreversible. "A golden age for gas is not necessarily a golden age for the climate," warned Birol. The IEA report comes as the Guardian revealed that gas has been rebranded in secret documents as a form of green energy by the EU. Gas produces only about half of the carbon emissions of coal when burnt, which has led some industry lobbyists to attempt to rebrand it as a "clean" or "low-carbon" fuel. But its effect on the climate is less clear-cut than the direct comparison with coal would suggest. In the US, gas-fired power stations have taken over in some areas from coal-fired power, reducing the nominal carbon emissions from US power stations. But that does not necessarily equate to a global cut in emissions. Last year, the consumption of coal in Europe rose by 6%, according to Birol, which was a result of an excess of cheap coal on the market because of less consumption in the US, while the price on carbon emissions under the EU's emissions trading scheme – supposed to discourage coal – was too low to have any effect. That rise in coal consumption will have increased emissions in the EU, though the data has not yet been fully collected. This example shows that gas can simply displace emissions rather than cut them altogether, according to Birol. "Gas cannot solve climate change – we need renewable energy," he told the Guardian.

Gas doesn’t solve warming- ONLY renewables do [only comparative scientific study!]
Inman, 12 -- National Geographic News energy and climate reporter
(Mason, "Natural Gas a Weak Weapon Against Climate Change, New Study Asserts," National Geographic, 3-14-12, news.nationalgeographic.com/news/energy/2012/03/120314-natural-gas-global-warming-study/, accessed 5-23-12, mss)

The world currently has enough coal-fired power plants to produce about one terawatt of electricity—the equivalent to each of the seven billion people on Earth using two 75-watt light bulbs at the same time. In their study published in February in Environmental Research Letters, Myhrvold and Caldeira looked at switching from one terawatt of coal power plants to natural gas-or to solar panels, or wind, or nuclear, or other options. And they tested the effects of making the whole transition in one year—a pace Myhrvold called "insane"—or over as long as a "leisurely" 100-year span. "We found some really counterintuitive results," Myhrvold said. Compared to emissions from coal, "cutting emissions by a factor of two or three hardly makes a difference," he said. To avoid a significant amount of warming this century, he added, "you must cut emissions by a dramatic factor"—by ten or twenty times. If over the course of 40 years the world switched all the coal power plants over to natural gas, generating half as much greenhouse gas per watt-hour of electricity, then the warming would slow—but only by a small fraction. In the natural gas scenario, the study calculated a range of warming trajectories for warming 100 years from now, with temperatures 17 to 25 percent lower than they would be if the world stuck with coal. But the cut in the warming trajectory was far sharper for a switch to energy sources with near-zero emissions—such as nuclear, wind, or solar energy. The reduction in the temperature increase was 57 to 81 percent, according to the study models.
[Matt note: citing the only comparative systematic study predicting the climate effects of energy system transitions, by physicist Nathan Myhrvold (Ph.D. in theoretical and mathematical physics) and Ken Caldeira]

2nc Link Run Natural Gas

The plan necessitates a tradeoff
McMorrow 11
“The tech cluster glut,” Boston Globe, http://articles.boston.com/2011-07-09/bostonglobe/29756001_1_cluster-south-boston-innovation
SOMEBODY IN Boston is about to get burned by the promise of high-tech development. Boston has four major medical and biotech clusters in various stages of assemblage. They’re all competing with Cambridge. Increasingly, it’s looking like Crosstown, the mayor’s last attempt at research-driven neighborhood-building, will be the odd cluster out, a victim of the city’s successes along the South Boston waterfront Research clusters exist because good things happen when like-minded folks, be they colleagues or competitors, work alongside each other. By definition, clusters demand density. The bigger they are, the better. The opposite is true, too: As interdependent clusters are fractured and watered down, the returns they produce diminish. And since there’s only so much venture capital and government research funding to fight over, their potential size is finite as well. Every attempt at tech-cluster development around Boston has Cambridge looming in its rear-view mirror. Kendall Square is the hub of New England’s innovation economy. And notwithstanding South Boston’s recent encroachment into Cambridge’s lunchbox, Kendall is as huge a draw as ever. Three recent deals, by Novartis, the Broad Institute, and Biogen more than replaced the square footage vacated by Vertex’s defection across the Charles. Biogen’s tentative move is especially significant. The biotech firm decamped Cambridge for sparkling new headquarters in Weston just last year, and got buyer’s remorse almost immediately afterward. The company reportedly missed the community and access to talent that Cambridge offers. Now it’s scrambling to get back into Kendall, and it will likely pay a premium to do so.
Increased NG crowds out renewables- 
2. Motivators- creates a mirage of energy security, removes all motivation to cut emissions
Harvey, 11 -- Guardian Environment correspondent 
(Fiona, "Shale gas: is it as green as the oil companies say?" Guardian, 4-20-11, www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2011/apr/20/shale-gas-green-oil-companies, accessed 6-2-12, mss)

Gas companies also seek to reassure governments and green campaigners that their fuel does not compete with renewables, and can even help countries to include more renewables in the energy mix because it provides flexible generation that can be turned off or on quickly to cope with the intermittency of renewable energy. Green campaigners are less optimistic. They believe that pursuing gas – which is artificially cheap outside Europe because its associated emissions are not properly taken into account – will crowd out investment in renewables, until it is too late and the world is committed to a gas-powered future. The consequences for genuinely green forms of power, such as wind and solar, could be dire. Investment in gas is posited as an alternative to green fuels. In the US, climate change has been chiefly framed as a matter of energy security. Emissions cuts have been promoted as a way of reducing foreign oil dependence so a new domestic fuel source is very attractive. With shale gas in plentiful supply in the US, the needs of energy security can now be met without the sharp reductions in emissions needed to avoid dangerous levels of global warming. Investment in wind and solar in the US have already been hit hard by a combination of competition from shale gas, recession and weaker government assistance. The number of wind turbines being erected has "fallen off a cliff", according to General Electric, one of the biggest turbine manufacturers. "In the US, it's as if they do not have to do anything about climate change because they say 'we have shale gas'," said Connie Hedegaard, the EU climate chief, of her recent visit to the US. "But you have to have climate change as part of the equation … and avoid the lock-in to fossil fuels."

3. Infrastructure- locks-out renewables- makes it impossible to change course
Inman, 12 -- National Geographic News energy and climate reporter
(Mason, "Shale Gas: A Boon That Could Stunt Alternatives, Study Says," National Geographic, 1-17-12, news.nationalgeographic.com/news/energy/2012/01/120117-shale-gas-boom-impact-on-renewables/, accessed 6-1-12, mss)

However, James Bradbury, a policy analyst at the World Resources Institute, said energy policymakers face new challenges due to shale gas. "Given current U.S. policies, abundant and relatively cheap natural gas puts all other energy sources at a competitive disadvantage," he said. "It is particularly important for decision-makers to . . . usher in more renewable energy by creating incentives to help this industry thrive," including policies to increase innovation and encourage investment in electric grids. The infrastructure people build today—power plants fired by coal or natural gas, or solar panels or wind turbines—will likely last for decades, Bradbury said. "The longer it takes for the [United States] to pass climate policy," he added, "the more likely it is that we will see . . . gas-related infrastructure become effectively locked in to our energy system for decades." The MIT study noted that natural gas is often thought of as a "bridge" to a low-carbon future. But the study also emphasizes that there is also a risk of "stunting" other technologies for reducing carbon emissions. "While taking advantage of this gift in the short run, treating gas as a 'bridge' to a low-carbon future," the study said, "it is crucial not to allow the greater ease of the near-term task to erode efforts to prepare a landing at the other end of the bridge."

Independently makes climate solvency impossible
Harvey, 11 -- Guardian Environment correspondent 
(Fiona, "Shale gas: is it as green as the oil companies say?" Guardian, 4-20-11, www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2011/apr/20/shale-gas-green-oil-companies, accessed 6-2-12, mss)

"In the US, it's as if they do not have to do anything about climate change because they say 'we have shale gas'," said Connie Hedegaard, the EU climate chief, of her recent visit to the US. "But you have to have climate change as part of the equation … and avoid the lock-in to fossil fuels." That is another key point: The development of a new generation of gas-fired power stations threatens to perpetuate a long-term future of fossil fuel energy generation. Switching from coal-fired power stations to gas produces sizeable short-term reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, as the UK proved through its "dash for gas" in the 1980s and 1990s. But after the initial gains – and unlike renewable energy sources – gas-fired power stations carry on producing carbon emissions for decades. The life of a plant can stretch from 25 to 40 years, with the right maintenance If a new fleet of gas-fired power stations built in the next 10 years are still producing emissions in 2050, it will be impossible for the world to halve emissions by 2050, as scientists say we must.

4. Investment- zero-sum tradeoff
Harvey, 11 -- Guardian Environment correspondent 
(Fiona, "Shale gas: is it as green as the oil companies say?" Guardian, 4-20-11, www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2011/apr/20/shale-gas-green-oil-companies, accessed 6-2-12, mss)

But proponents of renewable energy argue that the millions spent on lobbying efforts to rebrand gas as "green" are based on questionable assumptions. They say that the oil industry's attempt to replace renewable power as the main means to combat climate change could destroy the fledgling green energy industry and thwart attempts to stop global warming. "Any money and investment that is going to gas is money that is not going to renewables," said Brook Riley, campaigner at Friends of the Earth. "This is a threat to renewables." Gordon Edge, director of policy at Renewable UK, a trade body for wind companies, said: "We must be careful not to lock ourselves into dependence on a finite imported fuel which, while it is less carbon intensive than coal, is nevertheless much more carbon intensive than any renewable." Oil companies see gas as a means of recasting themselves as environmentally friendly, with government backing. Newly available forms of gas appear to offer a 50% reduction in carbon emissions compared with electricity generation from coal, meaning most countries could easily meet their 2020 emissions targets – agreed at the 2009 Copenhagen climate conference – at a fraction of the expense of investing in wind, solar and renewables. These assumptions are backed up by an economic analysis commissioned by the European Gas Advocacy Forum (EGAF) based in part on work by McKinsey, a consultancy which found that Europe could save about €900bn by 2050 if it met its emissions targets through investment in gas rather than renewables. "This report seems to get pulled out at every meeting," said one European commission insider. "But what they [the lobbyists] do not say is where it came from." This EGAF study is now under question by the very people who helped to write it. In its original form, the study found that renewable energy was the best means of meeting Europe's energy needs while cutting greenhouse gas emissions. The sources, methodology and conclusions of this original report were made "open source" by the European Climate Foundation (ECF), the green thinktank that commissioned the research and provided much of the material. But these open source calculations were seized on by the gas industry, which commissioned a new report altering the original conclusions to appear to show that gas would be a cheaper and more viable form of energy than renewables. The ECF says: "We in no way endorse this [EGAF] report. Heavy dependency on gas, as this report seems to suggest, is not a viable alternative to a low-carbon generation network with low dependence on fossil fuels in terms of cost, energy security, or climate resilience "[This is because] it will make Europe dependent on one potentially cost-volatile solution, and the successful commercialisation of carbon capture and storage at an unrealistically large scale. It also reduces Europe's energy security [because Europe has few shale gas reserves to exploit, unlike the US and Asia]. These are high-risk strategies indeed." Privately, green campaigners and officials in Brussels are furious at EGAF's actions. "It is outrageous," said one insider, who cannot be named. "The way in which this has been distorted by the gas industry is unbelievable." What is more, the industry's core assumption that shale gas offers a 50% reduction on burning coal has also been sharply challenged by a new academic study. Gas, in its pure form, burns in power stations with about half the carbon dioxide produced by burning coal. But if all of the associated emissions of shale gas are taken into account, this benefit disappears, according to a newly published study from Cornell University. The study, published in the Climatic Change Letters journal, showed that about 4-8% of the methane from shale gas production escaped to the atmosphere via leaks and venting over the lifetime of a well – much more than from conventional gas drilling. As methane is more than 20 times as powerful a greenhouse gas as carbon dioxide, shale gas is likely to prove more harmful in climate change terms than even coal, which is usually regarded as the dirtiest fossil fuel. The Cornell study concluded that shale gas used to generate electricity had about the same carbon footprint as coal, or even a slightly higher one, and when used as heating or transport fuel would be no cleaner than diesel. The authors concluded: "The large GHG footprint of shale gas undercuts the logic of its use as a bridging fuel over coming decades, if the goal is to reduce global warming. We do not intend that our study be used to justify the continued use of either oil or coal, but rather to demonstrate that substituting shale gas for these other fossil fuels may not have the desired effect of mitigating climate warming." Nor does the fuel appear green when the side effects are taken into account, some of which are potentially lethal. From the US, where the fracturing – fracking – of shale rock has been pioneered, come myriad reports of disastrous gas leaks, land contaminated by the chemicals used in extraction, and drinking water rendered unsafe by pollution from the drilling. The film Gasland featured families whose homes were uninhabitable and who were suffering health problems. Gas advocates, such as Miller of Cuadrilla, argue that the film, and many other similar reports from the US, seized upon examples from a small minority of companies that have cut corners and pursued poor practices. "There are always a few bad apples in any industry," he said. "But it is possible to do this in a clean, responsible way that does not lead to these kind of problems." His company, he said, was spending more than the average in order to ensure its sites did not lead to contamination or gas leaks. Gas companies also seek to reassure governments and green campaigners that their fuel does not compete with renewables, and can even help countries to include more renewables in the energy mix because it provides flexible generation that can be turned off or on quickly to cope with the intermittency of renewable energy. Green campaigners are less optimistic. They believe that pursuing gas – which is artificially cheap outside Europe because its associated emissions are not properly taken into account – will crowd out investment in renewables, until it is too late and the world is committed to a gas-powered future. The consequences for genuinely green forms of power, such as wind and solar, could be dire. Investment in gas is posited as an alternative to green fuels. In the US, climate change has been chiefly framed as a matter of energy security. Emissions cuts have been promoted as a way of reducing foreign oil dependence so a new domestic fuel source is very attractive.

5. Lobbies- natural gas investment bolsters fossil fuel political power
Inman, 12 -- National Geographic News energy and climate reporter
(Mason, "Natural Gas a Weak Weapon Against Climate Change, New Study Asserts," National Geographic, 3-14-12, news.nationalgeographic.com/news/energy/2012/03/120314-natural-gas-global-warming-study/, accessed 5-23-12, mss)

But Caldeira argued that if we invest more in natural gas in the near term, "it puts new investment money in the fossil fuel industry and expands the size of [its] political force." Whatever our sources of energy, though, "conservation and efficiency are essential," Caldeira said. "It's clear that the problem becomes much more difficult if you're using energy wastefully."

That kills renewables
DeMelle et al, 10 -- DeSmogBlog executive director 
(Brendan, DeSmogBlog managing editor, Jim Hoggan, Ross Gelbspan, and Richard Littlemore, "Fracking the Future," DeSmogBlog, 2010, http://www.desmogblog.com/fracking-the-future/, accessed 5-31-12, mss)

Politicians are now caught between an aggressive multi-million dollar industry campaign to separate gas from dirty energy sources like oil and coal,[12] and experts who caution against a large-scale switch to gas[13] because there is no guarantee that spending millions to commit to the fuel will have any climate or environmental benefits.[14] In his 2011 State of the Union Address, President Obama sent clear signals that his administration has been swayed by the campaign when he cited gas as a part of the clean energy mix of the future. But the political clout demonstrated by the gas industry, now representing some of the world’s largest oil majors, threatens America’s true clean energy future by stifling the production of renewable energy.

[bookmark: _Toc337164530]EXTN: Not Important

Don’t buy the spin- its exaggerated 
Thomsen, 9-5 -- Credit Agricole Private Banking senior economist 
(Marie, "Myth and menace in the markets," The Asset, 9-5-12, mobile.theasset.com/inside.php?tid=22603, accessed 10-3-12, mss)

There are many common myths in the markets that investors would do well to look beyond. Take for example the idea that Europe is politically ineffective. Even if the pace of progress is frustratingly slow for market participants' taste, the EU has put in place in several countries unprecedented fiscal austerity, they have voted for a new treaty (the treaty on stability, coordination and governance, otherwise known as the fiscal compact), the ESM will be operational in September, and a banking union is under construction. Meanwhile, the US has not voted a budget since 2009 (the 2013 budget was voted down on 16 May), and a fiscal tightening of potentially US$700 billion can hit the US economy if no offsetting decisions are taken. Europe stands out as a well-oiled machine in comparison to the US' political stalemate. A further misconception is that the Eurozone economy is a basket case. It is important to stress that the Eurozone's primary budget deficit is close to 4 % of GDP whereas that of the US is 8 % - twice as high. The Eurozone generated 9.800 trillion euros worth of GDP in 2011, equivalent to around 20 % of world GDP - undoubtedly rich enough to solve its own problems. The idea that Europe's monetary union is untenable is also odd. In spite of the financial rescues that have taken place, and including those that might take place, we could hypothetically put the total cost of the rescue of the European Monetary Union at 10% of Eurozone GDP. Compared to the cost of the US monetary union, this would be cheap. The US has paid almost 2% of GDP to its deficit states on average for each of the past 20 years, dwarfing the European outlays. Many claim that Germany is the biggest obstacle to a solution in Europe. That is to overlook the fact that Germany has concluded the highest wage deals since 1992: IG Metall's 3.6 million workers will get a 4% wage increase and the public sector a 3% annual gain - both well ahead of the 1.7% rate of inflation. This is in recognition of the need to rebalance the German economy away from net exports and towards household consumption as the driver of GDP growth; something that has already started to happen as the current account has dropped around 3 percentage points from its 2007 peak. The importance of manufacturing is also grossly exaggerated. The service sector has outpaced manufacturing in OECD countries since 1900. The service sector has been larger than the manufacturing sector since the 1950s. The US, the UK, Switzerland and Luxemburg have greater shares of world exports in services than in manufacturing. Even in world GDP, services dominate, representing over 60% of the total. This is why liberalizing services is so important, and if it this were to happen in Europe, as set out per the Maastricht Treaty, it would undoubtedly give the continent a sorely needed boost.
Economist consensus proves
Green, 12 -- Bloomberg Businessweek senior national correspondent 
(Joshua, "The Manufacturing Myth That Both Parties Cling To," Bloomberg, 3-8-12, www.businessweek.com/articles/2012-03-08/the-manufacturing-myth-that-both-parties-cling-to, accessed 10-3-12, mss)

In the heat of the presidential primary season particularly, it seems as if Republicans and Democrats can’t agree on anything. But, although they may disagree vociferously on everything from tax policy to foreign conflicts, President Barack Obama and the Republican candidates do seem to share the common conviction that it is not just desirable but a matter of urgent national concern to revitalize U.S. manufacturing. During the State of the Union, Obama called on Congress to provide manufacturers with special tax breaks and other support. Mitt Romney would cut the corporate tax rate to 25 percent and crack down on China. Rick Santorum would eliminate corporate taxes outright for manufacturers. New jobs are always imperative, especially during a prolonged economic slump. But few economists show much enthusiasm for the ideas most often put forward to help America’s manufacturing sector: erecting trade barriers, investing directly in favored industries, or altering the tax code to privilege manufacturing over other sectors of the economy. Their skepticism derives from the fact that factory jobs have been declining for 30 years due to cheap foreign labor and steady productivity gains—a decline that steepened in the 2000s and, despite a recent uptick, is not expected to reverse itself over the long term. As Christina Romer, the former chairwoman of President Obama’s Council of Economic Advisers, put it recently: “So far a persuasive case for a manufacturing policy remains to be made, while that for many other economic policies is well established.’’ What’s driving the focus on manufacturing isn’t economics. It’s politics. Both parties believe they have much to gain by emphasizing their concern. Manufacturing evokes a blue-collar, Rust Belt ethos that’s long stood as an important component of American politics. The idea that a special virtue lies in “making something real”—as opposed to, say, financial engineering—is deeply embedded in the national psyche. For Obama and Romney, reverent paeans to manufacturing are a way of signaling solidarity with a socioeconomic class not naturally inclined to support either man; for Santorum it’s a way to revivify the class distinction between himself and the other candidates in a way that may redound to his benefit. This focus also fits into political messages that each party is eager to press: for Republicans, that cutting taxes on business is the best way to achieve a desirable goal; for Democrats, that corporate behavior harmful to workers can be reversed through government action. This plays into a larger narrative that voters in both parties have come to agree on strongly: that U.S. manufacturing jobs have departed to places such as China (largely true) and could be brought back if only political leaders would pursue certain policies (probably untrue). A corollary belief holds that China’s rise has come at our expense. In 2000 an overwhelming majority of Americans (65 percent) considered the U.S. to be the world’s leading economic power. China (10 percent) didn’t even rate second; Japan did (16 percent). But over the next 12 years, those numbers shifted dramatically. By the eve of the 2008 financial crisis, China had eclipsed Japan and pulled even with the U.S., and then rocketed ahead. When Obama declared in his State of the Union speech that “America is back,’’ most Americans probably disagreed. According to a February Gallup poll, 53 percent now consider China the reigning global economic power, and only 33 percent believe that title belongs to the U.S. This gloomy self-image, and the perception that foreign competitors are passing us by, explains the remarkable salience of measures to boost manufacturing. A Gallup poll last month showed that about 80 percent of Democrats and independents, and 90 percent of Republicans, support tax breaks for companies that repatriate manufacturing jobs from overseas despite serious doubts about their efficacy. Small wonder: Tax breaks have been held up as a cheap, easy response to economic weakness—why, even politicians who can’t agree on anything agree on that much! Sure enough, last year Gallup found they were the single most popular option for creating jobs. In fact, Americans’ faith in them goes even deeper. Many people seem to think tax breaks can reverse our national decline. A bipartisan poll from the Alliance for American Manufacturing last year found that voters believe manufacturing “will help restore America’s lost status as the world’s number one economy.’’ That’s a fantasy, but one so beguiling that few politicians would dare challenge it.
Not key to jobs
Heskett, 12 -- Harvard Business School professor emeritus 
(James, "Are Factory Jobs Important to the Economy?," 3-28-12, hbswk.hbs.edu/item/6908.html, accessed 10-3-12, mss)

Several readers cited the challenge that a manufacturing revival may not translate into much new employment, given the need for significant productivity improvement necessary to reverse the outflow of manufacturing activity from a developed economy. Peter Hogan reminded us that "manufacturers' share of GDP (in the US) has been stable at just under 15% for the last 30 years, while manufacturing jobs as a share of total non-farm employment have fallen from 20% to 10% over the same time frame." Worse yet, there is the possibility that the jobs created today and tomorrow may not be as good as the factory jobs of the past. After writing the March column, I attended a board meeting at which the directors toured a newly-created "beauty park" in the US, where companies cooperating to create and manufacture new fashion beauty products are located together in one light industrial park. It is a reflection of colleagues Gary Pisano and Willy Shih's conclusion that manufacturing is part of the innovation process (as Pete Clekurs pointed out). The park is designed to create fast-response product development by linking product designers to manufacturers in a way that minimizes the need to ship liquid ingredients over long distances. It is expected to return at least 1,500 jobs to the area, some of them from other countries, including China. However, most of the jobs, in assembling and packing the components, are of necessity low-wage in nature.

No econ benefit- industry will try to raise price AND trades off with long-term economic sustainability
Hudson, 12 -- Riverkeeper Watershed Program director 
(Kate, 25 years in New York State government, working in the Environmental Protection Bureau of the Attorney General's Office and also the Departmental of Environmental Conservation, "No fracking way: The natural gas boom has done more harm than good," 7-1-12, intelligencesquaredus.org/images/debates/past/transcripts/frackingdebate.pdf, accessed 9-5-12, mss)

Proponents argue that the economic benefits outweigh these risks so far. But what are the supposed benefits of this industrial activity almost literally in your backyard, or down the street from your children's pool? The economic benefits for you will be limited. There will be access to cheap natural gas at least for a little while, but it won't last for very long because the amount that can be forced out of the earth is limited and will run out. But even more important, it will not remain cheap, because the industry will be doing everything it can to increase the price of gas, including exporting America's gas to other countries where they can triple -- yes, triple the price -- on the U.S. market today. The drilling will bring jobs, at least while the drill rigs are in town, but not very many and not for long, and these gas industry jobs are some of the most lifethreatening in the country. 19:21:04 Oil and gas workers are seven times more likely to die on the job than the national average. And fracking can destroy businesses that could sustain local economies into the future after the fracking boom is over, like agriculture, recreation, and tourism.

Not enough jobs, zero-sum tradeoff, too small to matter
Levi, 11 – CFR Energy Security program director 
(Michael, Council on Foreign Relations, " New Energy Jobs Won't Solve the U.S. Unemployment Problem," Foreign Affairs, 10-18-11, www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/136599/michael-levi/new-energy-jobs-wont-solve-the-us-unemployment-problem, accessed 5-22-12, mss)

New Energy Jobs Won't Solve the U.S. Unemployment Problem The Hard Facts That Will Spoil Campaign Promises U.S. President Barack Obama and the leading Republican candidates for president don't agree on much, particularly when it comes to jobs and energy. But they do appear to share a conviction that a vibrant energy sector is central to solving the U.S. unemployment problem. Obama has put clean energy jobs at the center of his economic message. On the Republican side, both Texas Governor Rick Perry and Mitt Romney, his rival, claim that the oil, gas, and coal industries is where the real future of American job growth lies, contrasting their approach with one that has produced the recent Solyndra debacle. Alas, on the one point on which everyone seemingly agrees, they are all wrong. There is no doubt the energy sector could employ many more Americans. But exactly how many matters. The Republican candidates have made bold and concrete predictions. Perry is running on his record of job creation in Texas, which included a big boost from the booming oil and gas sector employment. Romney claims that expanded drilling could create 1.2 million energy jobs and that shale gas operations in the Northeast could add another 280,000 and Perry offers similar numbers. This is an exaggeration. The American Petroleum Institute, which is hardly an impartial arbiter (it is the oil industry lobby), projects that opening all U.S. lands to drilling while loosening a range of regulations would create 400,000 new energy-sector jobs and perhaps one million support and spinoff jobs by 2030. The real potential for oil and gas jobs is smaller. For his part, Obama placed clean-energy jobs at the core of his economic recovery plans, promising five million by 2030 if his energy plans were enacted into law. The Center for American Progress, a liberal-leaning think tank that is inclined to be favorable to the president, estimated that his plans could have actually created about 1.8 million jobs at clean-energy businesses and their suppliers. Either way, Republicans and some Democrats have blocked most of the clean energy policies that the president advocated. The problem is that even if Obama, Perry, and Romney all had their way and, in fact, created millions of energy sector jobs, these numbers would be incommensurate with the scale of the United States' current employment challenge. In a country where 14 million job seekers are unemployed and an additional 9.3 million are involuntarily working part time, energy jobs will not bridge the gap. And many, if not most, of the promised jobs -- whether in oil drilling or turbine manufacturing -- would take more than a decade to materialize. Setting aside such problems, the full complement of jobs promised by the American Petroleum Institute and the Center for American Progress would tweak unemployment by about one percent. All of this also fails to mention that in the longer term, many if not most of the new jobs would come at the expense of employment in other sectors, pushing those job creation numbers down even further. The underwhelming numbers should not be surprising. After all, energy production is not a large part of the U.S. economy. The mining sector -- which includes oil, gas, and coal production -- makes up only 1.9 percent of U.S. GDP. The utilities sector, which includes both clean and traditional energy production as well as a wide range of other activities, adds another 1.9 percent. Motor vehicle manufacturing accounts for 0.9 percent more. This is nothing to scoff at -- in real terms it means nearly a trillion dollars per year -- but national prosperity will not come from jobs growth in sectors that collectively make up less than five percent of the economy.

[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.
No Gas – 2NC


Abundant US gas reserves are a myth- productivity and size of reserves are over-stated- takes out solvency. Prefer our evidence-
A. Industry insiders- whistle-blowers, emails and internal documents from gas company CEOs and lawyers prove.
B. Bias- companies are intentionally and illegally overstating data- distorting it to create an Enron-like Ponzi scheme- that’s Urbina.

Peak gas now- two impacts A. No exports- we’ve only got 11 years- their ev assumes 100- means there’s not enough gas to export. B. No glut- supply bottlenecks will stabilize process. Prefer our evidence- theirs is from biased industry reports- ours cites independent petroleum geologists studying actual data- that’s Cobb.

Best data- reserves are 100% over-estimated
Berman and Pittinger, 11 -- geological and petroleum engineering consultants
(Arthur, Labyrinth Consulting director and geological consultant, M.S. in Geology from the Colorado School of Mines, thirty-three years of experience in petroleum exploration and production, worked 20 years from Amoco Corporation (now BP plc.) and has been an independent consulting geologist for 12 years, and Lynn, consultant in petroleum engineering with 30 years of industry experience, he managed economic and engineering evaluations for Unocal and Occidental Oil & Gas and has been an independent consultant since 2008, "U.S. Shale Gas Industry Reserves Are Over Stated at Least 100 Percent," thinkprogress.org/climate/2011/08/05/289389/stunning-analysis-u-s-shale-gas-reserves-may-be-over-stated-at-least-100-percent/, accessed 6-3-12, mss)

Our analysis indicates that industry reserves are over-stated by at least 100 percent based on detailed review of both individual well and group decline profiles for the Barnett, Fayetteville and Haynesville shale plays. The contraction of extensive geographic play regions into relatively small core areas greatly reduces the commercially recoverable reserves of the plays that we have studied. The Barnett and Fayetteville shale plays have the most complete history of production and thus provide the best available analogues for shale gas plays with less complete histories. We recognize that all shale plays are different but, until more production history is available, the best assumption is that newer plays will develop along similar lines to these older plays. There is now far too much data in Barnett and Fayetteville to continue use of strong hyperbolic flattening decline models with b coefficients greater than 1.0. Type curves that are commonly used to support strong hyperbolic flattening are misleading because they incorporate survivorship bias and rate increases from re-stimulations that require additional capital investment. Comparison of individual and group decline-curve analysis indicates that group or type-curve methods substantially over-estimate recoverable reserves. Results to date in the Haynesville Shale play are disappointing, and will substantially underperform industry claims. In fact, it is difficult to understand how companies justify 125 rigs drilling in a play that has not yet demonstrated commercial viability at present reserve projections until gas prices exceed $8.68 per mmBu.

AND- supply estimates don’t assume demand change from the switch
Nelder, 11 -- energy analyst and journalist 
(Chris, Smart Planet columnist, "What the Frack?" Slate, 12-29-11, www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/future_tense/2011/12/is_there_really_100_years_worth_of_natural_gas_beneath_the_united_states_.single.html, accessed 6-4-12, mss)

Natural-gas proponents aren't advocating current rates of consumption, however. They would like to see more than 2 million 18-wheelers converted to natural gas, in order to reduce our dependence on oil imports from unfriendly countries. They also advocate switching a substantial part of our power generation from coal to gas, in order to reduce carbon emissions. Were we to do those things, that 21-year supply could quickly shrink to a 10-year supply, yet those same advocates never adjust their years of supply estimates accordingly.

Economist and scientific consensus- supplies overhyped
Smith, 12 -- Aurora Advisors, Inc. head
(Yves, more than 25 years in the financial services industry and currently heads Aurora Advisors, a New York-based management consulting firm, graduate of Harvard College and Harvard Business School, "Shale Gas Hype: Subprime 2.0?," EconoMonitor, 5-7-12, www.economonitor.com/blog/2012/05/shale-gas-hype-subprime-2-0/, accessed 5-28-12, mss)

The problem is that the good part of this story is largely wrong. Shale gas supplies are overestimated, and it is not as cheap as it has been touted to be. The big reason is that shale gas wells, unlike oil wells, peter out really quickly. The result is that the viability of shale gas as a solution to America’s high energy consumption level is only on an interim basis. Shale gas is more likely to be a stopgap, a 25 year solution rather than a 100 one. As with the housing bubble, analysts and journalists who understand the economics are giving clear warnings, but they don’t seem to be getting much of an audience. For instance, Jeff Goodell in Rolling Stone wrote in March: At the same time, scientists began to conclude that America’s reserves of natural gas have been overhyped. In January, the Energy Department cut its estimate of the amount of gas available in the Marcellus Shale by nearly 70 percent, and a group affiliated with the Colorado School of Mines warns that there may be only 23 years’ worth of economically recoverable gas left nationwide. Even worse, new studies suggest that because of fugitive emissions of methane from wellheads and pipelines, natural gas may actually be no better than coal when it comes to global warming. In February, no doubt annoyed by Obama’s State of the Union claim of 100 years of shale gas, aeberman of The Oil Drum wrote a detailed post explaining in some detail what the supply side looks like. One key fact: the US is already at the point where it is drilling less productive wells: In 2001, the U.S. natural gas decline rate was about 23% and the annual replacement requirement was 12 Bcf/d when total consumption was 54 Bcf/d. Today, the decline rate is estimated to be 32% and increased consumption of gas means that approximately 22 Bcf/d must be replaced each year. And the broader implications: The shale revolution did not begin because producing oil and gas from shale was a good idea but because more attractive opportunities were largely exhausted. Initial production rates from shale are high but expensive drilling and completion costs make economics challenging… Shale plays have produced a land grab business model in which hundreds of thousands of acres are acquired by each company. Unprecedented lease costs have become the norm often based on limited information and science. 

History proves- these are resources-of-last-resort that won’t deliver
Berman, 12 -- Labyrinth Consulting director and geological consultant
(Arthur, M.S. in Geology from the Colorado School of Mines, thirty-three years of experience in petroleum exploration and production, worked 20 years from Amoco Corporation (now BP plc.) and has been an independent consulting geologist for 12 years, 
"After The Gold Rush: A Perspective on Future U.S. Natural Gas Supply and Price," Oil Drum, 2-8-12, www.theoildrum.com/node/8914, accessed 6-4-12, mss)

U.S. shale plays share many characteristics with the gold rushes of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Both phenomena result from extreme promotion. Anyone can join. Every participant believes that they will get rich. Great amounts of capital are destroyed as entrants try to get a position. The bonanza is exhausted sooner than most expected (Andreoli, 2011) and few profit in the end except for the vendors that serve participants. For several years, we have been asked to believe that less is more, that more oil and gas can be produced from shale than was produced from better reservoirs over the past century. We have been told more recently that the U.S. has enough natural gas to last for 100 years. We have been presented with an improbable business model that has no barriers to entry except access to capital, that provides a source of cheap and abundant gas, and that somehow also allows for great profit. Despite three decades of experience with tight sandstone and coal-bed methane production that yielded low-margin returns and less supply than originally advertised, we are expected to believe that poorer-quality shale reservoirs will somehow provide superior returns and make the U.S. energy independent. Shale gas advocates point to the large volumes of produced gas and the participation of major oil companies in the plays as indications of success. But advocates rarely address details about profitability and they never mention failed wells.


