Russia
Russia econ low now despite high oil profits
Reuters ’12 (8/20/12, http://in.reuters.com/article/2012/08/20/russia-economy-idINL6E8JK7S920120820)

Russian consumers and companies are spending less freely than expected, data showed on Monday, pointing to easing economic growth and adding to the central bank's dilemma as it seeks to contain inflation in the face of a slowing economy. Retail sales, a proxy for private consumption, grew by 5.1 percent in July, their weakest pace in more than a year and half and below analysts' expectations of a 6.4 percent rise, affected by rising prices that trimmed real disposable incomes. Capital investment was also weaker than expected, increasing by 3.8 percent, against a forecast 5.3 percent rise and pointing to weaker corporate profits as demand in the euro zone - Russia's main export market - slows. The disappointing batch of data could complicate monetary policy. The central bank at a policy meeting this month sent a strong signal that monetary tightening may be in store as it seeks to limit inflation to 6 percent this year, but it may now need to pay closer attention to a slowing economy. The data "may somewhat cool the central bank's hawkish stance," Dmitry Polevoy, an economist with ING in Moscow, wrote in a note. Russia's economy, which is benefiting from a strong price of oil, its chief export, grew by 4.4 percent in the first half of the year but is expected to slow in the second half due to weak global demand for other exports. The government forecasts full-year growth of 3.5 percent.

High oil prices increases likelihood of Russian economic crash
ENGLUND ’11 – Washington Post Staff Writer (Englund, Will. “Increase in oil revenue amid unrest in Arab world gives Russia some breathing room”. March 21, 2011. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2011/03/10/AR2011031001553.html)

But with increased oil revenue also comes the danger of complacency. Bureaucrats, defense contractors, pensioners and workers in construction and finance all stand to gain from the money coming in, along with the oil companies. But the cash also feeds corruption, encourages increased financial opacity and discourages attempts to shake up the system - all of which could spell trouble for Russia down the road. "All of the dominant groups in Russia get a share of the increased oil revenue," said Alexander Auzan, an economist and adviser to Medvedev. "Yet it contradicts their long-term interests." Largest oil producer It's a powerful prop for the status quo - which Auzan and others say is unsustainable. But as Sergei Guriev, head of the New Economic School in Moscow, pointed out, any change is going to involve a cost for someone, so why take the risk if the money is flowing in? Russia is currently the world's largest oil producer. When the price last spiked, in 2007, Moscow was flooded with money and people close to Putin were suggesting that Russia was genuinely self-sufficient and had no need to engage more deeply with the West. The economic crisis the following year brought that talk to an abrupt end, and Medvedev began pushing for a Western-oriented program of modernization and diversification away from dependence on energy exports. The Kremlin moved to stimulate the economy in 2008 by increasing government salaries and hiking pensions by 35 percent. Now it is stuck with those increases. With oil revenue providing 40 percent of the Russian budget, the Gaidar Institute for Economic Policy here has calculated that at any price less than $105 a barrel the government will be in the red. That tempers any inclination toward hubris, said Daniel Treisman, a political scientist at UCLA who follows Russian developments. The Kremlin was looking at a difficult financial crunch, with parliamentary elections coming late this year and a presidential election next March, so the timing of this rise in revenue is more a relief than a goad to aggressive behavior. "We don't need high prices," said Leonid Grigoriev, an economist and former World Bank adviser. "We need good relations, a long-term market and reasonable prices," which he put in the $70-to-$90 range. Russia will not turn its back on the West, by any means, he said. But, especially in an election year, its leaders may be more vocal in pointing up differences with the West. In 2010, Russia had enough problems at home that it was actively trying to avoid them abroad; now, with money to address domestic issues, that caution may not be so evident. Treisman, like many others, did not think much would ever come of Medvedev's modernization plans - it's not the sort of change, he said, that can be ordered from the top down. But the oil bulge makes the Westernization of the Russian economy less likely. It helps big companies - which, Grigoriev said, already dominate the economy to a much greater extent than in other developed countries - and it hurts small ones, where jobs and creativity tend to be nurtured. Information technology firms, with high labor costs, will suffer, Guriev said, and they are central to Medvedev's vision for the future of Russia. 

Low oil price is key to cutting Putin’s spending program
REUTERS ’12 (Reuters. “Standard and Poor’s warns Russia on oil price risks”. March 26, 2012. http://www.alarabiya.net/articles/2012/03/26/203282.html)

Economists estimate that the six-year spending plan announced by Putin during his successful campaign for a third term will cost around $170 billion and may require oil prices of more than $150 to sustain.
Putin said the spending will be limited to 1.5 percent of gross domestic product rather than the four or five percent figure estimated by some analysts.
A top Kremlin economic adviser last week said Russia may cut non-essential spending to fulfill Putin’s program if oil prices decline.

That cuts military modernization
RDP ’12 (Russian Defense Policy. “Not Enough Resources”. February 27, 2012. http://russiandefpolicy.wordpress.com/2012/02/27/not-enough-resources/)

Makiyenko, Deputy Director of CAST, is by no means anti-regime.  He is, however, honest.  His observations appeared in Interfaks-AVN, and you can read them courtesy of VPK.name.
He concludes simply that Russia may not have the resources for the plan of major army and defense industry modernization Putin laid out in his campaign article:
    “The Russian economic system, which, with oil prices at 100 dollars a barrel, provides only four percent GDP growth, isn’t capable of being the base for realizing the plans outlined.”
AVN says Makiyenko doesn’t exclude that, owing to insufficient budgetary resources, the Finance Ministry will have to work out plans for future cuts in spending on national defense.  But, at the same time, he apparently said Putin’s manifesto on the army wasn’t populist, and he has ”no objection” to majority of the Premier’s proposals.

Causes Russian military aggression
WSJ ’12 (“Putin Pledges More Defense Spending “. February 20, 2012. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203358704577234960796991408.html)

With less than two weeks until elections, Russian Prime Minister and presidential candidate Vladimir Putin pledged to spend 23 trillion rubles ($770 billion) on strengthening the country's army over the next 10 years, the Kremlin's biggest military spending spree since the Cold War. Mr. Putin vowed to deliver an "effective and asymmetrical response" to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization's plan to cast a missile-defense shield over Europe while thoroughly overhauling the army's ability to confront modern threats. If approved, the program would tack on more than $120 billion to a $650 billion defense-spending increase pushed through last year, even though a top official warned it may push Russia's budget past its breaking point. "It's obvious we won't be able to develop our international position, our economy or democratic institutions if we cannot defend Russia," Mr. Putin wrote in an article for the government-owned Rossiiskaya Gazeta newspaper. "We must not tempt anyone with our weakness." The manifesto is the sixth in a series of pre-election articles Mr. Putin has published in recent weeks. Mr. Putin—a former KGB spy who has tried to project himself as a strong leader and bulwark of Russian stability—is expected to win presidential elections scheduled for March 4, despite months of large antigovernment protests. Mr. Putin said that a stronger military would give Russia more presence on the world stage. Moscow has accused NATO of overreaching in Libya, where the bloc's air power helped end the reign of dictator Moammar Gadhafi. Russia has vetoed two United Nations Security Council resolutions condemning Syria, where the U.N. says violence has killed more than 5,400 people since March of last year. Syria is the largest importer of Russian arms in the Mideast, and Moscow said earlier this month that sales would continue. "New regional and local wars are being sparked before our eyes," Mr. Putin wrote. "There are attempts to provoke such conflicts in the immediate vicinity of Russia's borders." Russia's program to modernize its army has come under fire before, most notably when finance minister Alexei Kudrin lost his job last year clashing with President Dmitry Medvedev on defense-spending increases, which Mr. Kudrin said would dangerously stretch the country's budget unless they were accompanied by higher taxes. Succeeding waves of populist spending and tax cuts have raised the average oil price needed for Russia—the world's largest energy producer—to balance its budget this year to $117 per barrel, up from $65 per barrel in 2008. Mr. Putin, however, said his plan doesn't represent a militarization of Russia's budget, but will instead "make up for all those years during which the army and fleet were chronically underfinanced." He urged military planners to look 30 to 50 years ahead to predict the emergence of "new weapons that could change the character of war." More immediately, he urged the development of Russia's air, space and strategic nuclear forces to be able to counter NATO's planned deployment of a missile shield. "Regarding this issue, there cannot be enough patriotism," he said.


Oil prices are high now
Mufson 9-14-12 [Steven, Washington Post staff writer covering energy and other financial news. He has worked at the Post since 1989 and has been its chief economic policy writer, Beijing correspondent, diplomatic correspondent and deputy editor of the weekly Outlook section, “Oil prices hit four-month high,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/oil-prices-hit-four-month-high/2012/09/14/b09829ca-fe9f-11e1-b153-218509a954e1_story.html]

Oil prices hit their highest levels in more than four months on Friday, bolstered by the Federal Reserve’s steps to strengthen the U.S. economy and by anxiety about the specter of confrontation over Iran’s nuclear program. The global oil balance is already tighter than forecasters expected just a few months ago, because of disruptions in oil output from nations outside the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries and by the effectiveness of sanctions against Iran, which is exporting about 750,000 to 1 million fewer barrels a day than it was a year ago. “The story has been one of a strong stock market, a weaker dollar and continuing geopolitical events,” said Adam Sieminski, head of the federal Energy Information Administration. He said political strife in Syria, Yemen and Sudan cut off some supplies while the latest price surge was “driven by central bank moves in both the U.S. and Europe” and by “optimism about the economy, which changes expectations about what demand will be going over the course of the next six to 12 months.” The price for the West Texas Intermediate grade of crude oil for October delivery briefly rose above $100 a barrel on Friday before closing at $99, up 69 cents. The widely used European benchmark Brent crude closed at $116.66 a barrel, up 78 cents. Since late June, the price of crude oil has climbed about 25 percent, fueling a 16-cent increase in the average price of regular gasoline and adding to the economic headwinds facing President Obama in the final weeks of the election campaign.
.



Plan spurs CCS – it’s cost effective 
Karbuz ‘8 (Sohbet, Observatoire Mediterraneen de l’Energie an energy industry association in Paris director of hydrocarbons division, Air Force energy reduction plans, 10/12/8, http://karbuz.blogspot.com/2008/10/air-force-energy-reduction-plans.html)

So far the military’s coal-to-liquids efforts have slowed down. Congress failed to authorize much of the needed funds and the White House has yet to allow the Air Force to enter long-term contracts with synthetic fuel manufacturers. Private industry, on the other hand, has made strides in launching coal-to-liquids projects and in capturing and recycling carbon dioxide. Coal-based fuel entrepreneurs will still require governmental guidance, and will need to agree to invest in carbon capture technologies that will make the conversion of coal into liquids no more emitting in carbon than current oil refining processes. Companies believe that the investment in carbon capture technology can be recouped by recycling the byproduct for downstream domestic industries. This is contrasted with the costly sequestering of carbon into the ground, an option that will be both economical and safe only for oil and gas drilling and coal mining operations.Coal-to-liquids programs can serve as the best vehicle for accelerated development of carbon capture, storage and recycling technologies, even without a large Air Force contract as the main driver. A barrel of synthetic fuel can be made for about $40, and capture might add another $20.Baard Energy announced earlier this year that it has raised private funds and won state assistance to build coal-to-liquids and biomass plants in Ohio. Baard was one of the companies maneuvering for an Air Force contract but lost patience with Washington. Another firm, DKRW, associated with Arch Coal, announced it will build a coal-to-liquids plant in Wyoming that will make gasoline and jet fuel. The Crow Nation announced it is partnering with an outside investor to build a coal-to-liquids plant on its lands in Billings, Mont. Those three projects alone represent private investments of almost $15 billion. Energy entrepreneurs with outside financing, as well as cash-flush energy companies that can self-finance, still face at least two major challenges. First, they will need to get their potential legal liabilities mapped out under a new regime that all of them recognize. Second, they will need to guarantee Washington that they can produce liquids from coal without emitting more CO2 than liquids from crude. the next challenge will be what to do with all the captured carbon. Many in government and industry have assumed that storage in the ground will be the main, if not only, way to handle the mountains of carbon captured. Sequestering CO2 is truly an ambitious task.

CCS solves warming- 90% of emissions
Guardian, 12 
("A guide to carbon capture technologies – interactive," 4-3-12, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/interactive/2008/jun/12/, accessed 6-1-12, mss)

Carbon capture and storage encompasses a range of technologies that may cut CO2 emissions by up to 90% Carbon capture and storage is a range of technologies that can cut C02 by up to 90%. It is touted as the technical breakthrough that provides us with a rapid and practical way the world can cut overall C02 emissions, given that countries such as China and the US plan continue burning coal for the foreseeable future. There are three approaches to CCS: removing the C02 before combustion by treating the coal; scrubbing it from the exhaust gases after combustion; or burning the fuel with extra oxygen to produce an almost pure CO2 exhaust. The gas from combustion is collected and chilled to around 35F (2C). Ammonium carbonate, a solvent, absorbs C02 to make ammonium bicarbonate. Ammonium bicarbonate slurry is pumped to a regenerator for C02 removal, where the ammonium bicarbonate is converted back to ammonium carbonate and is reused to repeat the process. The cleaned gas, containing mainly nitrogen, oxygen, and some C02, is vented via the chimney. Captured C02 is sent for storage underground.




States CP

No coherent literature base on the CP
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]

Each state has selected among a wide variety of different policy instruments, and crafted unique combinations to suit its own needs and objectives. No two state policy portfolios are the same, either in the types of instruments or the design of instruments. The energy policy literature offers limited insights on which factors lead states to adopt different policy combinations. Research to date remains inconclusive as to the primary factors driving adoption of renewable energy policies in general, and insofar as a few factors are consistently found to be relevant (e.g., political ideology), they apply to a sufﬁciently wide variety of policies that are less helpful in the use of distinguishing one state’s choices from the next. For example, Rabe (2008) explicitly describes how states that have thus far adopted renewable energy policies can be placed in all four quadrants of a typology including both high and low policy adoption rates and both high and low rates of emissions growth.


PTX

No drastic change in relations
RT 9/17/12 (“Will a Romney Victory Rattle Geopolitical Stage”) http://rt.com/politics/romney-us-russia-arms-race-310/
Not everyone, however, was convinced that Romney’s heated rhetoric signals the end of the Russia-US relationship. Vladimir Evseev, researcher at the Center for International Security of the Institute of World Economy and International Relations, believed that Romney’s approach to Russia will not differ too much from Obama’s in the event the Republican wins the election. “Cooperation with Moscow is very important for the USA – for instance, on Afghanistan, on the nuclear issues of Iran and North Korea,” Evseev told RT. “There are a lot of mutual interests, so in my view Romney’s policy will not be very different from Obama’s.” Evseev recalled Obama’s well-known speech in Cairo, Egypt, where he hinted at “coming changes in US foreign policy.” But despite that speech, America’s position on global policy has “generally remained the same,” he said, adding that “any candidate wants to get more votes and become the next president.” Evseev also does not expect any drastic changes in bilateral relations between the two former Cold War rivals. He also sees a Romney presidency as, ultimately, an unlikely thing: “For the moment Obama is likely to continue on as the US President.”

Too many alt causes – USAID, Syria, Missile Defense
Klapper 9/18/12 (“Krelim Halts USAID Work in Russia”) The Huffington Post 
The end of USAID's Russia work is the latest setback in the U.S.-Russia relationship, which has included bitter disagreements on issues from missile defense to ending Syria's civil war. That has led to criticism from Republican presidential candidate Mitt Romney and others about the merits of the Obama administration's much-touted effort to patch up relations with the Kremlin, which yielded an agreement last year to reduce the U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons arsenals. The Russian decision is "an insult to the United States and a finger in the eye of the Obama administration, which has consistently trumpeted the alleged success of its so-called `reset' policy toward Moscow," said Arizona Republican Sen. John McCain. He said it was essential to pass a bill under consideration that is named after lawyer Sergei Magnitsky, who died in a Russian prison amid torture allegations three years ago, and would link trade benefits to Russia with sanctions against Russian government officials responsible for human rights violations.

NU: Romney is winning – neg ev is media hype – race is tied and neg polls overstate Dem turn out. 
Wilson 9-23. [Rick, national Republican media and strategy consultant, "Mitt's not over yet" New York Daily News -- www.nydailynews.com/opinion/mitt-article-1.1165152?localLinksEnabled=false]
If voters went to the polls this minute, President Obama would win. Tomorrow? Perhaps.¶ Six weeks from now? Not so much. Despite the hyperventilating over each and every poll and dramatic pronouncement from the Obama campaign, Mitt Romney enters the home stretch in much better shape politically than they or the media believe.¶ It won’t be easy and it won’t be pretty, but the objective reality of the campaign is fundamentally different than the political landscape seen through the filter of cable news and online coverage.¶ If you read the usual horse race coverage of the last few weeks, you’d be convinced that Romney’s campaign had entirely collapsed and that Obama would be safe staying home for the next 45 days and playing a few dozen rounds of golf in the crisp fall air of Washington, D.C.¶ From the “47%” fund-raiser video to the Libya announcement to Clint Eastwood to Paul Ryan, it seems that every week, the press declares Romney has made a fateful slip that has nailed his campaign in the coffin, once and for all.¶ After all, the Beltway media “Gang of 500” said so, right?¶ But these stories from the hermetic world of political media reporters are never quite as deadly as their breathless prose would suggest. Instead, Romney has kept grinding it out, pushing through tough coverage and Team Obama’s increasingly shrill and desperate attacks. He’s a better candidate than the anonymous critics on his own side would suggest, mainly because he has a key attribute many lack: guts.¶ National polling on the race is a distorted mirror, and even that shows a tie game. Romney and Obama are close to tied in the swing states, and with swing voters.¶ Plus, there’s this little-noticed problem: Far too many of the public and media polls have set their likely voter screens and models to something looking more optimistic than the 2008 turnout model, which even Obama’s most dedicated partisans think is highly unlikely.

Obama is under 50% - late breaking voters will swing to Romney meaning he wins – prefer predictive ev. 
Morris 9-21. [Dick, merican political author and commentator who previously worked as a pollster, political campaign consultant, and general political consultant., "Why the Polls Understate Romney Vote" -- www.dickmorris.com/why-the-polls-under-state-romney-vote/]
2. Almost all of the published polls show Obama getting less than 50% of the vote and less than 50% job approval. A majority of the voters either support Romney or are undecided in almost every poll.¶ But the fact is that the undecided vote always goes against the incumbent. In 1980 (the last time an incumbent Democrat was beaten), for example, the Gallup Poll of October 27th had Carter ahead by 45-39. Their survey on November 2nd showed Reagan catching up and leading by three points. In the actual voting, the Republican won by nine. The undecided vote broke sharply — and unanimously — for the challenger.¶ An undecided voter has really decided not to back the incumbent. He just won’t focus on the race until later in the game.¶ So, when the published poll shows Obama ahead by, say, 48-45, he’s really probably losing by 52-48!¶ Add these two factors together and the polls that are out there are all misleading. Any professional pollster (those consultants hired by candidates not by media outlets) would publish two findings for each poll — one using 2004 turnout modeling and the other using 2008 modeling. This would indicate just how dependent on an unusually high turnout of his base the Obama camp really is.

Voter ID laws will take out Obama’s advantage
Blow 12. [Charles, journalist, "Voter Suppression and Political Polls" New York Times -- August 1 -- campaignstops.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/08/01/voter-suppression-and-political-polls/]
This year there is a new wrinkle, one that complicates the picture and could throw some of the polling off: the effects of newly enacted restrictive voting laws.¶ Take, for instance, the results of a New York Times/CBS News/Quinnipiac poll released Wednesday. “Likely voters” were polled in the swing states of Florida, Ohio and Pennsylvania, and President Obama led Mitt Romney in each state — by 6 points in Ohio and Florida and by 11 points in Pennsylvania. President Obama carried all three states in the last election and needs them in this one. Encouraging for him, right?¶ But let’s dig in a bit and look at some of the variables that could weigh on those results.¶ First, there are the quirks that always exist. It’s August and many voters aren’t intensely focused on the election yet. Sixty percent or less in each state say that they are paying a lot of attention to the presidential campaign at this point, and these are states that have been soaked in ads and visited often by the candidates. (On Wednesday, Obama made his 25th trip to Ohio since becoming president.)¶ People also tend to overstate their intention to vote. Many national and state polls show that more than three quarters of respondents say they will definitely vote in upcoming presidential elections. This is a major component of the way pollsters determine “likely voters.” But that level of voting is not supported by historical patterns. According to the United States Elections Project, the turnout rate for the voting-eligible population in Florida in 2008 was just 67 percent, in Ohio it was 68 percent and in Pennsylvania it was 64 percent. So many of those who say that they are definitely going to vote actually won’t.¶ Then there are the new voter restrictions that are likely to trim the voter rolls and add tremendous voter confusion.¶ Pennsylvania has passed a highly restrictive photo ID requirement for its voters. A study conducted by professors from the University of Washington and the University of New Mexico found that more than a million registered voters in Pennsylvania and 757,325 people who voted in 2008 lack a valid ID under this scheme. More than a third of registered voters are unaware that a photo ID law even exists.¶ This means that a lot of people who say that they are likely to vote may not actually be eligible to vote. (Arguments in a suit contesting the Pennsylvania law are being heard this week .)¶ Now to Florida and Ohio: both states have cut their early voting periods. According to the Brennan Center for Justice, more than a million people who voted in Florida and Ohio in 2008 did so on days that have been eliminated.¶ As the Associated Press reported about the Ohio restriction in July:¶ The state doesn’t track its early voters by party, so the stats don’t show exactly how much Obama might have benefited from early voting in Ohio. But both parties are sure he did. An extended voting period is perceived as benefiting Democrats because it increases voting opportunities for those harder to reach for an Election Day turnout — Hispanics, blacks, new citizens and poor people.¶ Florida has already moved to potentially purge thousands of voters from its registration rolls. In May, The Miami Herald said of the purge:¶ Hispanic, Democratic and independent-minded voters are the most likely to be targeted in a state hunt to remove thousands of noncitizens from Florida’s voting rolls, a Miami Herald computer analysis of elections records has found. Whites and Republicans are disproportionately the least-likely to face the threat of removal, the analysis of a list of more than 2,600 potential noncitizens shows.¶ The Republican governor of Florida has also made it harder for ex-felons to vote. According to a report last month in USA Today:¶ The Florida Board of Executive Clemency, headed by Republican Gov. Rick Scott, reversed predecessor Republican Gov. Charlie Crist‘s policy that automatically restored voting rights to non-violent offenders upon the completion of their sentences. Ex-felons must now wait five years before applying to regain rights.¶ The newspaper pointed out that “the Sentencing Project, a group advocating reforms in prison and sentencing policy, says 60% of the prison system population is made up of African Americans and Latinos.” It almost goes without saying that these groups traditionally vote more Democratic.¶ Rolling Stone reported in May that this could disenfranchise “100,000 previously eligible ex-felons” in Florida.¶ It’s unclear how many voters are aware of the new rules, and whether they’d be able to vote even if they were. What is clear is that fewer Democrats say that they are paying a lot of attention to the election in these three states than Republicans, by a margin of 8 to 14 percentage points. It would stand to reason that they might also be less aware of the new laws.¶ This year, we may have to take the polls with an even larger grain of salt than usual. The greatest margin of uncertainty may well be caused by poll respondents who think that they will able to vote for President Obama in November, but may not be allowed to do so.

Romney will win Ohio – prefer predictive ev. 
Chambers 9-21. [Dean, Internet journalist and commentator, "Mitt Romney likely win of five key swing states shown by Purple Poll surveys" Examiner -- www.examiner.com/article/mitt-romney-likely-win-of-five-key-swing-states-shown-by-purple-poll-surveys]
Purple Poll's Ohio numbers show Obama's best numbers of the five states, where he leads over Romney 48 percent to 44 percent but still well under the magic number of 50 percent. His job performance is disapproved by 47 percent and Obama is approved of by 46 percent. In Ohio, the telling right direction and wrong direction measure goes 37 percent to 54 percent. That 54 percent remain not good news for the president. The calculation of the undecided for Ohio indicates that Romney would win the state 50.4 percent to 49.6 percent for Obama.


Plan boosts key voters in Ohio
Peek ’11– Columnist @ Fiscal Times (Liz, (6-11 “Obama’s riskiest jobs-killer,” http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/obama_riskiest_jobs_killer_jcCc1GTNgDfeOPAx4oJlVN)

The lost capacity will be replaced mainly by cheaper natural-gas plants, but the shift will require costly improvements to transmission facilities, expected to run more than a billion dollars in Ohio alone. Projected electric-rate hikes alarmed Ohio small businesses, which protested to the state’s Public Utility Commission. Those concerns seem justified, based on the results of a recent auction conducted by regional-grid manager PJM, which annually contracts for excess capacity three years out. Thanks to the plant closings, the auction prices in northern Ohio soared to $357 per megawatt, versus $136 per megawatt in PJM’s total area. These auction quotes don’t translate directly into retail prices, but they foretell the direction. Nor was the November rule the EPA’s only assault on coal. The agency also recently imposed carbon-dioxide emission standards that could effectively prohibit any new coal-plant construction. That ruling almost guarantees the nation will continue to shift electricity production from coal to natural gas. The current low price of gas is already tilting demand. In the first quarter, only 36 percent of our electricity production came from coal, down from 45 percent last year, with gas taking up most of the slack. This determination to kill coal is short-sighted. There’s no guarantee that natural-gas prices will stay at today’s 10-year low. The shale boom has pushed them down, but soaring demand could eventually push prices higher. The appetite for natural gas as a transportation fuel for large truck fleets or for export, for example, is just getting rolling. And (surprise!), now that natural gas is cheap, the same environmental groups behind the “war on coal” are now suddenly finding all sorts of (scientifically dubious) reasons to block natural-gas production. America has a 250-year reserve of inexpensive coal — in energy terms, roughly the equivalent of the Saudis’ oil reserves. With the nation seeking to reassert itself as a manufacturing powerhouse, why deny access to cheap power? The assault on coal is also risky for Obama. Ohio is a must-win for the president. State GOP chairman Bob Bennett notes that, for Vice President Joe Biden’s recent visit to the state, angry miners turned out spontaneously to protest the White House’s anti-coal policies — and “The GOP had nothing to do with that.” With the EPA’s rulings likely to cost the state jobs and hike electric bills, he says, “Obama gives people more reasons to vote for [Mitt] Romney every day.”

Ohio will determine the election. 
Silver, 12 -- 538 founder and chief analyst 
(Nate, "Aug. 29: So Much Depends Upon Ohio," fivethirtyeight, 8-29-12, fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/08/30/aug-29-so-much-depends-upon-ohio/, accessed 8-30-12, mss)

The broader point is simply that Ohio is so important to the electoral calculus that it’s good news for a candidate when a polling firm shows him doing relatively well there compared with the other states that it polls. Ohio has a 30 percent chance of being the tipping-point state, meaning that it would cast the decisive votes in the Electoral College. That’s as much as the next two states on the list, Florida and Virginia, combined. It’s also as much as Colorado, Nevada, Iowa, Pennsylvania, New Hampshire, Michigan and North Carolina combined. All of these states are competitive. But really, they exist along a continuum of electoral power rather than falling into binary categories of “important” and “unimportant.” Ohio is at the extreme end of that continuum. The reason our tipping-point calculus rates Ohio so highly is because it would usually suffice to provide Mr. Obama with a winning map, even if he lost many of those other states. If you give Ohio to Mr. Obama, plus all the states where the forecast model now estimates that he has at least 75 percent chance of winning, he’s up to 265 electoral votes. That means he could win any one of Colorado, Virginia, Iowa, Wisconsin, Florida or North Carolina to put him over the top.

Romney will win Virginia – undecided voter boost. 
Chambers 9-21. [Dean, Internet journalist and commentator, "Mitt Romney likely win of five key swing states shown by Purple Poll surveys" Examiner -- www.examiner.com/article/mitt-romney-likely-win-of-five-key-swing-states-shown-by-purple-poll-surveys]
President Obama has a 46 percent to 43 percent edge in Virginia but that leaves 11 percent undecided. Perhaps more telling here is Obama's 48 percent disapprove to his 45 percent approval in Virginia. The voters in this state responded 36 percent right direction and 54 percent wrong direction. With the undecided voters added, Romney will win Virginia 51.8 percent to 48.2 percent.


Plan appeases Virginia
Feldmann ’12 (Linda, Staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor, “Four gambits Obama could try to boost election prospects,” 6/21/12, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Elections/2012/0621/Four-gambits-Obama-could-try-to-boost-election-prospects/Ease-up-on-coal-regulations)

Easing up Environmental Protection Agency regulation of coal-fired power plants would not be as grabby a maneuver as approving the Keystone XL pipeline or embracing the Simpson-Bowles deficit reduction plan. But if Obama were to make moves to ease new regulations on coal-fired plants, it could curry favor in parts of key battleground states – Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Virginia.  Advocates of reduced regulation argue that new federal mandates governing emissions from coal- and oil-fired plants will hurt the US economy as they cause energy prices to rise.  Last December, the EPA unveiled standards to limit mercury and other toxic emissions from the power plants. Supporters of the regulations say that the health benefits reduced air pollution. Opponents say that the rules could force the closure of some plants and threaten the reliability of the nation’s power grid.  On June 20, a Republican-led effort in the Senate failed to gather enough votes to scuttle the new regulations. Obama has touted the new rules, while promising flexibility to protect industry.  But if Obama wanted to ease some of the opposition he faces in coal country, he could take steps to dial back the regulations. That would likely be seen as a desperation move, after billing himself as the “green president.” But if it spells the difference between victory and defeat in Ohio and Virginia, it might be tempting. 

Virginia is the key
Silver 12. [Nate, total badass, chief pollster for NYT’s 538 election polling center, kind of a big deal, “Election Forecast: Obama Begins With Tenuous Advantage” June 7 -- http://fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/06/07/election-forecast-obama-begins-with-tenuous-advantage/]
The model suggests that the campaigns might do best to concentrate their resources. As much as campaign operatives love to talk about how they are expanding the map, contemplating unusual parlays of states in which they reach 270 electoral votes, the election is very likely to come down to a mere handful of states. In many ways, the relative ordering of the states is more predictable than how the election as a whole will play out. The term the model uses for these key states is tipping point states, meaning that they could tip the balance between winning and losing in an election that came down to the final vote. Foremost among these tipping point states are Ohio and Virginia. In 2008, both states had a very slight Republican lean relative to the rest of the country. However, the economy is comparatively good in each state, and Mr. Obama’s polling has held up reasonably well in them, putting them almost exactly in balance. Mr. Obama is given just slightly over 50 percent odds of winning each one, just as he is given a very slight overall lead in our national projection. But if Mr. Obama’s national standing slips, he would probably lose his lead in those states as well.

Economic concerns outweigh the environment or climate change. 
Drajem 11. [Mark, reporter, "Green vote cools toward Obama riskign a replay of Gore-Nader" Bloomberg -- www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-08-31/green-vote-cools-to-obama-over-pipeline-concerns.html]
Obama faces voters more concerned with the lagging economy than melting glaciers or rising oceans, according to opinion surveys.¶ Support among Americans for tackling climate change fell to 46 percent in October from 61 percent in July 2006, according to the Pew Research Center. Americans do support the issues Obama has embraced, such as raising fuel efficiency standards and spending more on mass transit, the poll found. The survey taken Oct. 13 to Oct. 18 had a margin of error of plus-or-minus 2.5 percentage points.¶ Obama’s strategists may be thinking “who cares about the environment when the economy is this dark,” Eric Schaeffer, executive director of the Environmental Integrity Project in Washington and a former EPA official, said in an interview.



China 

Coal exports drives China growth 
ECOAL, ’11 (COAL'S VITAL ROLE IN CHINA, Ecoal, Vol. 74, May 2011 http://www.worldcoal.org/resources/ecoal/ecoal-current-issue/coals-vital-role-in-china/,  )

The IEA declared that in 2010 China had passed the USA as the world's largest energy consumer*. Most estimates also project China to overtake the USA as the world's largest economy within the next ten years. As the IEA's 2010 World Energy Outlook report stated, it is hard to over-estimate the role of China in global energy markets. Coal has been, and will according to projections, continue to be, the central character in this story. In fact, coal has played a major role in China throughout much of its history. China is reputed to have been the world's biggest coal producer for most of the past 2000 years. For the future, developments in China's energy system will have major implications for global supply and demand trends for coal, as well as oil and natural gas. The policy approach taken in China will also play a key role in global action on climate change. With the World Coal Association (WCA) holding its Annual General Meeting in Beijing in June this year and with WCA's recent membership growth, with both Shenhua Group - China's largest coal producer - and the China National Coal Association joining the WCA, we take a look at the current status of coal in China and consider what the future might hold. Demand Outpacing Supply China has the world's third largest coal reserves at 114 billion tonnes, which in any economic environment would likely make it one of the world's major coal producers. However, in an environment of rapid economic growth, China's coal production has grown markedly in recent years - between 2000 and 2010 Chinese coal production is estimated to have tripled. Importantly, this growth has occurred in an environment where the government has sought to improve safety in coal mining by shutting down many smaller, unsafe and often illegal mines. In fact, safety in coal production has been a significant focus of the Chinese government in recent years. According to the State Administration of Work Safety, deaths per million tonnes of coal produced have decreased by more than 85% between 2000 and 2009. The massive increase in domestic production, however, has not been sufficient to meet the demand created by rapid economic growth. In 2008 China become a net importer of coal and by 2010 net imports were estimated to be around 170 million tonnes, which has been a fundamental turnaround from net exports of around 90 million tonnes in 2001. Australia, Indonesia and Vietnam have been major beneficiaries of the change in the market, becoming significant suppliers to China. Steel in the Ground Several years ago China became the world's largest steel producing nation and now produces more than half of the world's steel. Even at this level the steel industry in China continues to expand at a significant rate. Steel is also playing a key role in supporting China's economic development and industrial growth. In this context, increasing demand for coking coal is expected to be a long-term trend for China. While China has significant reserves of coal, only a relatively small proportion of this is coking coal (around 28%) and only around 10% of China's coal reserves are estimated to be high quality hard coking coal. These figures mean that Chinese imports of coking coal, which were very small only a few years ago, are now growing significantly. Estimates are that for 2011 China will import around 50 million tonnes of coking coal, up from 30 million in 2008. Coal-fired Electricity Generation by Region Source: IEA World Energy Outlook 2010 Powering Growth Despite the importance of coking coal in steel production in China, it is thermal coal in electricity production that has been the powerhouse of the Chinese coal market. The IEA estimates that in 2008 coal accounted for almost 80% of Chinese electricity production. Hydro makes up much of the remaining 20% of electricity generation in China. While growth rates in renewable energies are high, they are starting from a very low base. According to the IEA, China will add an additional 600GW of new coal-fired power generation by 2035, this exceeds the current coal capacity of the USA, EU and Japan combined. It is this level of consumption and projected growth that makes China key to the future look of the global coal industry. Earlier this year the Chinese government released its next five-year plan. Issued before the Japanese nuclear crisis, the plan projected a four-fold growth in nuclear power to 40GW along with 63GW of new hydroelectric capacity, a growth of 22GW in gas-fired generation and 48GW of new wind power to more than double current capacity. Solar capacity is expected to reach 5GW of electricity by 2015. However, in an economy expanding at a rate of at least 8% a year this increased capacity is expected to be dwarfed by an estimated additional 260GW of coal-fired power generation needed to fuel economic growth. This growth in Chinese coal capacity often comes in for criticism, but importantly, part of this new capacity is being deployed to offset the closure of many smaller and older coal-fired power plants. The National Energy Administration recently reported that between 2006 and 2010, 70GW hours worth of plants closed and in 2011 it plans to close another 8GW hours of generating capacity. These older, less efficient plants are being replaced by modern, high efficiency, low emission plants that produce significantly less CO2, transforming China's coal fleet to among the most modern in the world. 


Increased exports to Asia drives up the price of coal
Walsh ’12 (Bryan, Time Eco centric Magazine Writer, “Drawing Battle Lines Over American Coal Exports to Asia,” 5/31/12, http://ecocentric.blogs.time.com/2012/05/31/drawing-battle-lines-over-american-coal-exports-to-asia/#ixzz1yk57HI8Q) 

But that’s only true if U.S. coal adds to Asian coal consumption, rather than simply displacing more expensive sources. And exporting coal from the U.S. could actually change consumption here at home: Some argue that if increasing demand in Asia pushes up global coal prices, it could actually helps the environment by forcing more coal-burning countries to start looking for cheaper energy alternatives. In the U.S., higher coal prices could accelerate the switch from coal to natural gas, especially in parts of the Midwest that remain heavily dependent on coal. But that will depend on how Asian markets respond to the potential avalanche of U.S. coal. 


That forces China to transition to renewables 
Birgoren ’12 (Alternative Energy and Sustainability, “Asia needs coal, the U.S. has plenty. Will expanding exports make climate change worse?,”, 6/14, http://www.xing.com/net/erneuerbareenergien/international-board-3217/asia-needs-coal-the-u-s-has-plenty-will-expanding-exports-make-climate-change-worse-41038559) 

Some argue that if increasing demand in Asia pushes up global coal prices, it could actually help the environment by forcing more coal-burning countries to start looking for cheaper energy alternatives. In the U.S., higher coal prices could accelerate the switch from coal to natural gas, especially in parts of the Midwest that remain heavily dependent on coal. But that will depend on how Asian markets respond to the potential avalanche of U.S. coal. Chinese demand for coal has been inelastic in recent years, meaning that prices--high or low--haven't had much impact on how much coal China burns. That's partly because the Chinese government exerts control over the energy market, says Richard Morse, director of coal- and carbon-market research at Stanford University, making the effect on emissions of cheaper coal from the U.S. "a complex question. And it's not just about China," he says. "You have to net out the global impacts against the U.S. impacts." 
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The perm solves – they cause political paralysis and make ideology unmanageable – alt can’t solve on its own 
Schatz 12 (JL, Binghamton U, "The Importance of Apocalypse: The Value of End-­‐Of-­‐ The-­‐World Politics While Advancing Ecocriticism," The Journal of Ecocriticism: Vol 4, No 2 (2012))
Despite the merits of ontological ecocriticism, using it to prohibit ecocritical appeals for concrete action fractures a movement that should work in coalition. We should not approach our choices as an either/or situation. Strategies of direct action can be compatible with Heideggerian thought so long as we understand such action as always already inevitable and not a way to enframe others. Deploying apocalyptic threats can challenge hegemonic systems since they serve as a catalyst for evolving change instead of legislating it. In fact, “the pervasiveness of a dystopian imaginary can help notions of historical contingency and fallibilism gain traction against their determinist and absolutist counterparts. Once we recognize that the future is uncertain and that any course of action produces both unintended and unexpected consequences, the responsibility to face up to potential disasters … can act as catalysts for public debate and socio--‐political action, spurring citizens’ involvement in the work of preventive foresight” (Kurasawa 458). Put plainly, we must understand any action in both its social and political dimensions. As the way we confront environmental challenges change so too does the conditions surrounding ecocriticism. To alter conditions in the political or social realm is always already to impact the other. This allows us to redeploy even problematic deployments in order to reshape the public debates surrounding ecological awareness. Just as discourse can serve governmental biopower or civic biopolitics, our ontological connections can at any moment serve both as an avenue for repression or a venue for resistance. It is not the ecocritics’ task to proscribe how other people should interact with the environment. Instead they should act within their environment in a way that makes the necessary actions to save our planet beneficial. Our eco--‐orientation to the world will evolve our Being’s very possibility to act in the same way language, technology, and species evolve based upon their interactions with living and social organisms. No doubt, “the power that is inherent in language is thus not something that is centralized, emanating from a pre--‐given subject. Rather, like the discursive practices in which it inheres, power is dispersed and, most important, is productive of subjects and their worlds” (Doty, 1993: 302--‐303). In large part the current environmental destruction exists because democratic capitalism has been able to wield its hegemonic influence to exploit the niche of technological production. Sadly, this niche rewards increased GDP over the planet’s ecological well--‐being. The belief that these conditions cannot be un--‐ thought is not merely misplaced but also serves to support the hegemonic myth of the inevitability of capitalism. It is up to each of us to directly act upon this world only after we approach the question of acting differently. Only then can we see past the current imperial enframing and inspire true collective action.


Our methodology is good -- heg 
Moore 04 – Dir. Center for Security Law @ University of Virginia, 7-time Presidential appointee, & Honorary Editor of the American Journal of International Law, Solving the War Puzzle: Beyond the Democratic Peace, John Norton Moore, pages 41-2.

If major interstate war is predominantly a product of a synergy between a potential nondemocratic aggressor and an absence of effective deterrence, what is the role of the many traditional "causes" of war? Past, and many contemporary, theories of war have focused on the role of specific disputes between nations, ethnic and religious differences, arms races, poverty or social injustice, competition for resources, incidents and accidents, greed, fear, and perceptions of "honor," or many other such factors. Such factors may well play a role in motivating aggression or in serving as a means for generating fear and manipulating public opinion. The reality, however, is that while some of these may have more potential to contribute to war than others, there may well be an infinite set of motivating factors, or human wants, motivating aggression. It is not the independent existence of such motivating factors for war but rather the circumstances permitting or encouraging high risk decisions leading to war that is the key to more effectively controlling war. And the same may also be true of democide. The early focus in the Rwanda slaughter on "ethnic conflict," as though Hutus and Tutsis had begun to slaughter each other through spontaneous combustion, distracted our attention from the reality that a nondemocratic Hutu regime had carefully planned and orchestrated a genocide against Rwandan Tutsis as well as its Hutu opponents.I1 Certainly if we were able to press a button and end poverty, racism, religious intolerance, injustice, and endless disputes, we would want to do so. Indeed, democratic governments must remain committed to policies that will produce a better world by all measures of human progress. The broader achievement of democracy and the rule of law will itself assist in this progress. No one, however, has yet been able to demonstrate the kind of robust correlation with any of these "traditional" causes of war as is reflected in the "democratic peace." Further, given the difficulties in overcoming many of these social problems, an approach to war exclusively dependent on their solution may be to doom us to war for generations to come. A useful framework in thinking about the war puzzle is provided in the Kenneth Waltz classic Man, the State, and War,12 first published in 1954 for the Institute of War and Peace Studies, in which he notes that previous thinkers about the causes of war have tended to assign responsibility at one of the three levels of individual psychology, the nature of the state, or the nature of the international system. This tripartite level of analysis has subsequently been widely copied in the study of international relations. We might summarize my analysis in this classical construct by suggesting that the most critical variables are the second and third levels, or "images," of analysis. Government structures, at the second level, seem to play a central role in levels of aggressiveness in high risk behavior leading to major war. In this, the "democratic peace" is an essential insight. The third level of analysis, the international system, or totality of external incentives influencing the decision for war, is also critical when government structures do not restrain such high risk behavior on their own. Indeed, nondemocratic systems may not only fail to constrain inappropriate aggressive behavior, they may even massively enable it by placing the resources of the state at the disposal of a ruthless regime elite. It is not that the first level of analysis, the individual, is unimportant. I have already argued that it is important in elite perceptions about the permissibility and feasibility of force and resultant necessary levels of deterrence. It is, instead, that the second level of analysis, government structures, may be a powerful proxy for settings bringing to power those who may be disposed to aggressive military adventures and in creating incentive structures predisposing to high risk behavior. We should keep before us, however, the possibility, indeed probability, that a war/peace model focused on democracy and deterrence might be further usefully refined by adding psychological profiles of particular leaders, and systematically applying other findings of cognitive psychology, as we assess the likelihood of aggression and levels of necessary deterrence in context. A post-Gulf War edition of Gordon Craig and Alexander George's classic, Force and Statecraft,13 presents an important discussion of the inability of the pre-war coercive diplomacy effort to get Saddam Hussein to withdraw from Kuwait without war.14 This discussion, by two of the recognized masters of deterrence theory, reminds us of the many important psychological and other factors operating at the individual level of analysis that may well have been crucial in that failure to get Hussein to withdraw without war. We should also remember that nondemocracies can have differences between leaders as to the necessity or usefulness of force and, as Marcus Aurelius should remind us, not all absolute leaders are Caligulas or Neros. Further, the history of ancient Egypt reminds us that not all Pharaohs were disposed to make war on their neighbors. Despite the importance of individual leaders, however, we should also keep before us that major international war is predominantly and critically an interaction, or synergy, of certain characteristics at levels two and three, specifically an absence of democracy and an absence of effective deterrence. Yet another way to conceptualize the importance of democracy and deterrence in war avoidance is to note that each in its own way internalizes the costs to decision elites of engaging in high risk aggressive behavior. Democracy internalizes these costs in a variety of ways including displeasure of the electorate at having war imposed upon it by its own government. And deterrence either prevents achievement of the objective altogether or imposes punishing costs making the gamble not worth the risk.I5 VI Testing the Hypothesis Theory without truth is but costly entertainment. HYPOTHESES, OR PARADIGMS, are useful if they reflect the real world better than previously held paradigms. In the complex world of foreign affairs and the war puzzle, perfection is unlikely. No general construct will fit all cases even in the restricted category of "major interstate war"; there are simply too many variables. We should insist, however, on testing against the real world and on results that suggest enhanced usefulness over other constructs. In testing the hypothesis, we can test it for consistency with major wars; that is, in looking, for example, at the principal interstate wars in the twentieth century, did they present both a nondemocratic aggressor and an absence of effective deterrence?' And although it is by itself not going to prove causation, we might also want to test the hypothesis against settings of potential wars that did not occur. That is, in nonwar settings, was there an absence of at least one element of the synergy? We might also ask questions about the effect of changes on the international system in either element of the synergy; that is, what, in general, happens when a totalitarian state makes a transition to stable democracy or vice versa? And what, in general, happens when levels of deterrence are dramatically increased or decreased?

Ecofeminism reinforces the beliefs that back patriarchy by holding women in a sphere characterized by caring instead of questioning the reasons that women are associated with care and motherhood
Macgregor, 04 (Sherilyn, Honours BA (Women's Studies and Politics) and a Master’s degree (Urban Planning) from Queen’s University (Canada) and a PhD in Environmental Studies from York University in Toronto professor at Keele University previous executive member of the Environmental Studies Association of Canada, “From Care to Citizenship: Calling Ecofeminism Back to Politics”, Ethics & the Environment, Volume 9, Number 1, Spring 2004, pp. 56-84, accessed via project muse)
Motherhood, Feminism, and the Politicization of Gender Codes A second signiﬁcant limitation of ecofeminist “empowerment” stories is that they rarely consider, from a feminist perspective, the process through which women might move beyond the politics of survival to political resistance and transformation. Popular examples of grassroots women’s narratives tend to give a very simplistic portrayal of women’s empowerment as a process that rarely involves consciousness-raising or self-reﬂective political resistance to gender norms. It is entirely possible that the women who star in ecofeminist dramas are engaged in processes of political and personal transformation, but if they are, this has so far not been an important point in ecofeminist texts. It may be that in order to build a theory of “embodied materialism” (Mellor 1997), the story needs to be that “women’s political awareness is not merely reactive, but expresses qualities of personal synthesis, initiative, intuition and ﬂexibility, learned in caring labours” (Salleh 1997, 175, my emphasis). This does not sound like a process of political transformation to me, but rather like an afﬁrmation of social expectations of what it means to be feminine or female—and a claim that political life is not a site for self-knowledge. My point may be illustrated by noting a distinction between Ariel Salleh’s (1997) “ecofeminism as politics” and Lee Quinby’s (1997) “ecofeminism as a politics of resistance”: the former afﬁrms the gendered status quo while the latter opposes institutions of power at the same time as it persistently challenges its own assumptions. Should women not be encouraged to question the qualities, intuitions, and self-conceptions that they have learned in caring labors? Should they not learn new skills and knowledges in addition to drawing on the old? Should they not question the fact they are expected to perform caring labor in the ﬁrst place? Such questions would involve a form of self-interrogation and socio-political analysis that has been central to feminism as a political movement and body of theory (Quinby 1997). But the place of consciousness-raising, the process whereby women look critically at their lives and question accepted norms, is necessarily diminished in ecofeminism if the assumption is that political and ecological awareness emerge “naturally” from women’s social location. Why question a good (and potentially planet-saving) thing? Related to this point, we should also ask why it is that some women believe there are few, if any, alternatives to appearing as mothers in political struggles, that their best chance to be heard and seen as legitimate in the public domain is “to play the mother card.” Note that it is “Mothers against Drunk Driving” instead of “Citizens against Drunk Driving,” “It’s time for women to mother earth” rather than “it’s time for citizens to take action to preserve our shared world.” But of course we know the answer: motherhood is loaded with powerful cultural meanings that legitimate women’s entry into politics in an apolitical and non-threatening way. “Motherhood issues” are not political issues. In drawing on these meanings and perhaps an unquestioned position of maternal authority, women may bypass politics. Lois Gibbs has been quoted as saying, “We’re insecure challenging the authority of trained experts, but we also have a title of authority, ‘mother’” (in Krauss 1998, 141). Thus we face a paradox. Writes Seager with refreshing insight:For reasons both banal and deep, it ‘matters’ what mothers say and do, and women can often bring attention to their cause if they speak as mothers. But a maternalism-based activism that is not informed with a broader feminist analysis can paint women into a corner–or, rather, keep women in the corner that society has cordoned off for them. It allows women to sneak onto the wings of the political stage without broadening the role for women in the script of the political play as a whole. It reinforces the notion that women’s most useful and natural role is ‘bearing and caring,’ and that women’s public activities are primarily appropriate only insofar as they remain rooted in this maternalism. (1993, 278, my emphasis) Seager’s characteristically feminist theoretical insight ought to inspire a critical interrogation of the difference between empowerment and politicization. While empowerment makes us think about the allocation and possession of power, politicization does something quite different. It brings us to the meaning of politics. Politics, as I understand it, is an end in itself, a performative activity that entails ongoing debate among equals in the public sphere. Following Hannah Arendt (1958), it is when people act politically and appear as citizens in public that they are allowed to express “who” they are, to realize their human distinctness. This public appearance, through speech and action, “does not cement the private self but disrupts it in the creation of something entirely new, something that cannot be grounded in or predicted by private life” (Sandilands 1999, 160). As Mary Dietz (1985) would say, then, the women in ecofeminist stories of grassroots activism may be empowered in some sense but they are not politicized if they do not act in the public domain as citizens rather than as mothers. If these women were to become politicized, then they would come to the realization that they are not only mothers “but [also] women who share a common political situation with other women, some of whom are mothers, some of whom are not. Accordingly the values that they must defend are not as much maternal . . . but political [freedom, equality . . . ]” (Dietz 1985, 33–34). Moreover, acting as citizens rather than as mothers or care-givers, women may be better able to “refuse who [they] are” rather than try to “afﬁrm who [they] are” in a patriarchal culture (Foucault 1989). In practice, this resistance may lead to demands for making debatable the kind of environmental and caring values upon which their activism is purported to stand. It may also give rise to demands for expanded notions of citizenship rather than acceptance of the role of over-burdened voluntary public care-givers. It would certainly open up the possibility for public debate and challenges to traditional gender roles and responsibilities. 11Mary Dietz (1985, 20) writes that “despite the best of sentiments, [maternalism] distorts the meaning of politics and political action by reinforcing a one-dimensional view of women as creatures of the family”—the very reason why women have been excluded from politics in history. Feminist political theorists have demonstrated that women’s participation in the public domain is limited due to their responsibility for caring work and that this shows little sign of change in the last thirty years of feminist movement politics (cf. Phillips 1993; Pateman 1992). Without problematizing women’s voluntary, care-inspired engagement in environmental politics and arguing for the democratic renegotiation of the boundary between the public and the private spheres, ecofeminism will not contribute signiﬁcantly to what historically has been one of the central goals of feminism. I suggest that through the language of citizenship, rather than the language of care, a more useful ecofeminist conversation about women’s ecopolitical engagements may occur.



