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Recent confidence building measures have decrease likelihood of nuclear use and conflict
Botez 11 (Radu, Writer @ Open Security, a think tank specializing in contemporary conflicts, “ India-Pakistan talks slowly move forward,” June 29, http://www.opendemocracy.net/opensecurity/security_briefings/290611)

At the end of last week, foreign secretaries Nirupama Rao of India and Salman Bashir of Pakistan met in Islamabad to discuss security issues and prepare the upcoming meeting of the countries' foreign ministers in India in July. The meeting was the first at foreign secretary level since July 2009. In February, India and Pakistan announced they would resume peace talks that India had broken off following the Mumbai attacks in late 2008. Discussions revolved around the issues of terrorism and the territorial dispute over Kashmir, a divided region claimed by both states in its entirety. India has blamed Pakistan-based terrorist group Lashkar-e-Taiba (LeT) for the Mumbai attacks, supported by elements from ISI, Pakistan's main intelligence agency, according to one of the planners, recently on trial in a Chicago court. It has repeatedly asked Pakistan to act against militants on its territory and bring to trial those involved in plotting the attacks. The surroundings of Osama bin Laden's killing were seen by many in New Delhi as a confirmation of Pakistan providing shelter to terrorists. However, after talks between the states' home secretaries earlier this year, Pakistan agreed to allow Indian investigators to visit Islamabad. Rao and Bashir also said they would look into confidence building measures (CBMs) with regard to their nuclear and conventional weapons capability. On Tuesday, Pakistani defence minister Chaudhry Ahmad Mukhtar said that India had a greater capacity to sustain a war. In May, Pakistan tested a new short-range ballistic missile that could lead to the nuclear threshold being crossed early in the event of a conflict analysts say. According to observers, both parties were cautious in addressing sensitive issues and talks have not led to any major breakthrough. The openSecurity verdict: With the recent meeting, India and Pakistan have once again indicated their intentions to improve relations. The most prominent episode of demonstrating goodwill took place when Pakistani prime minister Yusuf Raza Gilani visited India earlier this year to attend the cricket world cup semi-final between the two countries' teams, joined by his Indian counter-part Manmohan Singh. Both leaders engaged in so-called 'cricket diplomacy', spending several hours together on and off the field. As welcome as this may be, it will not help to resolve issues both countries have gone to war over several times in the past. 

Deterrence prevents India/Pakistan conflict.
Tepperman ‘9 ( 9/7/2009 (John - journalist based in New York Cuty, Why obama should learn to love the bomb, Newsweek, p.lexis)

The record since then shows the same pattern repeating: nuclear-armed enemies slide toward war, then pull back, always for the same reasons. The best recent example is India and Pakistan, which fought three bloody wars after independence before acquiring their own nukes in 1998. Getting their hands on weapons of mass destruction didn't do anything to lessen their animosity. But it did dramatically mellow their behavior. Since acquiring atomic weapons, the two sides have never fought another war, despite severe provocations (like Pakistani-based terrorist attacks on India in 2001 and 2008). They have skirmished once. But during that flare-up, in Kashmir in 1999, both countries were careful to keep the fighting limited and to avoid threatening the other's vital interests. Sumit Ganguly, an Indiana University professor and co-author of the forthcoming India, Pakistan, and the Bomb, has found that on both sides, officials' thinking was strikingly similar to that of the Russians and Americans in 1962. The prospect of war brought Delhi and Islamabad face to face with a nuclear holocaust, and leaders on each side did what they had to do to avoid it.


No extinction – impact is local
Dyer 2 (Gwynne, Ph.D. in War Studies – University of London and Board of Governors – Canada’s Royal Military College, “Nuclear War a Possibility Over Kashmir”, Hamilton Spectator, 5-24, Lexis)

For those who do not live in the subcontinent, the most important fact is that the damage would be largely confined to the region. The Cold War is over, the strategic understandings that once tied India and Pakistan to the rival alliance systems have all been cancelled, and no outside powers would be drawn into the fighting. The detonation of a hundred or so relatively small nuclear weapons over India and Pakistan would not cause grave harm to the wider world from fallout. People over 40 have already lived through a period when the great powers conducted hundreds of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, and they are mostly still here.

Impact

Relations solve miscalc and nuclear war 
Gottemoeller 8 (Rose Gottemoeller was appointed Director of carnegie  moscow center in January  2006. formerly, Gottemoeller  was a senior associate at the  carnegie endowment, where  she held a joint appointment  with the Russian and eurasian  Program and the Global Policy Program. a specialist on  defense and nuclear issues in  Russia and the other former  soviet states, Gottemoeller’s  research at the endowment  focused on issues of nuclear  security and stability, nonproliferation, and arms control, the Carnegie Endowment  for International Peace is a  private, nonprofit organization dedicated to advancing  cooperation between nations and promoting active international engagement by  the United States, “Russia-US Security Relations after Georgia” available at http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/russia_us_security_relations_after_georgia.pdf) 
No holds barred, no rules—the United States and Russia may be heading to a confrontation more unpredictable and dangerous  than any we have seen since the Cuban missile  crisis. A confrontation today would be different—the two countries are in constant and intense communication, unlike the situation in  1962—but if those exchanges provoke mutual  anger and recrimination, they have the potential to spark a dangerous crisis. This effect is especially dangerous because  both countries are in presidential transitions.  Russia, whose government is riven by corruption, internal competition, and disorder, is  attempting an unprecedented tandem leadership arrangement. The United States is in  the midst of its quadrennial election season,  with both political parties competing to show  that their man is more skilled and tough on  national security issues than his opponent.  The unpredictability of these two transitions stokes the potential for misunderstanding and  descent into crisis. We must avoid such a crisis, because we have never succeeded in escaping the nuclear existential threat that we each pose to the  other. We never even came close to transforming the U.S.–Russian relationship into one  that is closer to that which the United States  has with the United Kingdom or France.  What if Russia had refused to confirm or deny  that no nuclear weapons were on the bombers  it flew to Venezuela? Our nuclear weapons are  still faced off to launch on warning of an attack, and in a no-holds-barred confrontation  between us, we could come close to nuclear  catastrophe before we knew it.  What next? Is it possible to outrun confrontation and return to a pragmatic working relationship in pursuit of mutual interests? Clearly the answer should be “yes,” if  the Russian Federation completely withdraws  its troops from Georgian territory according  to the Sarkozy–Medvedev plan. But, following Russia’s recognition of the independence  of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, that process  may take months and perhaps years. Some  Russian commentators have been arguing that  a relevant time frame to consider is how long  Cyprus has been the site of an unresolved territorial dispute between Turkey and Greece:  nearly thirty years.  In the meantime, the United States and  Russia have about six months of intense political transition to get through, until the new  U.S. president settles into place. This begs for  a short-term modus vivendi that would enable  the two countries to avoid a potential crisis  and establish an agenda to confront some of  the severe problems that have emerged in their  relationship. Ultimately, the United States and  Russia should want to re-create a book of rules  that both will embrace, corresponding to international law and in fact strengthening it. Seize the Superstructure The first step in this process, and the best way  to begin it, is to grab onto the existing superstructure of the U.S.–Russia relationship. This  is the system of established and well-understood treaties, agreements, and arrangements  that has been built up over time. Beginning  in the 1950s, many efforts have been made  to insert predictability and mutual confidence  into the relationship in the form of both bilateral and multilateral arrangements. For the  next six months, both governments need to  take advantage of this established and well understood system. Derided in recent years as  a Cold War relic not worthy of the friendship  the two countries had developed, it could  now be a lifeline. 



US-Russian war is the only scenario for extinction. Such existential risks outweigh diseases, world wars, and smaller nuclear wars.
Bostrom ‘02 
(Dr. Nick, Professor of Philosophy and Global Studies at YALE, "Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards," 3-8-02, http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html)
Risks in this sixth category are a recent phenomenon. This is part of the reason why it is useful to distinguish them from other risks. We have not evolved mechanisms, either biologically or culturally, for managing such risks. Our intuitions and coping strategies have been shaped by our long experience with risks such as dangerous animals, hostile individuals or tribes, poisonous foods, automobile accidents, Chernobyl, Bhopal, volcano eruptions, earthquakes, draughts, World War I, World War II, epidemics of influenza, smallpox, black plague, and AIDS. These types of disasters have occurred many times and our cultural attitudes towards risk have been shaped by trial-and-error in managing such hazards. But tragic as such events are to the people immediately affected, in the big picture of things – from the perspective of humankind as a whole – even the worst of these catastrophes are mere ripples on the surface of the great sea of life. They haven’t significantly affected the total amount of human suffering or happiness or determined the long-term fate of our species.             With the exception of a species-destroying comet or asteroid impact (an extremely rare occurrence), there were probably no significant existential risks in human history until the mid-twentieth century, and certainly none that it was within our power to do something about. The first manmade existential risk was the inaugural detonation of an atomic bomb. At the time, there was some concern that the explosion might start a runaway chain-reaction by “igniting” the atmosphere. Although we now know that such an outcome was physically impossible, it qualifies as an existential risk that was present at the time. For there to be a risk, given the knowledge and understanding available, it suffices that there is some subjective probability of an adverse outcome, even if it later turns out that objectively there was no chance of something bad happening. If we don’t know whether something is objectively risky or not, then it is risky in the subjective sense. The subjective sense is of course what we must base our decisions on.[2] At any given time we must use our best current subjective estimate of what the objective risk factors are.[3]             A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century. The special nature of the challenges posed by existential risks is illustrated by the following points: ·        Our approach to existential risks cannot be one of trial-and-error. There is no opportunity to learn from errors. The reactive approach – see what happens, limit damages, and learn from experience – is unworkable. Rather, we must take a proactive approach. This requires foresight to anticipate new types of threats and a willingness to take decisive preventive action and to bear the costs (moral and economic) of such actions. ·        We cannot necessarily rely on the institutions, moral norms, social attitudes or national security policies that developed from our experience with managing other sorts of risks. Existential risks are a different kind of beast. We might find it hard to take them as seriously as we should simply because we have never yet witnessed such disasters.[5] Our collective fear-response is likely ill calibrated to the magnitude of threat. ·        Reductions in existential risks are global public goods [13] and may therefore be undersupplied by the market [14]. Existential risks are a menace for everybody and may require acting on the international plane. Respect for national sovereignty is not a legitimate excuse for failing to take countermeasures against a major existential risk. ·        If we take into account the welfare of future generations, the harm done by existential risks is multiplied by another factor, the size of which depends on whether and how much we discount future benefits [15,16].

AT: Romney Will Moderate In Office 



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

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


2NC: Uniqueness Wall 

Obama winning but its close. 
Economic Times 9-23. ["US Presidential election: Advantage shifts to Barack Obama in most competitive states" -- economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/news-by-industry/et-cetera/us-presidential-election-advantage-shifts-to-barack-obama-in-most-competitive-states/articleshow/16513678.cms]
Obama's momentum did not come overnight. It built over several weeks in which Romney hit some potholes while the president made few errors and benefited from previously unseen advantages in advertising strategy and fundraising.¶ Weeks of campaigning remain, and the three debates, starting Oct. 3, are the kind of events that could change the momentum again. But the race has bent toward Obama at a pivotal moment, according to public and internal campaign polls as well as interviews with leading Democratic and Republican strategists in the most closely contested states.¶ "Months of paid media about Romney not caring about people, being out of touch ... it came into complete focus with Romney making the case against himself,'' Democratic strategist Tad Devine, a top aide to past Democratic nominees Al Gore and John Kerry, said about a video that surfaced last week of Romney speaking at a private fundraiser in May.¶ The polls show trouble rising for Romney almost everywhere he looks. He has fallen dangerously behind in Virginia and Ohio, and his ability to close in on Obama in Iowa and Wisconsin is now in doubt.


Obama is winning but it’s not locked up – events could still swing the race. 
Harwood 9-18. [John, Chief Washington Correspondent, "Obama widens lead in polls as Romney faces challenges" CNBC -- www.cnbc.com/id/49073716]
President Barack Obama has emerged from the conventions of both political parties with a clear lead over Republican challenger Mitt Romney, the latest NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll has found.¶ In the poll, Obama led Romney by 50 percent to 45 percent among Americans judged "likely" to vote by Peter Hart and Bill McInturff, who conducted the NBC/WSJ survey.¶ The Democratic incumbent also reached the 50 percent mark, to Romney's 44 percent, among the larger group of all registered voters.¶ The findings come at a challenging time for Romney's campaign. Two weeks before his first general election debate against Obama, and 7 weeks before Election Day, the former Massachusetts governor faces backbiting within his campaign and finds himself on the defensive over his secretly-taped remarks at a Florida fundraiser. (Read More: Romney Derides Obama Supporters in Damaging Video.)¶ Obama benefited in the survey from an uptick in optimism over the economy as well as the general state of the country.¶ Some 39 percent of registered voters said the country is "headed in the right direction," up from 32 percent before the Republican and Democratic conventions. Some 42 percent predicted the economy will get better in the next year, while just 18 percent predicted it will get worse. In July, voters split evenly on the question. (Read More: Why Obama's Up in Swing States Despite Bad Economy.)¶ The shift marks "an important inflection point" in a race that has resisted movement for most of the year, said McInturff, a Republican pollster. Hart, a Democrat, ascribed the change to an increasing number of voters "getting comfortable with the next four years" of Obama in the White House.¶ "Barack Obama has moved a clear step ahead" in the race against Romney, Hart concluded. But he noted that "it's only a step" — and subsequent events could wipe out the president's advantage.¶ In the survey, Obama's overall job approval also hit the 50 percent mark, which political analysts generally consider an important sign of an incumbent's ability to win re-election.

Silver says 76% chance. 
Silver 9-21. [Nate, political polling genius, "Sept. 20: Obama’s Convention Bounce May Not Be Receding" Five Thirty Eight -- fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/09/21/sept-20-obamas-convention-bounce-may-not-be-receding/#more-34814]
President Obama’s position inched forward in the FiveThirtyEight forecast on Thursday. His chances of winning the Electoral College are 76.1 percent, according to the forecast, up from 75.2 percent on Wednesday. Mr. Obama’s projected margin of victory in the national popular vote also increased slightly, to 3.4 percentage points.¶ By and large, the story that Thursday’s polls told was the same one as on Wednesday. Mr. Obama continues to get very strong results in state polls that use industry-standard methodology, meaning that they use live interviews and place calls to mobile phones along with landlines.¶ In the 10 states that have generally been ranked the highest on our tipping-point list — Ohio, Virginia, Florida, Wisconsin, Colorado, Nevada, Iowa, Pennsylvania, New Hampshire and Michigan — there have been 21 such polls since the Democratic convention ended. Mr. Obama has led in all 21 of these surveys — and usually by clear margins. On average, he has held a six-point lead in these surveys, and he has had close to 50 percent of the vote in them.


Base mobilization. 
Leighton 9-19. [Kyle, Editor of TPM Media's PollTracker, "Pew: Obama Leads By 8 Points, DNC Bolsters Dem Enthusiasm" Talking Points Memo -- 2012.talkingpointsmemo.com/2012/09/pew-dnc-obama-romney-poll-democratic-enthusiasm.php]
President Obama has an 8-point lead over Mitt Romney among likely voters, bolstered by renewed Democratic enthusiasm in the wake of the Democratic National Convention, according to a new poll from the Pew Research Center.¶ “At this stage in the campaign, Barack Obama is in a strong position compared with past victorious presidential candidates,” said Pew President Andrew Kohut. “Obama holds a bigger September lead than the last three candidates who went on to win in November, including Obama four years ago. In elections since 1988, only Bill Clinton, in 1992 and 1996, entered the fall with a larger advantage.”¶ Obama leads Romney 51 percent to 43 percent. A poll from NBC News and the Wall Street Journal released Tuesday night showed a 5-point Obama advantage.¶ President Obama leads almost all public polls taken after the conventions, and he has a 4.1 edge in the PollTracker Average of the national race.


Swing States lead. 
TRNS 9-19. [Talk Radio News Service “Poll: Swing States Still Competitive” -- http://www.talkradionews.com/news/2012/09/19/poll-swing-states-still-competitive.html]
President Barack Obama and Mitt Romney are caught in a tight race in the nation’s swing states, according to a new poll from Gallup/USA Today conducted between September 11th and 17th.¶ In the twelve battleground states, Obama leads with 48 percent among registered voters while Romney trails closely at 46 percent. The close divide mirrors the trend for the majority of the year, save a brief period during the spring wherein Obama took a 9 point lead.¶ Despite the lack of a major shift, approximately 22 percent of swing state voters responded that there minds may not be made up. 17 percent said they could realistically change their mind, including 10 percent of Obama supporters and 7 percent of those backing Romney.¶ 5 percent of respondents said that they have not yet determined who they will¶ The twelve states considered up for grabs this yea are Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Michigan, New Hampshire, Nevada, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Wisconsin.¶ The poll was conducted among 1,096 registered voters spread throughout the dozen states.




AT: Voters Minds are Made Up 

No they’re not. 
Trende 9-20. [Sean, Senior Elections Analyst, "State of the Race, Part 2: Why Romney Wins" Real Clear Politics -- www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2012/09/20/state_of_the_race_part_2_why_romney_wins_115513-2.html]
8) People haven’t made up their minds. Finally, it is important to remember that all the claims about people’s minds being set in stone don’t jibe with what respondents tell pollsters. Table 3 shows when voters have made up their minds over the past four elections. Though the percentage of late-undecideds is diminishing, unless there is a major drop-off this cycle, we can safely say that the decisions of a fairly wide swath of the electorate are not yet firm.

[image: ]

AT: Voter ID Laws Thumper 

Fear of Voter ID Laws spurs democratic turn out – outweighs any negative impact. 
Ballentine 9-4. [Summer, Washington Bureau, "Democrats say Voter ID laws will backfire on Republicans in November" Houston Chronicle -- blog.chron.com/txpotomac/2012/09/democrats-say-voter-id-laws-will-backfire-on-republicans-in-november/]
Democrats are quick to condemn the Voter ID laws approved by Republican legislatures from Pennsylvania to Texas.¶ They’re also saying “thank you.”¶ At a panel today hosted by the National Journal and CBS News, a group of Democratic pollsters predicted that minority voters and young Americans would turn out in even higher-than-normal numbers this fall as an act of protest against the laws requiring voters to present certain forms of photo identification before they can cast a ballot.¶ “This has the ability to piss off a lot of people,” said Democratic pollster John Anzalone. “When you mess with people’s access (to vote), it makes people mad. I think it’s going to backfire.”¶ Anzalone predicted that reports of minority voters being turned away from the polls early on election morning, Nov. 6, will cause shock waves across the nation and will “motivate more people to turn out.”¶ Even before voting day, the ID laws will resonate with Democratic voters.¶ “You’re going to see messaging to African American voters: We have people who died for this right (to vote). They are not going to be denied.”¶ Pollster Celinda Lake said the Voter ID laws have “triggered unprecedented organizing on our side,” including an Obama campaign effort called, “We’ve got your back.”¶ In Pennsylvania, the law’s sponsor said it could help Mitt Romney carry the Democratic-leaning state by eliminating voting fraud. But Democrats say the laws will instead spur enthusiasm among core Democrats.¶ “I don’t think it’s going to depress turnout,” pollster Margie Omero said.


OCS

Appeasing Big Oil can’t help Obama – energy is an inevitable loss for him in the election 
Belogolova ‘12 – reports on energy and environment policy for National Journal and manages the bi-monthly Energy and Environment Insiders Poll, holds bachelor’s degrees in Journalism and European Studies from Boston University. She studied abroad at Oxford University, was one of 10 American journalism students selected for a press trip to Jordan. (Olga, May 17th, "Insiders: Outreach to Oil Industry Won’t Help Obama" http://www.nationaljournal.com/energy/insiders-outreach-to-oil-industry-won-t-help-obama-20120517) 

Better dialogue between the White House and the oil and gas industry has lobbyists and congressional Republicans screaming “politics,” arguing that both sides have something to gain from warmer relations in an election year. But National Journal’s Energy & Environment Insiders say that this ostensible “détente” won’t really do much for President Obama in November.  Nearly 70 percent of Insiders polled said that improved relations with Big Oil won’t help the president at the polls, many pointing out that no one has noticed these developments outside the Beltway and that campaign donations from the industry will still mostly flow to Republicans.
“Follow the money. When oil and gas trade associations shift PAC contributions away from Romney/GOP, then it will help the president,” said one Insider. “Until then, this is less détente than a cold peace.”
Earlier this month, American Petroleum Institute President Jack Gerard told National Journal Dailythat communications between the industry and the White House have improved “dramatically” in recent months. Congressional Republicans were already well aware of that and were not happy. In an April 23 e-mail obtained by NJD, a senior aide on energy issues to Senate Environment and Public Works ranking member James Inhofe, R-Okla., criticized oil and gas lobbyists for working closely with the White House. Despite the growing anxiety over the improved relations, Insiders argue that the whole food fight has likely gone unnoticed outside of Washington, where voters still see Republicans as aligned with the oil industry and the Obama administration aligned with the environmental movement. “Energy-industry leaders understand this is all about politics and that this administration’s heart is with the Sierra Club in stopping ALL fossil fuels.… American people don’t care,” said one Insider, arguing that the story is “too inside Beltway.” Still, 31 percent of Insiders said the Obama administration’s efforts to make nice with the oil and gas industry will actually pay off. “The White House obviously thinks it will,” one Insider said. “How else can you explain the warming relations at this point?” Improved relations with the industry will “marginally” help Obama “with independent voters who want to see Washington working and not riven with partisan dysfunction,” said another Insider. Obama wouldn’t have taken this gamble if he didn’t think it would pay off, some Insiders said, arguing that his drift toward more moderate policies is no accident.“The president has been navigating towards the economic center since November 2010 and a pro-production veneer will certainly help make that case (even if it doesn’t last),” said one Insider.  That doesn’t mean Republicans will back off from attacking Obama on his energy policies. While improved relations between the White House and big oil have thrown a wrench into some of their plans, 93 percent of Insiders say Republicans have plenty of material left. Whether it’s the administration refusing to “drill, baby, drill,” delayng the Keystone XL pipeline, imposing tough environmental regulations, or backing a big loan to struggling solar company Solyndra, Republicans are not short on ammunition to fire at Obama on energy issues. “It may be harder now for Republicans to land punches related to oil and gas, because the administration has called off the dogs, but many voters still think the president would like to thwart production and consumption of fossil fuels,” said one Insider. “Every time the president singles out the oil and gas industry for unfavorable tax treatment, voters are reminded of the White House's true goals." Insiders said that energy issues will continue to be a sticking point in this election — to the very end.  “Energy is one of the president's biggest vulnerabilities. From Solyndra to 'cap and tax,' the administration has pursued one energy flop after another. The president's campaign team must agree, since their first ad was a defensive spot on their energy record, and the follow-up was a campaign swing through the country's energy heartland,” said another Insider. “Republicans are going to continue to pound away on the president's energy record to make sure he doesn't get away with trying to mask it.” “The president has been navigating towards the economic center since November 2010 and a pro-production veneer will certainly help make that case (even if it doesn't last).” “The best case for this proposition was made by Senate Republican staff who chastised the industry for working constructively on their issues with the administration.” “It is clearly damage control, as the president realized that there was a good argument to be made that he was opposed to domestic fossil-fuel resources. The thaw, therefore, might provide the president some much needed cover, however it is unlikely that industry will soon forget the poor treatment for the past three years.” “The White House obviously thinks it will. How else can you explain the warming relations at this point?” “Perhaps marginally so with independent voters who want to see Washington working and not riven with partisan dysfunction. Not sure I accept the premise of the question, though, as I think actions by White House are a political short-term strategic retreat more than anything else.” “Even during the worst periods of World War I, opposing troops sometimes left their bunkers to celebrate holidays. They then returned to the trenches to continue the fight.” “I understand keeping your enemies close, but when this relationship erupts, it'll be the president that gets fracked.” “I don't think anyone outside the Beltway thinks they have thawed that much.” “We see this every election cycle — the Democrats get close to big business in the hopes they'll get strong support and backing in the election, but big business always hedges its bets, gives to both parties, and generally vocally supports GOP policies. It won't do much for Obama's numbers.” “It’s an election year with high gas prices, so the Chicago campaign advisers are repeating their 2008 strategy of trying to reinvent the president as being pro-domestic energy production. The difference this time around is, he has a record to defend.” “Unless Obama has an epiphany on [the] Keystone [XL pipeline], anyone who cares about an energy bill considers him a “some of the above” president when it comes to energy choices.” “Big oil will continue to pour money into American Crossroads and other super PAC’s to defeat President Obama’s reelection bid. Like Republicans in Congress, Big oil will only be satisfied if the president is a one-termer.” “What warming? Weren’t industry and the administration just trading accusations over unused leases?… Whatever thaw is happening it isn’t all that visible, and certainly not on the campaign trail. No help for Obama in November.” “I don’t think improved relations with the industry really matter from an electoral perspective. The industry will continue to finance both the Romney campaign and pro-Romney super PACs in far greater amounts than the Obama campaign, and the industry will continue to bash the president because it is far better off under a Romney administration.”


Plan is a huge flip flop – alienates the base and independents who swing the election. 
Feldmann 12. [Linda, staff writer, “Obama’s push to boost tax revenues: Will voters approve?” Christian Science Monitor -- June 29 -- lexis]
Now Obama is on the hot seat. Progressives oppose cuts in social services and favor ending America's foreign wars and cutting back on defense spending. To keep his political base engaged with his reelection campaign, Obama can't cut a budget deal with the Republicans that alienates core Democrats. He also needs to win back independent voters, who were crucial to his election in 2008 but whose support has faded.¶ The White House has floated a series of proposals aimed at wealthier individuals and entities that would bring more revenue into the Treasury: Eliminate government subsidies for the oil and gas industries; raise taxes on hedge fund managers; close a tax loophole that benefits private jet owners; change the way business inventory is taxed.¶ Those changes don't produce significant revenue, at least when stacked up against the $2 trillion needed in spending cuts and revenue increases. But one proposal would bring in hundreds of billions of dollars: a cap on the tax deductions of households earning more than $500,000 at 10 percent of adjusted gross income.¶ Republicans object to all of the above as tax increases. The White House throws the argument back in their faces, portraying the GOP as protecting the wealthy at the expense of the public good.¶ "On the issue of revenue, do we perpetuate a system that allows for subsidies in revenues for oil and gas, for example, or owners of corporate private jets, and then call for cuts in things like food safety or weather services, things that the federal government really needs to do?" White House press secretary Jay Carney said at his briefing Monday.

Independently Flip flops cost the election
Creamer, 10 -- leading Democratic strategist
(Robert, political organizer and strategist for almost four decades; he and his firm, the Strategic Consulting Group, work with many of the country’s most significant issue campaigns; he was one of the major architects and organizers of the successful campaign to defeat the privatization of Social Security; Huffington Post, "Creamer: Ten Rules for Democratic Success in Midterm Elections," 4-1-2010, http://www.thedemocraticstrategist.org/strategist/2010/04/creamer_ten_rules_for_democrat.php, accessed 8-26-12, mss)
Rule #7: No flip-flops. But that doesn't mean that the qualities of individual candidates aren't important. Democratic Members of Congress need to remember the story of John Kerry's Presidential campaign. Swing voters agreed with Kerry on the issues. But the Republicans convinced them (incorrectly) that he was a "flip-flopper" -- that he had "voted for it before he voted against it" -- that he didn't have a moral center. Commitment is an independent variable in politics and it is especially important to swing voters -- who by definition are not strongly wedded to partisan positions. When people say they hate "typical politicians" they mean they hate candidates who put a finger in the air to test the political winds before they tell you where they stand. They want public officials who have core beliefs and stand up for them. That's why it was so stupid for some Democrats who had voted for the health care reform bill in the first House vote last year to vote against it this time. Their new vote won't matter to hardcore "Obamacare" haters - the Republicans will say they voted for it anyway. But for swing voters their flip-flop is disastrous. The Republicans will run ad after ad reminding swings that Congressman X is a flip-flopper. And of course - in the bargain - their vote served to demobilize their base and will ultimately depress Democratic turnout. Not so smart.


2NC: Dems/Ind. Vtrs Environment Link 

Democrats and independents favor environmental protection – they’ll oppose the plan – energy issue key.
Jones 12. [Jeffrey, managing editor, “Americans split on energy vs. environment trade-off” Gallup -- March 23 -- http://www.gallup.com/poll/153404/Americans-Split-Energy-Environment-Trade-Off.aspx]
Although Americans still view the economy as their No. 1 concern, they perceive the economy to be improving. In this context, the public is now about evenly divided on whether energy development or the environment should be given priority.¶ These results are based on Gallup's annual Environment poll, conducted March 8-11. Rising gas prices, debate over government approval of the Keystone XL pipeline, and President Obama's current energy policy tour highlight the importance of the energy issue. The Keystone issue in particular has reminded Americans about the trade-offs between increased energy production and risks to the environment.¶ Democrats and Republicans take opposing sides on the issue, with Republicans favoring energy development by 68% to 24% and Democrats preferring environmental protection by 56% to 34%. Independents' views are closer to those of Democrats, with 49% prioritizing the environment and 41% energy production.


And independents are key. 
Woodruff 12. [Judy, Journalist, “Woodruff: Will Independents Return to Obama in 2012?” PBS -- February 29 -- http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/2012/02/woodruff-will-independents-return-to-obama-2012.html]
There's a lot of talk thrown around in every election about the influence of independents -- voters who are registered as neither Democrat nor Republican or who swing back and forth. To listen to some pundits (even this reporter has been guilty of this), independent voters hold awesome power in close elections. This may be one election when that conventional wisdom holds up. With a stubbornly polarized atmosphere and partisans on each side fiercely holding to the candidates in their party, the role played by swing voters becomes even more significant. In recent years, independents have made up about 30 percent of the electorate. Republicans and Democrats split most of the other 70 percent, leaving a little room for minority parties. In 2008, President Obama won 52 percent of independent voters, helping propel him to the presidency. This year, there's good reason to believe those same voters who sided with Obama -- rather than the 44 percent of independents who went with Sen. John McCain -- will determine the outcome. First, it's safe to assume almost all self-described Republicans and Democrats will vote for their party's candidate. And it's almost as safe to assume that the McCain independents in 2008 will be reluctant to switch to Obama four years later. That leaves the focus on the Independents who swung to Obama four years ago. They are the subject of a paper by two policy analysts at the Third Way, a Washington, D.C.-based centrist think tank. According to Michelle Diggles and Lanae Erickson, the Obama independents of 2008 have certain qualities that may help us understand which way they'll go in 2012. Diggles and Erickson identify 10 qualities in particular but stress four. First, Obama independents are the most moderate segment of the electorate. Second, they are true swing voters in that nearly half of them did not vote for the Democratic candidate in 2004. Third, they look like the U.S. in that they include more women and are more racially diverse than McCain independents. Fourth, they are secular and attend church less often. With growing signs that independent voters may make up the highest proportion of the electorate since 1976, all eyes are on these prized citizens. But as Diggles and Erickson note: "Not all independents are the same, and the real showdown for 2012 is over who will win the Obama independents." They said that if Obama can win the majority of them, he will win re-election. But if he does no better among them than Democrats did in the 2010 congressional elections when a quarter of the Obama independents voted Republican, the story could be different. Watching how Obama appeals to this crucial voting group is one story we plan to watch throughout this exciting election.





Link Booster: Energy vs. Environment 

Link Turn Shield – plan forces Obama to take a strong stand – guarantees loss of EITHER the base or swing voters. 
Schnur 12. [Dan, director of the Jesse M. Unruh Institute of Politics at the University of Southern California, “The President, Gas Prices and the Pipeline” New York Times -- April 9 -- http://campaignstops.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/04/09/the-president-gas-prices-and-the-keystone-pipeline/]
Like every president seeking re-election, Barack Obama walks the fine line every day between the discordant goals of motivating his party’s strongest loyalists and reaching out to swing voters for their support. A few weeks ago, that pathway took him to a tiny town in Oklahoma, where, caught between the anti-drilling demands of the environmental community and the thirst for more affordable gasoline from unions, business owners and drivers, the president announced his support for building half of an oil pipeline.¶ The economic impact of rising energy prices in itself is considerable, but the psychological toll on voters is just as significant, as tens of millions of motorists are reminded by large signs on almost every street corner of the financial pain of filling their gas tanks. Obama and his political lieutenants are acutely aware that this growing frustration has the potential to complicate an election year that otherwise seems to be shifting in the incumbent’s favor.¶ As a result, Obama has been hitting the energy issue hard in recent weeks, at least as hard as a candidate can hit when forced to navigate between two almost mutually exclusive political priorities. The result is a president who talks forcefully of the benefits of wind and solar power while also boasting about the amount of oil the nation produces under his leadership.¶ There are times when this gets slightly uncomfortable. Obama recently called for increased exploration along the Atlantic Coast but stopped short of calling for expanded drilling in that region. This is the energy policy equivalent of admitting to an experiment with marijuana but not inhaling.¶ Where the issue becomes more tangible and therefore trickier for Obama is when the multiple choices become binary. The debate over the proposed XL Keystone Pipeline that would transport Canadian oil through the nation’s heartland to the Gulf of Mexico crystallizes the choices involved and forces a shades-of-gray conversation into starker hues of black and white.¶ Obama recognizes that the devoted environmentalists who represent a critical portion of the Democratic party base need some motivation to turn out for him in the fall. But he also understands that centrist voters who support him on a range of other domestic and foreign policy matters could be lured away by a Republican opponent who either promises relief at the gas pump or who can lay blame at the White House doorstep for those higher prices. Even more complicated is the role of organized labor, which has poured immense amounts of support into Obama’s re-election but also prioritizes the job-creation potential of the pipeline.

Environmentalists Turn Out High  

Environmentalists happy with Obama now. 
Hudson 9-11. [Audrey, congressional correspondent, "HAS OBAMA MADE THE PLANET GREENER? AL GORE SAYS ‘NO’" Human Events -- www.humanevents.com/2012/09/11/is-the-planet-greener-because-of-obama-al-gore-says-no/]
Democrats wax lyrical when it comes to President Barack Obama’s durable accomplishments to protect the environment and his administration’s efforts to abandon a fossil fuel-based energy in favor of experimental sources of electricity.¶ Among the party’s bragging points, the Obama administration doubled the amount of electricity derived from wind and solar, made historic investments in clean energy, and set the first national standards for mercury emissions.¶ “We can’t have an energy strategy for the last century that traps us in the past,” Obama said in March. “We need an energy strategy for the future—an all-of-the-above strategy for the 21st century that develops every source of American-made energy.”¶ According to Obama’s reelection campaign, that strategy ensures “we never have to choose between protecting our environment and strengthening our economy.”¶ Securing the liberal base¶ It’s a winning strategy for Obama to secure his liberal base and capture support from “Big Green” and the endorsement of significant environmental groups including the Sierra Club, Environment America, League of Conservation Voters, and Clean Water Action.

Environmentalists fired up now. 
Kemp 8-27. [John, Reuters market analyst, "Romney, Obama both evade key energy issues" Arab News -- lexis]
[bookmark: _GoBack]The president is even more quiet on Keystone. Having refused to grant a presidential permit for the northern leg of the pipeline earlier this year on narrow and procedural grounds, the president has left both sides hopeful of an eventual victory after the election is over.¶ If re-elected, however, he is going to have to disappoint someone. Environmentalists have invested enormous significance in Keystone and are among the president's most enthusiastic and committed supporters. If the pipeline is eventually approved, many will feel betrayed.
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