debris

no really, squo solves
Listner 12, Michael, space law attorney, Legal and Policy Editor for Space Safety Magazine, Senior Contributor to DefensePolicy.org [“Swiss space debris effort could open the political door to space debris removal,” February 27th, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/2032/1] HURWITZ
The Swiss Space Center at the Swiss Federal Institute for Technology in Lausanne announced on February 15 its plan to develop and launch a satellite to remove space debris from low Earth orbit. The $11-million satellite, called CleanSpace One, is intended to actively intercept and de-orbit one of two Swiss satellites: the Swisscube-1 picosatellite, launched in 2009, or its cousin TIsat-1, which are each cubes 10 centimeters on a side. CleanSpace One is intended to rendezvous with its target, extend a grappling arm to grab the picosatellite, and then plunge into Earth’s atmosphere, which would result in CleanSpace One’s destruction as well as the defunct satellite during reentry.1 The announcement by the Swiss Federal Institute has been met by enthusiasm by the space debris community, and it holds the promise to demonstrate a viable means of space debris removal. However, in announcing this effort, the Swiss may have inadvertently provided the answer to policy questions surrounding the issue of space debris removal. Space debris removal entails more than then technical challenges. Significant legal and policy challenges are also a substantial part of space debris removal. The legal issues surrounding space debris removal include ownership issues under international law, liability, and in the case of nations such as the United States, technology and licensing and export matters.2 However, while these issues are impediments to space debris removal, they are not insurmountable. Political issues surrounding space debris removal are another impediment equal to, if not greater than, to those presented in the legal arena. Of the political difficulties presented, the most onerous extends to the hardware and methodologies used to remove space debris from orbit because they may be construed to have the potential dual use as a weapon to either disable or de-orbit functioning space objects. This political concern is embodied by the continuing efforts by China and Russia in their efforts to enact the draft Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space, the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects (PPWT). Development and use of technology and methodologies may proceed without the intent of using them for harmful purposes; however, political and diplomatic posturing by other spacefaring and non-spacefaring nations alike could brand space debris removal efforts as a pretext for more threatening activities simply because the potential exists for the technology and methodologies to be used in a manner inconsistent with their true purpose. The Swiss space debris removal effort, however, could sidestep the space weapon debate in particular and provide a forum for large-scale space debris removal efforts. Switzerland has traditionally taken a neutral political stance in larger world affairs. It has no ongoing geopolitical issues with China and Russia, and it stands to reason that the planned flight of CleanSpace One will not raise political objections that the use of the technology demonstrates a space weapon capability. If no objections are raised, and CleanSpace One completes its mission, Switzerland may unintentionally create two routes to nullify political concerns about space debris removal and open up the activity en masse.


Turn- Underpopulated 

The world is DANGEROUSLY UNDERPOPULATED now- increasing population is key to prevent labor source collapse
Sanyal 10/31 (Sanjeev Sanyal is Deutsche Bank's Global Strategist. He is the author of The Indian Renaissance: India’s Rise after a Thousand Years of Decline, The end of population growth, http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/opinion/2011/10/2011103174318924559.html, “As the world's population hits seven billion we face a future of slow growth with implications on global labour supply.”, October 31, 2011,LEQ)

According to the United Nations' Population Division, the world's human population hits seven billion on October 31. As always happens whenever we approach such a milestone, this one has produced a spike in conferences, seminars, and learned articles, including the usual dire Malthusian predictions. After all, the UN forecasts that world population will rise to 9.3 billion in 2050 and surpass 10 billion by the end of this century. Such forecasts, however, misrepresent underlying demographic dynamics. The future we face is not one of too much population growth, but too little. Most countries conducted their national population census last year, and the data suggest that fertility rates are plunging in most of them. Birth rates have been low in developed countries for some time, but now they are falling rapidly in the majority of developing countries. Chinese, Russians, and Brazilians are no longer replacing themselves, while Indians are having far fewer children. Indeed, global fertility will fall to the replacement rate in a little more than a decade. Population may keep growing until mid-century, owing to rising longevity, but, reproductively speaking, our species should no longer be expanding. What demographers call the Total Fertility Rate (TFR) is the average number of live births per woman over her lifetime. In the long run, a population is said to be stable if the TFR is at the replacement rate, which is a little above 2.3 for the world as a whole, and somewhat lower, at 2.1, for developed countries, reflecting their lower infant-mortality rates. The TFR for most developed countries now stands well below replacement levels. The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) average is at around 1.74, but some countries, including Germany and Japan, produce less than 1.4 children per woman. However, the biggest TFR declines in recent years have been in developing countries. The TFR in China and India was 6.1 and 5.9, respectively, in 1950. It now stands at 1.8 in China, owing to the authorities' aggressive one-child policy, while rapid urbanisation and changing social attitudes have brought down India's TFR to 2.6. Gender imbalance An additional factor could depress future birth rates in China and India. The Chinese census suggests that there are 118.6 boys being born for every 100 girls. Similarly, India has a gender ratio at birth of around 110 boys for every 100 girls, with large regional variations. Compare this to the natural ratio of 105 boys per 100 girls. The deviation is usually attributed to a cultural preference for boys, which will take an additional toll on both populations, as the future scarcity of women implies that both countries' effective reproductive capacity is below what is suggested by the unadjusted TFR. Indeed, after adjusting for the gender imbalance, China's Effective Fertility Rate (EFR) is around 1.5, and India's is 2.45. In other words, the Chinese are very far from replacing themselves, and the Indians are only slightly above the replacement rate. The EFR stands at around 2.4 for the world as a whole, barely above the replacement rate. Current trends suggest that the human race will no longer be replacing itself by the early 2020s. Population growth after this will be mostly caused by people living longer, a factor that will diminish in significance from mid-century. View our special coverage of the population milestone These shifts have important implications for global labour supply. China is ageing very rapidly, and its working-age population will begin to shrink within a few years. Relaxing the one-child policy might have some positive impact in the very long run, but China is already past the tipping point, pushed there by the combined effect of gender imbalance and a very skewed age structure. The number of women of child-bearing age (15-49 years) in China will drop 8 per cent between 2010 and 2020, another 10 per cent in the 2020s and, if not corrected, at an even faster pace thereafter. Thus, China will have to withdraw an increasing proportion of its female workforce and deploy it for reproduction and childcare. Even if China can engineer this, it implies an immediate outflow from the workforce, with the benefits lagging by 25 years. Meanwhile, the labour force has peaked or is close to peaking in most major economies. Germany, Japan, and Russia already have declining workforces. The United States is one of a handful of advanced countries with a growing workforce, owing to its relative openness to immigration. But this may change as the source countries become richer and undergo rapid declines in birth rates. Thus, many developed countries will have to consider how to keep people working productively well into their seventies. India, the only large economy whose workforce will grow in sufficient scale over the next three decades, may partly balance the declines expected in other major economies. But, with birth rates declining there, too, current trends suggest that its population will probably stabilise at 1.55 billion in the early 2050s, a full decade ahead of - and 170 million people below - the UN's forecast. Given this, it is likely that world population will peak at nine billion in the 2050s, a half-century sooner than generally anticipated, followed a sharp decline. One could argue that this is a good thing, in view of the planet's limited carrying capacity. But, when demographic dynamics turn, the world will have to confront a different set of problems.

Concede****
Allouche 11—Jeremy Allouche, research Fellow, water supply and sanitation @ Institute for Development Studies, former professor – MIT, PhD in International Relations from the Graduate Institute of International Studies [“The sustainability and resilience of global water and food systems: Political analysis of the interplay between security, resource scarcity, political systems and global trade,” Food Policy, Volume 36, Supplement 1, January 2011, Pages S3–S8, Science Direct]

The question of resource scarcity has led to many debates on whether scarcity (whether of food or water) will lead to conflict and war. The underlining reasoning behind most of these discourses over food and water wars comes from the Malthusian belief that there is an imbalance between the economic availability of natural resources and population growth since while food production grows linearly, population increases exponentially. Following this reasoning, neo-Malthusians claim that finite natural resources place a strict limit on the growth of human population and aggregate consumption; if these limits are exceeded, social breakdown, conflict and wars result. Nonetheless, it seems that most empirical studies do not support any of these neo-Malthusian arguments. Technological change and greater inputs of capital have dramatically increased labour productivity in agriculture. More generally, the neo-Malthusian view has suffered because during the last two centuries humankind has breached many resource barriers that seemed unchallengeable.
Lessons from history: alarmist scenarios, resource wars and international relations
In a so-called age of uncertainty, a number of alarmist scenarios have linked the increasing use of water resources and food insecurity with wars. The idea of water wars (perhaps more than food wars) is a dominant discourse in the media (see for example Smith, 2009), NGOs (International Alert, 2007) and within international organizations (UNEP, 2007). In 2007, UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon declared that ‘water scarcity threatens economic and social gains and is a potent fuel for wars and conflict’ (Lewis, 2007). Of course, this type of discourse has an instrumental purpose; security and conflict are here used for raising water/food as key policy priorities at the international level.
In the Middle East, presidents, prime ministers and foreign ministers have also used this bellicose rhetoric. Boutrous Boutros-Gali said; ‘the next war in the Middle East will be over water, not politics’ (Boutros Boutros-Gali in Butts, 1997, p. 65). The question is not whether the sharing of transboundary water sparks political tension and alarmist declaration, but rather to what extent water has been a principal factor in international conflicts. The evidence seems quite weak. Whether by president Sadat in Egypt or King Hussein in Jordan, none of these declarations have been followed up by military action.
The governance of transboundary water has gained increased attention these last decades. This has a direct impact on the global food system as water allocation agreements determine the amount of water that can used for irrigated agriculture. The likelihood of conflicts over water is an important parameter to consider in assessing the stability, sustainability and resilience of global food systems.
None of the various and extensive databases on the causes of war show water as a casus belli. Using the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) data set and supplementary data from the University of Alabama on water conflicts, Hewitt, Wolf and Hammer found only seven disputes where water seems to have been at least a partial cause for conflict (Wolf, 1998, p. 251). In fact, about 80% of the incidents relating to water were limited purely to governmental rhetoric intended for the electorate (Otchet, 2001, p. 18).
As shown in The Basins At Risk (BAR) water event database, more than two-thirds of over 1800 water-related ‘events’ fall on the ‘cooperative’ scale (Yoffe et al., 2003). Indeed, if one takes into account a much longer period, the following figures clearly demonstrate this argument. According to studies by the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), organized political bodies signed between the year 805 and 1984 more than 3600 water-related treaties, and approximately 300 treaties dealing with water management or allocations in international basins have been negotiated since 1945 ( [FAO, 1978] and [FAO, 1984]).
The fear around water wars have been driven by a Malthusian outlook which equates scarcity with violence, conflict and war. There is however no direct correlation between water scarcity and transboundary conflict. Most specialists now tend to agree that the major issue is not scarcity per se but rather the allocation of water resources between the different riparian states (see for example [Allouche, 2005], [Allouche, 2007] and [Rouyer, 2000]). Water rich countries have been involved in a number of disputes with other relatively water rich countries (see for example India/Pakistan or Brazil/Argentina). The perception of each state’s estimated water needs really constitutes the core issue in transboundary water relations. Indeed, whether this scarcity exists or not in reality, perceptions of the amount of available water shapes people’s attitude towards the environment (Ohlsson, 1999). In fact, some water experts have argued that scarcity drives the process of co-operation among riparians ( [Dinar and Dinar, 2005] and [Brochmann and Gleditsch, 2006]).
In terms of international relations, the threat of water wars due to increasing scarcity does not make much sense in the light of the recent historical record. Overall, the water war rationale expects conflict to occur over water, and appears to suggest that violence is a viable means of securing national water supplies, an argument which is highly contestable.
The debates over the likely impacts of climate change have again popularised the idea of water wars. The argument runs that climate change will precipitate worsening ecological conditions contributing to resource scarcities, social breakdown, institutional failure, mass migrations and in turn cause greater political instability and conflict ( [Brauch, 2002] and [Pervis and Busby, 2004]). In a report for the US Department of Defense, Schwartz and Randall (2003) speculate about the consequences of a worst-case climate change scenario arguing that water shortages will lead to aggressive wars (Schwartz and Randall, 2003, p. 15). Despite growing concern that climate change will lead to instability and violent conflict, the evidence base to substantiate the connections is thin ( [Barnett and Adger, 2007] and [Kevane and Gray, 2008]).


1AR- Turns Russia Relations

And Iran proliferation is causing not cooperation but contention between Russia and the US- jacks relations- the plan threads the needle
[bookmark: _GoBack]RIA Novosti ’12 (RIA Novosti, “U.S. Iran Sanctions Threaten Ties With Russia – Official”, http://en.rian.ru/russia/20120813/175189517.html, August 13, 2012)

Relations between the United States and Russia may suffer as a result of new, wide-ranging U.S. sanctions introduced against Iran, a Russian Foreign Ministry official said on Monday. “Washington should…be aware that our bilateral relations will be seriously affected if the applied American restrictions affect Russian economic players that interact with their Iranian counterparts in strict compliance with our legislation and UN Security Council resolutions,” Maria Zakharova, deputy director of the information and press department at the Foreign Ministry, said in a statement on the ministry's website. U.S. President Barack Obama signed a fresh set of sanctions into law on Monday to pressure Iran over its nuclear program. The law strengthens current restrictions and applies extra penalties on countries working with Iran across a variety of sectors, from oil to insurance and shipping. “This is about new restrictive measures directed not only against Iran, but against foreign companies and individuals who cooperate with it, including in the spheres of hydrocarbons, petrochemicals, financial and insurance sectors,” the Ministry statement said. Moscow “does not recognize” the raft of U.S. sanctions against Iran, Zakharova said, adding that applying pressure on Tehran only undermines the chances for a resolution of the issue. Iran and its nuclear program has long remained a key bone of contention between the United States and Russia. The United States and the European Union have applied a series of economic sanctions against Tehran in a bid to force it to stop its nuclear program, while Russia has called for further negotiations with the Islamic republic. Russia also supplied Iran with the nuclear technology for its Busher atomic power plant and has previously supplied arms to Tehran.



No impact- US would win without any casualties or escalation
Lieber and Press ‘6 (Keir A. Lieber and Daryl G. Press, Assistant Professor of Political Science, University of Notre Dame, and Associate Professor of Political Science, University of Pennsylvania, “The End of MAD? The Nuclear Dimension of U.S. Primacy,” INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, v 30 n 4, Spring 2006, p. 7-8. http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/is3004_pp007-044_lieberpress.pdf]

The age of MAD, however, is waning. Today the United States stands on the verge of attaining nuclear primacy vis-à-vis its plausible great power adversaries. For the first time in decades, it could conceivably disarm the long-range nuclear arsenals of Russia or China with a nuclear first strike. A preemptive strike on an alerted Russian arsenal would still likely fail, but a surprise attack at peacetime alert levels would have a reasonable chance of [succeed] success. Furthermore, the Chinese nuclear force is so vulnerable that it could be destroyed even if it were alerted during a crisis. To the extent that great power peace stems from the pacifying effects of nuclear weapons, it currently rests on a shaky foundation. This article makes three empirical claims. First, the strategic nuclear balance has shifted dramatically since the end of the Cold War, and the United States now stands on the cusp of nuclear primacy.2 Second, the shift in the balance of power has two primary sources: the decline of the Russian nuclear arsenal and the steady growth in U.S. nuclear capabilities. Third, the trajectory of nuclear developments suggests that the nuclear balance will shift further in favor of the United States in the coming years. Russia and China will face tremendous incentives to reestablish mutual assured destruction, but doing so will require substantial sums of money and years of sustained effort. If these states want to reestablish a robust strategic deterrent, they will have to overcome current U.S. capabilities, planned improvements to the U.S. arsenal, and future developments being considered by the United States. U.S. nuclear primacy may last a decade or more. To illustrate the shift in the strategic nuclear balance, we model a U.S. nuclear first strike against Russia. Russia was not chosen because it is the United States’ most likely great power adversary; to the contrary, most analysts expect China to ªll that role. But Russia presents the hardest case for our contention that the United States is on the brink of nuclear primacy. It has about 3,500 nuclear warheads capable of reaching the continental United States; by comparison, China has only 18 single-warhead missiles that can reach the U.S. homeland.3 If the United States can destroy all of Russia’s long-range nuclear systems in a ªrst strike—as we argue it could possibly do today—it suggests that the Chinese strategic nuclear arsenal is far more vulnerable. 
And they can’t access Bostrom- he assumes Cold War levels of nukes which Russia does not have anymore- US would win
Leiber and Press ‘6 (Keir A. Lieber and Daryl G. Press, Assistant Professor of Political Science, University of Notre Dame, and Associate Professor of Political Science, University of Pennsylvania, “The End of MAD? The Nuclear Dimension of U.S. Primacy,” INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, v 30 n 4, Spring 2006, p. 7-8. http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/is3004_pp007-044_lieberpress.pdf)
In the last fifteen years, however, the strategic nuclear balance has shifted profoundly. Part of the shift is attributable to the decline of the Russian arsenal. Compared with the Soviet force in 1990, Russia has 58 percent fewer intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), 39 percent fewer bombers, and 80 percent fewer ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs).16 Furthermore, serious maintenance and readiness problems plague Russia’s nuclear forces. Most of Russia’s ICBMs have exceeded their service lives, and a series of naval accidents— highlighted by the sinking of the attack submarine Kursk in 2000— reºect the severe decay of the ºeet.17 Budgetary constraints have also dramatically reduced the frequency of Russia’s submarine and mobile ICBM patrols, increasing the vulnerability of what would otherwise be the most survivable element of its arsenal. Since 2000, Russian SSBNs have conducted approximately two patrols per year (with none in 2002), down from sixty in 1990, and apparently Russia often has no mobile missiles on patrol.18 Finally, Russia has had difficulty maintaining satellite observation of U.S. ICBM ªelds, and gaps in its radar network would leave it blind to a U.S. submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) attack from launch areas in the Paciªc Ocean.19 While the Russian strategic arsenal has eroded, the United States has continued to modernize its weapons. U.S. strategic forces have shrunk in number since the end of the ColdWar, but they have become more lethal. The U.S. submarine force has undergone nearly continuous improvement over the past ªfteen years. The deployment of the highly accurate Trident II (D-5) SLBM was a Cold War decision, but the United States stuck with the deployment plans and has steadily reªtted its entire SSBN ºeet to carry the new missile.20 Furthermore, the United States has signiªcantly increased the lethality of the original Trident II missile against hard targets such as missile silos: the navy replaced nearly 400 of the 100-kiloton W76 warheads on these missiles with the more powerful 455-kiloton W88 warhead, creating an incredibly lethal combination of accuracy and warhead yield. Other upgrades to Trident II include a more accurate reentry vehicle (RV) and other improvements to increase the missile’s accuracy.21 The United States has also been upgrading its land-based missiles and strategic bombers. Although the United States ªnished dismantling the MX Peacekeeper ICBM in 2005 in accordance with its arms control commitments, the key elements that gave the MX exceptional lethality are being preserved. The nuclear warheads and advanced RVs from the MX are beginning to replace the lower-yield warheads and less accurate RVs on 200 Minuteman III ICBMs. In addition, the Minuteman guidance systems have been upgraded to roughly match the accuracy of the retired MX.22 In another example of U.S. force modernization, the B-2 bomber has been given upgraded avionics that allow it to avoid radar by ºying at extremely low altitude.23 At ªrst glance, this seems like a strange capability to give the B-2: the aircraft is so stealthy that it seems hard to justify the risks of very low altitude ºight (e.g., crashing into the ter-rain) to reduce the bomber’s exposure to radar. However, against an adversary with an extremely sophisticated air defense network (e.g., Russia today or China in the future), very low-level ºight may be necessary to penetrate enemy airspace.
  a/t: gag rule – msu

No abortion policy—wants to avoid conflation with Adkins and limit democrats’ firepower
Talking Points Memo 8/27 (Mitt Romney: Abortion Rights Are Not On The Ballot This Fall, http://2012.talkingpointsmemo.com/2012/08/mitt-romney-abortion-cbs-interview.php
Attempting once again to deflect questions about abortion rights raised in the wake of Todd Akin and the draft GOP platform, Mitt Romney suggested to CBS News Monday that abortion rights are mostly outside the president’s purview. Abortion rights advocates are scratching their heads at that one. “Recognize this is the decision that will be made by the Supreme Court,” Romney told CBS. “The Democrats try and make this a political issue every four years, but this is a matter in the courts. It’s been settled for some time in the courts.” Romney also reaffirmed his view that abortion should be legal in the case of rape, incest and when the health of the mother is at stake, a view that puts him to the left of his party’s platform (which is silent on any exceptions to an abortion ban) and his running mate (who opposes all abortion except in some cases where the mother’s health is on the line). Romney is anxious to change the subject, though (he acknowledged on Sunday that the Akin fallout has hurt the GOP’s standing among women), and told CBS that the idea that abortion is on the ballot this fall is a straw man thrown up by his political opponents.

Other methods solve now
Epstein, ’11 “Talking Their Way Out of a Population Crisis” NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/10/23/opinion/sunday/talking-their-way-out-of-a-population-crisis.html?pagewanted=all&_moc.semityn.www
Since then, many researchers have found that spousal communication is a powerful predictor of both contraceptive use and smaller family size. The converse is also true: wherever such discussions are silenced by churches, governments, patriarchy or puritanism, birthrates remain high. Could a “contraceptive talking cure” work in Africa in our own century? It just might, and the evidence comes from somewhere almost no one has thought to look: Africa’s evangelical churches, long seen as the bane of family planning programs everywhere. A Columbia University demographer, James F. Phillips, stumbled upon this curious finding about 10 years ago. He and a group of Ghanaian colleagues had spent a decade trying to encourage contraceptive use in the Kassena-Nankana district of northern Ghana, with little success. When they began their work in 1990, the Kassena-Nankana people were among the poorest in the world and losing one child in four to disease and malnutrition. They saw large families as an asset, and the entire culture of these rugged people was devoted to reproduction. Family planning was not even open to discussion. Women who refused to have sex with their husbands, or who tried to use contraception secretly, were beaten. “If the man’s penis is up,” explained one, “unless it enters into the vagina, it won’t lie down. So allow him to have his sex and only then can you be free. Is it not better to have the sex than to have the beating?” When asked about family planning, another woman said, “If you talk about such issues, you are a fool.” A team of doctors from the Ghana Health Service created a program to send nurses from hut to hut on motorized scooters treating sick children and pregnant women and offering contraceptive pills and injections. Ten years later, child mortality had fallen by 70 percent. But most women were still afraid to even discuss family planning. Dr. Phillips and his Ghanaian colleagues knew that for family planning programs to succeed, they would also have to empower women to use contraception. But how? At first, they organized special “durbars” — all-male political gatherings presided over by the village chief — to help explain to men that family planning would make their women and children healthier and stronger. These efforts weren’t very successful. Then the team noticed two things: Their data clearly showed that large numbers of women were having fewer children, whether or not they lived near the experimental family planning programs. And large numbers of evangelical preachers were establishing churches in the Ghanaian hinterlands to which, every Sunday, Kassena-Nankana women dressed in Western-style finery headed in droves.

Ease of lifting gag rule is only a reason intervening actors could solve if population crisis got out-of-control

US provides only six percent of population services
Eberstadt 2 (Nicholas, the Henry Wendt chair in political economy at the American Enterprise Institute, February 11, The Weekly Standard)
Second, U.S. population assistance is only one component of the total resources used in family planning in low-income regions -- and while the United States may be a major international funder, it is by no means the dominant funder. If U.N. estimates are correct, U.S. funding today (around $ 450 million per year) accounts for less than a quarter of all Western population aid -- almost four-fifths comes from other Western sources. And a still greater pool of family planning funds -- some $ 7.5 billion -- is raised by low-income countries themselves. By that reckoning, U.S. population assistance amounts in aggregate to only 6 percent of the resources for population programs that developing countries are already mobilizing.

Most optimistic scenario still triggers the impact
Weiss ’12 (Kenneth, “Fertility rates fall, but global population explosion goes on” LA Times, July 12, http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/world/population/la-fg-population-matters1-20120722-html,0,7213271.htmlstory
According to United Nations projections, the number will rise to 9.3 billion by 2050 — the equivalent of adding another India and China to the world. That's an optimistic scenario, one that assumes the worldwide average birthrate, now 2.5 children per woman, will decline to 2.1. If birthrates stay where they are, the population is expected to reach 11 billion by midcentury — akin to adding three Chinas. Under either forecast, scientists say, living conditions are likely to be bleak for much of humanity. Water, food and arable land will be more scarce, cities more crowded and hunger more widespread.

Population boom not root cause of impacts
Angus and Butler ‘11 (Ian Angus is coauthor of Too Many People? Population, Immigration, and the Environmental Crisis. He is editor of the ecosocialist journal Climate and Capitalism. Simon Butler is coauthor of Too Many People? Population, Immigration, and the Environmental Crisis. He is editor of Green Left Weekly, “Population crisis: blame the 1 per cent” http://www.abc.net.au/unleashed/3610642.html)
But most of the 7 billion are not endangering the earth. The majority of the world's people don't destroy forests, don't wipe out endangered species, don't pollute rivers and oceans, and emit essentially no greenhouse gases. Even in the rich countries of the Global North, most environmental destruction is caused not by individuals or households, but by mines, factories, and power plants run by corporations that care more about profit than about humanity's survival. No reduction in US population would have stopped BP from poisoning the Gulf of Mexico last year. Lower birth rates won't shut down Canada's tar sands, which Bill McKibben has justly called one of the most staggering crimes the world has ever seen. Universal access to birth control should be a fundamental human right - but it would not have prevented Shell's massive destruction of ecosystems in the Niger River delta, or the immeasurable damage that Chevron has caused to rainforests in Ecuador. Ironically, while populationist groups focus attention on the 7 billion, protestors in the worldwide Occupy movement have identified the real source of environmental destruction: not the 7 billion, but the 1 per cent, the handful of millionaires and billionaires who own more, consume more, control more, and destroy more than all the rest of us put together.

Frankenstorm

Frankenstorm thumps turnout
Walsh 10-26. [Paul, VP of Weather Analytics, The Weather Channel, "Will 'Frankenstorm' Impact the 2012 Presidential Election?" CNBC -- www.cnbc.com/id/49569527]

As we enter the final days of the 2012 race, with each campaign raising and spending an unprecedented amount of money, the final call on who wins or loses may come down to something as simple as the weather on Election Day.¶ It turns out that when it comes to turnout, the weather is important. Really important.¶ The Weather Channel has partnered with Ipsos to get a read on how the weather would influence voter turnout.¶ And here’s the headline: 35% of undecided voters say bad weather will impact their decision to head to the polls.¶ The risk from Hurricane Sandy is indirectly related to the actual storm; rather it’s a function of four things, most of them bad for President Obama and Governor Romney:¶ Momentum loss due to the media distraction during the lead-up to the storm¶ Recovery efforts in key states like Virginia, Pennsylvania, Ohio and New Hampshire¶ Voter turn-out issues from areas experiencing wide-spread power outages. This could include large portions of Virginia, Pennsylvania and New Hampshire.¶ Controversy following a close election related to voter turnout affected by the storm¶ Here are some other key findings from The Weather Channel/Ipsos:¶ Already-decided voters are more certain they’ll vote, regardless of the weather. Among those who plan to vote and know which candidate they’ll vote for, 19 percent say bad weather will impact whether they make it to the polls, as compared to 35 percent of undecided voters¶ In bad weather, Mitt Romney’s supporters are more likely to vote. Among registered voters, 28 percent who support President Barack Obama are likely to say that bad weather would have a “significant or moderate impact” on their getting to the polls versus 19 percent of Gov. Romney’s supporters. 

Sandy means no turnout or media coverage
Kurtz 10-28-12 [Howard, Daily Beast, “Hurricane Sandy Upends the Presidential Campaign”, http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/10/28/hurricane-sandy-upends-the-presidential-campaign.html

Mitt Romney and Barack Obama have spent months meticulously planning the endgame of reaching enough wavering voters to eke out an Electoral College victory.¶ And now it could all be blown away by a monster storm. If Hurricane Sandy does anywhere near as much damage as forecasters are predicting, it will upend both presidential campaigns and leave millions of voters focused more on personal misery than politics.¶ Oh, and have I mentioned that the media love extreme weather?¶ The so-called Frankenstorm is expected to make landfall somewhere between Maryland and Rhode Island on Monday, but it is so broad—with tropical storm winds covering 450 miles—that it could wreak devastation along the Eastern Seaboard and as far inland as Ohio.¶ This is already causing havoc with campaign schedules, forcing Romney and Vice President Biden to cancel weekend rallies in Virginia Beach. The president is heading to Florida on Sunday night, earlier than he had originally planned.¶ But more than the candidates’ ability to show up in the swing states is at stake. Millions of people may be without power in the final week of the campaign. That means they won’t see the barrage of television ads that the campaigns will be unleashing, despite the fact that Mitt Romney’s team has been hoarding cash for just this moment.¶ Every analyst says the tight election could turn on get-out-the-vote efforts. But fewer voters might turn out if they’re worried about rotting food in their refrigerators and sleeping in cold houses. The storm could particularly set back early-voting efforts in the affected states.¶ The situation is reminiscent of the problem Romney faced on the eve of the Republican convention. While Hurricane Isaac turned out to be a bust, just dumping some rain on Tampa, Romney made the right decision in canceling the convention’s first night because the television coverage was all about the storm.¶ And that, from the campaigns’ point of view, is the killer potential of Sandy. We could be looking at days of saturation coverage on cable news and morning shows, all but obliterating the closing messages that Obama and Romney want to deliver. Even if you live in swing-state Colorado, far from the storm’s path, you’re going to see endless live shots of windswept correspondents in parks getting soaked.

More ev
CNN 10-26-12. politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2012/10/26/frankenstorm-meets-barnstorm-as-weather-and-politics-collide/
While Obama and Romney have a host of battlegrounds states to visit that are out of the storm's path – including Colorado, Iowa and Ohio – the consequences of a major storm would echo beyond mere logistics. A hurricane hitting the most densely populated section of the country would also suck media coverage from the campaign, as television networks and newspapers deploy resources to cover weather rather than politics.

Obama Lose Now 1AR

Group the UQ debate- 

Romney will win
Symon 10-29. [Mary Ellen, Irish Daily Mail columnist, "Mitt Romney might win this election" Daily Mail Online -- synonblog.dailymail.co.uk/2012/10/mitt-romney-might-win-this-election.html]
Time to get used to the idea: Mitt Romney might win this election. As of yesterday, the Real Clear Politics average of ten national opinion polls showed Mr Romney ahead of Mr Obama by one point.¶ Significantly, the famously accurate Rasmussen Reports poll had Mr Romney at plus 4 points, and Gallup had him up by 5 points. Some mainstream media polls showed different figures. NBC News/Wall Street Journal showed a tie, while, the Washington Times/JZ Analytics had Mr Obama up by 3 points. The poll from my old employers at CBS News had Mr Obama up by 2 points.¶ So the election will be tight, but Mr Romney could do it. After tens of millions of Americans saw the real Barack Obama in the three televised debates – with no teleprompter to feed him a prepared speech, and as the veteran political writer Peggy Noonan said, being ‘petulant, put upon, and above it all, full of himself’ -- and didn’t like what they saw, the momentum moved to the Republican, and has stayed there.¶ More importantly, the big momentum to Mr Romney is among independent voters.¶ According to the Weekly Standard, a leading neo-con magazine, Mr Romney’s ‘strong and sustained lead among independent voters’ is a problem for the president: ‘Despite four years of boasting from the Democrats that they were in the process of transforming the electorate, the fact remains that voters unaffiliated with either party determine the outcome of national elections.'¶ 'And with these voters, Romney has a substantial lead. The most recent Rasmussen Reports poll shows Romney besting Obama by 13 points, 52 percent to 39 percent, among unaffiliated voters. Since 1972, the fist year of exit polling, no candidate for president has won election while losing independents by such a wide margin.’¶ Enough momentum among independents in a few key states and Mitt Romney will be in.

Republican enthusiasm
Barone 10-25. [Michael, Senior Political Analyst for the Washington Examiner, Suburbs Swing to Debate-Tested Romney" Real Clear Politics -- www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2012/10/25/suburbs_swing_to_debate-tested_romney.html]
The Gallup tracking poll, whose procedure for designating likely voters makes it very susceptible to shifts in the balance of enthusiasm, has been showing Romney ahead by 5 to 7 points.¶ That suggests that since the Oct. 3 debate Republicans have been consistently more motivated to vote than at least temporarily disheartened Democrats.¶ That's a factor to keep in mind while assessing polls in old or new target states. Some have samples more Democratic in party identification than in the exit poll in 2008, when Democrats were enthused and Republicans downcast.¶ The usual caveats are in order. Exogenous events could affect opinion (Libya seems to have hurt Obama). The Obama ground game is formidable. Voters that switched to Romney could switch back again.¶ And if there is a larger reservoir of potentially changeable voters than in 2004, there was an even larger reservoir back in 1980, when Carter attracted white Southerners who now are firmly in Romney's column.¶ Mechanical analogies can be misleading. Just because Romney has gained ground since Oct. 3 does not guarantee that he will gain more.¶ But also keep in mind that Romney gained not just from style but from fundamentals. Most voters dislike Obama's domestic policies and are dissatisfied with the sluggish economy. And now they seem to believe they have an alternative with presidential stature.
Electoral math. 
Portnoy 10-18. [Howard, NY Daily news journalist,  "Romney takes his first Electoral College lead" Examiner -- www.examiner.com/article/romney-takes-his-first-electoral-college-lead]
Since the debate on Tuesday, which many analysts ceded to President Obama, mainly on strength of his having shown, the term comeback kid has been getting play among liberal pundits. Yet, this afternoon’s Real Clear Politics Electoral Map suggests goaway kid (or maybe just, “Go away, kid!”) is a more fitting description.¶ The map for the first time gives challenger Mitt Romney a lead of 206 to 201 over Obama in Electoral College votes. Strikingly, the map has Florida (with 29 Electoral votes), Michigan (with 16), Ohio (with 18), Pennsylvania (with 20), Virginia (with 13), and Wisconsin (with 10) all in the toss-up column. In addition, North Carolina, with its 15 Electoral votes, has moved from toss-up to “lean Romney.”

50 point threshold
McCain 10-18. [Not John but Robert Stacy, author and blogger, "Obama's hope fades in virginia" American Spectator -- spectator.org/archives/2012/10/18/obamas-hope-fades-in-virginia]
This year, however, the shiny newness that made Obama such a historical phenomenon four years ago has worn off, as Hope and Change have given way to economic stagnation and political gridlock. Nearly all the excitement now -- in Virginia, as across the country -- is on the Republican side and, with less than three weeks remaining until Election Day, it appears unlikely the Obama campaign can close the "enthusiasm gap" that has broken wide open since Romney's decisive win in the first debate. Although the grassroots core of the Democratic Party was somewhat encouraged by Biden's performance in last week's vice-presidential debate and Obama's showing in Tuesday's town-hall debate, neither of those seemed to have the impact of Romney's stunning Oct. 3 breakthrough. The Gallup tracking poll released Wednesday showed Romney surging to a six-point lead nationally -- with the GOP challenger clearing the critical 50-percent threshold -- and there are now clear indicators that even Obama's campaign leadership knows the president's re-election chances are dwindling.¶ The Democrats are evidently shrinking their Electoral College map, in what looks like a defensive "triage" strategy to win just enough states to hold on to the White House. Team Obama already appears to have written off North Carolina, which the president narrowly won in 2008, but which he hasn't visited since the Democratic convention in Charlotte early last month. In a remarkable interview with National Journal's Major Garrett, top Obama strategist David Plouffe suggested that the Democrat is prepared to fall back to a last-ditch defense of just four battleground states -- Ohio, Iowa, Nevada, and New Hampshire -- that would provide enough of an Electoral College cushion for Obama to squeak past to re-election. That would mean ceding not only North Carolina but also Colorado, Florida, and Virginia to Romney, and might permit the Republican turnout operation to maximize its margins in those states without the battering "headwind" of Democrat attack ads. (Such ads, however, continue to run, and there is not yet any sign of a let-up in the Democrat ad blitz.)¶ However, with the final days of the election season now ticking away, the Romney campaign's momentum continues, and events in Virginia may yet have nationwide impact. The front page of Thursday's Washington Times features a story about how the Obama administration's "war on coal" has thwarted plans by the tiny Appalachian town of Grundy to expand its airport. The hostile regulatory climate imposed by the president's environmental agenda has been a steady theme of Romney's stump speeches. The coal issue also resonates in Ohio, as well as Pennsylvania, which RCP likewise counts as a battleground state. Coal-industry advocates in Grundy are planning a rally Sunday, and their story could help dramatize the economic costs of the administration's anti-coal policies.¶ It is too early to conclude that Romney is on a direct path to the White House. Professor Glenn Reynolds has repeatedly warned in moments of optimism, "Don't get cocky." Yet if the political landscape keeps tilting toward the GOP, the first harbinger of a Republican victory may come on Election Night when the networks make the call in Virginia.

Plan Popular (Public)

Newest surveys go aff
Westenhaus 9/30/12 
Brian, editor of the popular energy technology site New Energy and Fuel, "Confidence in Nuclear Power is on the Rise Again," http://oilprice.com/Alternative-Energy/Nuclear-Power/Confidence-in-Nuclear-Power-is-on-the-Rise-Again.html-http://oilprice.com/Alternative-Energy/Nuclear-Power/Confidence-in-Nuclear-Power-is-on-the-Rise-Again.html, AM
The Nuclear Energy Institute announced a September telephone survey in a press release suggesting almost two thirds of U.S. adults favor the use of nuclear energy as one of the ways to provide electricity in the United States. This latest survey found that Americans strongly favoring nuclear energy outnumber those strongly opposed by a two-to-one ratio, 29% versus 14%. The new numbers improve on a poll conducted in September 2011, six months after the Fukushima accident, when 62% of American favored nuclear energy, with 35% opposed. The new survey shows confidence is improving. Just over three quarters of respondents agree that nuclear energy facilities operating in the United States are ‘safe and secure,’ while only 19% think they are not. Eighty percent of Americans opposed to 16% believe “we should learn the lessons from the Japanese accident and continue to develop advanced nuclear energy plants to meet America’s growing electricity demand.” In a shock to the political system and the anti nuclear crowd a large majority (81%) of those surveyed favor the renewal of operating licenses of facilities that continue to meet federal safety standards, while 74% believe electric utilities should prepare now so they will be ready to build new nuclear power plants in the next decade if needed
Romney winning econ now
Langer 10/25, Gary, internationally recognized public opinion researcher with expertise in news polling, analysis of social, political and economic attitudes, questionnaire design, data interpretation, survey methodology and survey management “Romney Hits the 50 Percent Mark, With a Clear Edge on the Economy,” 10/25, http://abcnews.go.com/blogs/politics/2012/10/romney-hits-the-50-percent-mark-with-a-clear-edge-on-the-economy/

Mitt Romney has seized further advantage on economic issues at the core of the 2012 campaign, taking him to 50 percent support among likely voters vs. 47 percent for Barack Obama – Romney’s highest vote-preference result of the contest to date. The difference between the two candidates is within the margin of sampling error in the latest ABC News/Washington Post daily tracking poll, and their individual support levels have not significantly changed. But the momentum on underlying issues and attributes is Romney’s. Romney’s gains are clear especially in results on the economy. This poll, produced for ABC by Langer Research Associates, finds that likely voters now pick Romney over Obama in trust to handle the economy by 52-43 percent – the first time either candidate has held a clear lead over the other on this central issue. Equally important, Romney has erased Obama’s customary advantage on which candidate better understands the economic problems of average Americans. Today, 48 percent pick Obama, 46 percent Romney – essentially a dead heat. Yesterday and today mark the first time in the campaign that Obama hasn’t had at least a marginally significant lead on economic empathy.

Plan’s spun as a job creator
Hartmann, 12 -- SLM co-owner (Ray, "Think Again," St. Louis Magazine, June 2012, www.stlmag.com/St-Louis-Magazine/June-2012/Think-Again-Nuclear-Power-Debate-Returns-to-Missouri-Politics/, accessed 9-4-12, mss)
Yes, nuclear power is back as a political issue, and again it’s the Democrats making the most noise. But this time, the party is anything but anti-nuke: Not only is the erstwhile party of the political left beating the drums for nuclear reactors, it also wants the state to become the global kingpin of the nuke-building business. Poor Republicans. Try positioning yourselves to the right of that in an election year. What are they supposed to do? Call for a nuclear reactor in every pot? They ought to sue the Democrats for identity theft. What happened? Here’s what: Nuclear power became a job creator. And since we all know that the most important function of government is to create jobs—an article of faith to which Democrats and Republicans join at the hip in pledging their daily allegiance—then how can any voter-fearing politician be anything but pro-nuke in 2012? I know your next question: “No, really, what happened?” What really happened is that the very notion of government’s purpose has transformed since a generation of Americans just said no to nuclear generators. Back in the ancient ’70s, concern over the environment might have actually trumped concern over the plight of a multinational giant missing a corporate-welfare opportunity—especially among Democrats. Back then, Democrats didn’t sound like chamber of commerce presidents on the stump; they actually talked about attacking poverty and housing needs and welfare for children, among other issues. Today, they dare not express concern about anyone lower on the economic ladder than the middle class. Far too often, today’s message from the party of President John F. Kennedy is: “Ask not what government can do for you. Ask what government can do for your company.” Even the Republicans of yesteryear weren’t as bullish on business as Democrats are today. They campaigned for less regulation and for other policies that chamber of commerce presidents would like, but they didn’t pretend that the mission of the government itself was to create jobs. There’s a reason for this, radical as it might seem: Government in our democratic republic was never intended to fulfill the mission of job creation. That’s why there isn’t a constitution in the land that references the subject. None of that matters now. With precious few exceptions, people running for public office must convince voters that they will create jobs and repair what’s broken in the economy, all the while professing their belief that government isn’t the answer to anything. It’s a ridiculous premise. State and local governments don’t create jobs—other than public ones, which have now fallen out of public favor—and the entire economic development/tourism game is about nothing more than outbribing one’s state- and local-government counterparts with special tax breaks and other corporate-welfare gifts to new and expanding companies. In this context, if building nuclear power plants can be sold as economic development, no self-protecting politician would trivialize the subject with peripheral detail such as environmental-safety or public-health concerns.

That’s key
Rasmussen 9-11. ["Job Creation? 47% Trust Obama, 45% Romney" -- www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/business/jobs_employment/september_2012/job_creation_47_trust_obama_45_romney]
Following another dismal jobs report, voters overwhelmingly rate job creation as important to their vote but are almost evenly divided when it comes to which presidential candidate they trust more on the issue.¶ The latest Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey finds that 95% of Likely U.S. Voters rate the issue of job creation as important to how they will vote in November. That includes 69% who consider it Very Important. Only three percent (3%) view job creation as not very or Not At All Important to their vote. (To see survey question wording, click here.)

Florida’s a tossup and key
Wallace 10/25, Jeremy, political writer for the Herald Tribune, “Florida still holds key to 2012 election,” 10/25, http://politics.heraldtribune.com/2012/10/25/florida-still-holds-key-to-2012-election/

That’s to say nothing of the television commercials in Florida that continue to make Tampa Bay one of the nation’s most saturated when it comes to political advertising. It all shows that Florida remains one of the nine most critical swing states down the stretch. Last week it looked like Florida was beginning to lean in Romney’s favor, said Larry Sabato, director of the Center for Politics at the University of Virginia. But because of how close the national race is, neither camp is taking anything for granted. And for good reason. Of the last 14 major public polls conducted in Florida, all but two have shown the race within the margin of error of being a tie.

Plan’s key to Florida
Whitman, 12 -- former New Jersey governor (Christine Todd, former EPA administrator, CASEnergy co-chair, and Karen Avilla, Hispanic Elected Local Officials president, "Nuclear energy = green jobs, economic growth in Fla., beyond," Orlando Sentinel, 6-22-12, articles.orlandosentinel.com/2012-06-22/opinion/os-ed-nuclear-energy-florida-jobs-062212-20120621_1_nuclear-energy-green-jobs-hispanic-community, accessed 9-4-12, mss)
We all know how critical Florida is to the outcome of this year's election. This week, as Orlando hosts the annual conference of the National Association of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials, all eyes are on the presidential candidates as they speak to Hispanic elected officials — and by extension, to their constituents — about the issues that are top of mind for voters. Notably, the conference addresses two issues also of paramount concern to all Floridians: energy and the economy. From our perspective, these issues are deeply intertwined — and one way that Floridians and the state's thriving Hispanic community can advocate for economic growth through renewed investment in clean energy is by supporting nuclear energy. We need to let the candidates know that Americans are relying on the next president for clean, sustainable energy policies that benefit us all. As we look toward diversifying America's energy portfolio and building out the energy generated by renewables, candidates should look to nuclear energy as one proven way to effectively meet growing demand. In doing so, they are registering their support for well-paying jobs, sustained economic growth and clean, affordable energy options. Florida is one of many states exploring opportunities to expand capacity at existing facilities, which would mean the creation of new jobs and added economic impact. By showing our support for Florida's five nuclear-energy reactors, as well as paving the way for the expansion of the infrastructure that supports them in the state and beyond, we can help create and sustain green jobs and work to reduce unemployment. Florida needs jobs. While overall U.S. unemployment rates stand at 8.2 percent, unemployment in Florida is slightly higher, at 8.6 percent. National unemployment among Hispanics is higher still, at 11 percent. At present, the U.S. nuclear-energy industry supports 100,000 American jobs. Each new nuclear facility creates an average of 1,400 to 1,800 high-paying jobs, often reaching as many as 3,500 jobs during peak construction periods. Once operational, these facilities create 400 to 700 direct and permanent jobs.


Romney winning North Carolina
Rasmussen 10-3. ["Election 2012: North Carolina President" -- www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/elections/election_2012/election_2012_presidential_election/north_carolina/election_2012_north_carolina_president]
The presidential race in North Carolina is tighter this month, but Mitt Romney still earns over 50% of the vote in the key battleground state.¶ The latest Rasmussen Reports telephone survey of Likely North Carolina Voters finds Romney with 51% support to President Obama’s 47%. One percent (1%) prefers some other candidate, while another one percent (1%) is still undecided. (To see survey question wording, click here.)


Plan’s key to North Carolina
Downey, 12 -- Charlotte Business Journal senior staff writer (John, "Poll: NC voters support ‘advanced’ energy," Charlotte Business Journal, 8-30-12, www.bizjournals.com/charlotte/blog/power_city/2012/08/poll-nc-voters-support-advanced.html, accessed 9-4-12, mss)
A new poll by a national energy organization says more than 75 percent of likely N.C. voters surveyed want the next president to put a priority on developing what the group calls “advanced energy” such as alternative-fuel cars, and electricity from renewable and nuclear resources. And almost 90 percent of the voters surveyed told the group such energy sources are “very important or somewhat important to America’s future.” The survey was conducted two weeks ago for Advanced Energy Economy by John Zogby’s JZ Analytics firm. It got responses from 600 N.C. voters and has a margin of error of 4.1 percentage points.

North Carolina’s key
PR Web, 12 -- citing Allan Lichtman, distinguished professor of history at American University
("American University Professor Says North Carolina Still a Swing State for Election 2012," 8-27-12, news.yahoo.com/american-university-professor-says-north-carolina-still-swing-130503198.html, accessed 9-4-12)
North Carolina, host to the 2012 Democratic National Convention, was key to Barack Obama winning the presidency in 2008, making him the first Democratic president since Jimmy Carter to win the “Old North State.” But Obama’s victory in North Carolina was narrow—he won by about 14,000 votes—and the African-American vote was a central component of Obama’s success. Now fast forward to 2012. In May, the state overwhelmingly passed a ban on same-sex marriage with 61 percent of voters in favor of the ban; 39 percent against it. That 61 percent, too, included a large number of African-American votes. The day after the ban passed, President Obama publicly announced his support of same-sex marriage, raising the question of whether Obama can count on winning the state again in 2012. Numerous early polls in North Carolina show Republican Presidential candidate Mitt Romney in the lead. Is North Carolina still a swing state? Most definitely, says Allan Lichtman, distinguished professor of history at American University in Washington, D.C., and an expert on presidential elections. “Same-sex marriage is clearly an unpopular issue in North Carolina,” Lichtman said. “However, it is not an important voting issue in this election. It could slightly affect turnout, but many other factors will influence turnout as well.”
Winners Win (Elections)

Substance wins provide long-term momentum
Davis, 11 -- special counsel to President Clinton (Lanny, formerly served under the Clinton and Bush W. administrations, Washington attorney specializing in legal crisis management, "Column: Obama, be a sharp-elbowed centrist," USA Today, 8-17-11, www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/2011-08-17-obama-leadership-economy_n.htm, accessed 9-1-12)
The time is now: Barack Obama needs to demonstrate a new style of leadership. The president is a basketball player. He knows that sharp elbows can hurt people when they are swung. But they also open up scoring opportunities. America faces two major problems that have shaken the country's confidence: debt and high unemployment. To lead on both issues, Obama needs to emulate two presidents from opposite parties who provided needed leadership by sometimes throwing an elbow or two at their own political bases. Anti-tax conservatives who now revere Ronald Reagan forget that back in 1982, Reagan infuriated them by supporting the largest peacetime tax increase in U.S. history and cutting a deal with Democratic Speaker Thomas "Tip" O'Neill to protect the solvency of Social Security, in part by raising taxes. Bill Clinton, known for the hatred he inspired on the far right of the Republican Party, also infuriated many in the left base of the Democratic Party by working with Republicans to balance the budget, enact welfare reform and approve NAFTA. President of the people This could be President Obama's moment to show that kind of fighting centrist leadership. Not tacking to the far left to shore up his base, but becoming a president of the people, politics be damned. By being proactive, for example, on the national debt and jobs creation issues, he can manage a triangulation message that isolates the extremes on the left and the right: those Democrats who say "no way" on entitlement reform, and those Republicans who say "not a chance" on tax increases. In doing so, he'd place himself — as Reagan and Clinton did so well — in the great center, where the majority of the American people are. On the debt and deficit issue, he should endorse, at long last, all the specific recommendations of the Simpson-Bowles Commission on fiscal responsibility. Call it the Obama Mulligan, since he ignored the commission last time around. As the 65-page report states at the outset, the recommendations were meant to be taken all together or not at all, and they included substantial cuts, new revenue and tax changes to spur economic growth. It also tackled Social Security and Medicare. If enacted, the result would be a $4 trillion debt reduction over 10 years, not just the $1.2 trillion that the upcoming "supercommittee" of Congress is supposed to achieve. On job creation, if John Kennedy can get America from the ground to the moon in less than eight years, then Obama can exercise all the powers of the presidency to get shovels in the ground and millions of Americans in new jobs within eight months. How? He can use executive orders to suspend regulations, award contracts and ultimately put men and women to work. Franklin Roosevelt stretched the power of the executive to help the country escape the Great Depression, and most recently George W. Bush did so in the wake of the 9/11 attacks. Not ideal, but over the course of our nation's history, presidents have flexed executive muscle in times of crisis in order to get the job done. The times call for no less by Obama. There is much to be done — building and fixing bridges, highways, railway lines, airports, office building energy retrofits, environmental cleanup, you name it. But these projects don't have to be debt-drivers. The money invested could be repaid from user-based fees, tolls and cash savings from reduced energy costs. Such bold and decisive moves by this president would be criticized as brash by some, reckless by others. But the American people would see the strength in a man standing up to the extremes of both parties to simply do what is best for this country. At a time when many Americans doubt the ability of the federal government to even function, these optics matter greatly. A decisive president — a leader leading — cannot be underestimated. Time to take a risk Thus, Obama can no longer afford, as has often been his custom, to wait for Congress to act and then step in as a final mediator. He needs to take the risk to put a stake in the ground and lead, if necessary to get out in front of congressional and party leadership, even of public opinion. He needs to simply do what he thinks is right. By doing so, President Obama can show that he represents all the American people and is willing to fight for the national interest, that he is willing to strive to be Teddy Roosevelt's "man in the arena … who at the best knows in the end the triumph of high achievement and who at the worse, if he fails, at least he fails while daring greatly." If anyone on the left or the right objects to Obama throwing a few elbows in the process, he can offer them simple advice, as he would in a basketball game: Get out of the way. That would be good politics for 2012. It would also be good for the nation.
This outweighs specific link scenarios
Zogby 12. [John, political pollster, “What Obama needs to be re-elected” Forbes -- May 30 -- http://www.forbes.com/sites/johnzogby/2012/05/30/what-obama-needs-to-be-re-elected/] 
As we get closer to Election Day, the unaffiliated and undecided sliver of the electorate will be scrutinized ad naseum. Estimates of $1 billion may be spent on advertising, much of it trying to convince less than 10% of voters that Barack Obamaor Mitt Romney will be the worse choice for President.¶ But in our hyper-polarized electorate, the more decisive factor will be turn out from voters who would be expected to choose one party over the other. We already see both Obama and Romney concentrating on their respective base voters. That’s why Obama has come out for same-sex marriage and hammered Republicans about holding down interest rates on student loans. Meanwhile, Romney has yet to make any overt moves to the middle for fear of losing support from conservatives. As you will read below, small percentage decreases in turnout of base voters can account for millions of votes.
Turns their battleground arguments
Abramowitz, 12 (Alan, Senior Columnist, Center For Politics.org, Prof Poli Sci @ Emory, 5/31, http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/articles/buying-a-presidential-election-its-not-as-easy-as-you-think/
The airwaves in the eight or 10 states that will decide the outcome of the 2012 presidential election will soon be saturated with ads supporting and opposing Barack Obama and Mitt Romney, all aimed at persuading a small group of undecided voters — less than 10%, according to most recent polls. These undecided voters are much less interested in the presidential election than those who have already chosen sides. When the ads come on, they generally ignore them. Moreover, undecided voters are not stupid, and they’re generally skeptical about the messages that they see on TV. As a result, the net impact of all of this advertising is likely to be minimal. Research by political scientists and evidence from 2012 polls in the battleground states suggests that the parties and candidates would do better to focus their efforts in these states on mobilizing their supporters rather than trying to persuade uncommitted voters. But I’ll have more to say about that in my next article.
Winners win key to swing states
Tomasky 11. [Michael, Newsweek/Daily Beast special correspondent, editor of Democracy: A Journal of Ideas.” Obama’s 2012 Game Plan” Newsweek -- 6/26 -- http://www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2011/06/26/2012-how-obama-can-mobilize-his-liberal-base.html]
It’s a solid inventory. But it’s countered by the undeniable reality that the country hasn’t noticeably moved in a more liberal direction (quite the opposite), and by the widely held perception among progressives that Obama will never wage fierce battle on behalf of liberal ideals. When I interviewed Justin Ruben, the executive director of MoveOn.org, whose 5 million members (many in swing states) must be revved up and mobilized if the president is to be reelected, he gave me four or five variants of the line “People need to feel like the president and the Democrats are really going to fight for their side.” Unfortunately, making tough, partisan economic arguments has never been the president’s strong suit. “Since the beginning of his candidacy in 2007, Barack has struggled to put together a sustained, winning economic argument,” said Simon Rosenberg of NDN, a Washington-based think tank. “With ‘Morning in America’ not really a viable option for 2012, he is going to have to draw brighter lines with the GOP, and particularly do much more to discredit their failed and reckless economic approach.” The base vote can still emerge in large numbers, but the dominant factor this time won’t be hope and change. Instead, the factors will be fear of the other side, state and local political conditions (think of how motivated Democrats are to regain control of their politics in Wisconsin), and demographic changes that are still redounding to the Democrats’ benefit. And because we elect presidents by states, the place to assess Obama’s prospects is on the ground. Wake County, N.C.; Arapahoe County, Colo.; Franklin County, Ohio—these are representative base Democratic counties. They are in swing states, which means the president will need a big vote in these places to offset a presumed high conservative turnout in other parts of these states. And they are counties that have only recently become solidly Democratic, because of demographic changes. “Obama’s majorities in these counties are not secure,” says Ruy Teixeira, coauthor of the 2002 book The Emerging Democratic Majority, which predicted the bluing of states like then-red Colorado. “He needs a full-bore mobilization effort in these counties to get his supporters out and develop the margins he needs to carry swing states like Ohio, Colorado, and North Carolina.” Cont… That’ll be about the strongest argument Obama can make to base voters: it could, and will, be a lot worse if you don’t vote for me. That’s true, and fear is usually a pretty good motivator in politics. But it still isn’t what people were hoping for, and it seems inevitable that some percentage of the most loyal Democrats will stay home. In these three counties and others like them, that percentage will be the difference between reelection and retirement.

Ohio’s a tossup and key
Silver 10/23, Nate, badass, “Ohio Has 50-50 Chance of Deciding Election,” 10/22, http://fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/23/oct-22-ohio-has-50-50-chance-of-deciding-election/#more-36534
In Ohio, polls split the uprights between our forecast there, which projects Mr. Obama ahead by about two percentage points. A Quinnipiac University poll (conducted in conjunction with CBS News) had Mr. Obama five percentage points ahead, but a Suffolk University poll had a tied race. There was also a poll published by Pulse Opinion Research, the parent of Rasmussen Reports, in Ohio on Monday, and that one had Mr. Romney up by one percentage point. This is a slightly unusual case, however, as we classify Rasmussen Reports and Pulse Opinion Research polls together for purposes of the model since it is essentially the same poll conducted under different brand names. Rasmussen Reports itself published an Ohio poll late last week that showed Mr. Obama up by one percentage point instead. The Rasmussen-branded poll is actually the more recent of the two (despite having been published earlier) and so receives more weight in our forecast. These details would not be worth writing about in any other state — but Ohio is Ohio, and whoever wins it is extremely likely to win the election. Ohio, Ohio, Ohio We are now running about 40,000 Electoral College simulations each day. In the simulations that we ran on Monday, the candidate who won Ohio won the election roughly 38,000 times, or in about 95 percent of the cases. (Mr. Romney won in about 1,400 simulations despite losing Ohio, while Mr. Obama did so roughly 550 times.) Whether you call Ohio a “must-win” is a matter of semantics, but its essential role in the Electoral College should not be hard to grasp. Were he to lose Ohio, Mr. Romney would have a number of undesirable, although not impossible, options. The most favorable path, in the view of the model, would be for Mr. Romney to carry both Iowa and Nevada. Of the two states, Iowa is the easier get. The polls there show a split between ties and leads for Mr. Obama, as opposed to Nevada, where they are mainly split between smaller leads for Mr. Obama and larger ones. In addition, in Nevada, Democrats have a significant voter-registration advantage and are building a large lead in early voting; the polls there have also tended to underestimate Democratic performance in recent years. But Mr. Romney does not get to pick and choose if he loses Ohio; he would need to win both Iowa and Nevada under this plan. Furthermore, he would need to win New Hampshire to avert a 269-269 tie, where the polls have been inconsistent at best, but seem to show Mr. Obama slightly ahead, on average. On top of all that, he would need to win both Colorado and Virginia. The race is so close in both states that the model has fluctuated between showing them as blue states and red states with almost every new poll that comes in. The major alternative would be for Mr. Romney to win Wisconsin, which would allow him to lose both Iowa and Nevada (although not Colorado or Virginia). But Republicans have had a number of seemingly favorable periods in Wisconsin — after Democrats’ failed attempt to recall the state’s governor, Scott Walker, after Mr. Romney named Representative Paul D. Ryan of Wisconsin as his running mate, and during Mr. Romney’s overall surge in the polls recently — and have never quite pulled ahead in the average of polls there. Wisconsin is certainly a big factor in the election, but may also be the sort of state where Mr. Romney has a pretty easy path to 48 or 49 percent of the vote, and a hard one to 50 percent. Or Mr. Romney could carry Pennsylvania, but this is less likely still, especially as Pennsylvania is highly demographically similar to Ohio but slightly more Democratic-leaning. In our simulations on Monday, Mr. Romney lost Pennsylvania 99.5 percent of the time when he also lost Ohio. But if Ohio is almost a must-win for Mr. Romney, the same case could be argued for Mr. Obama. Were he to lose Ohio, Mr. Obama would then need to carry either Virginia or Colorado — along with holding Wisconsin, Iowa and Nevada. In other words, Mr. Obama would need to carry at least one of the states where he is now tied in the forecast rather than leading. Thus, Mr. Obama’s narrow lead in Ohio accounts for the bulk of his overall advantage in the forecast right now. Were Ohio decreed to Mr. Romney by fiat, Mr. Obama’s chances of winning would decline to 57 percent from 70 percent in the forecast. Alternatively, Mr. Obama could carry either Florida or North Carolina, but as in the case of Mr. Romney and Pennsylvania, these permutations are just not very likely. In the simulations on Monday, Mr. Obama won Florida just 0.4 percent of the time that he lost Ohio, and North Carolina only 0.2 percent of the time when he did so. Unlikely does not equal impossible, but Ohio is central enough in the electoral math that it now seems to matter as much as the other 49 states put together.
Romney winning Colorado
Rasmussen 9-18. ["Election 2012: Colorado President" -- www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/elections/election_2012/election_2012_presidential_election/colorado/election_2012_colorado_president]
Mitt Romney has edged slightly ahead of President Obama in the battleground state of Colorado. ¶ The latest Rasmussen Reports telephone survey of Likely Voters in Colorado finds Mitt Romney with 47% support, while Obama receives 45% of the vote. Two percent (2%) prefer some other candidate, and six percent (6%) are undecided. (To see survey question wording, click here.)
Colorado’s key
Burnett 12. [Sara, staff writer at the Denver Post “Colorado shapes up as a key swing state in presidential election” Denver Post -- June 11 -- http://www.denverpost.com/politics/ci_20828446/colorado-shapes-up-key-swing-state-presidential-election#ixzz1yGkIDaIy]
Colorado basked in its newfound status as a swing state in 2008, playing host to the Democratic National Convention and candidate appearances from Denver to Durango. But for all that attention, several dynamics this year make the Centennial State even more competitive — and critical to winning the White House. Unlike 2008, when then-Sen. Barack Obama rode a wave of anti-Republican sentiment with promises of hope and change, there are fewer states this time around that are truly up for grabs. And while Florida and Ohio with their double-digit electoral votes are the big prizes, Obama and Mitt Romney are eyeing Colorado's nine electoral votes — in combination with other Western states such as Nevada, New Mexico and Arizona — to give them the win. "If you look at the map, Colorado and Nevada are two of the true battleground states," said Ethan Axelrod, communications director for Project New America, a progressive Denver-based research and strategy organization. "Both states are still very, very close, and I think they're going to stay that way until November." Paths to victory The campaigns use a combination of history, demographics and polling to determine which states are solidly or leaning red or blue and which states are considered tossups. From there, it's a matter of doing the math — finding ways to combine victories in winnable states to get the candidate to 270 electoral votes, the total needed to win the presidency. A series of polls released last week showed the race tightening in Colorado. A poll of 600 Coloradans by Purple Strategies found 48 percent favored Obama and 46 percent favored Romney. The poll's margin of error was plus or minus 4 percentage points. A Rasmussen Reports poll of 500 likely voters showed both candidates with 45 percent, while 6 percent preferred another candidate and 5 percent were undecided. The margin of error was plus or minus 4.5 percentage points. 
*Romney winning North Carolina 
Rasmussen 9-14. ["Election 2012: North Carolina President" -- www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/elections/election_2012/election_2012_presidential_election/north_carolina/election_2012_north_carolina_president]
Mitt Romney has cleared the 50% mark again in the battleground state of North Carolina despite the presence of the Democratic National Convention there little over a week ago.¶ The latest Rasmussen Reports telephone survey of Likely North Carolina Voters shows Romney with 51% support to President Obama’s 45%. One percent (1%) likes some other candidate in the race, and three percent (3%) are undecided. (To see survey question wording, click here.)¶ North Carolina remains Leans Romney in the Rasmussen Reports Electoral College Projections. The two candidates remain close in both the daily Presidential Tracking Poll and daily Swing State tracking.¶ The race in North Carolina is little changed since August and Romney has consistently held a modest lead in the Tar Heel State all year. In 2008, Obama became the first Democrat since Jimmy Carter in 1976 to carry the state.
*North Carolina’s key
PR Web, 12 -- citing Allan Lichtman, distinguished professor of history at American University
("American University Professor Says North Carolina Still a Swing State for Election 2012," 8-27-12, news.yahoo.com/american-university-professor-says-north-carolina-still-swing-130503198.html, accessed 9-4-12)
North Carolina, host to the 2012 Democratic National Convention, was key to Barack Obama winning the presidency in 2008, making him the first Democratic president since Jimmy Carter to win the “Old North State.” But Obama’s victory in North Carolina was narrow—he won by about 14,000 votes—and the African-American vote was a central component of Obama’s success. Now fast forward to 2012. In May, the state overwhelmingly passed a ban on same-sex marriage with 61 percent of voters in favor of the ban; 39 percent against it. That 61 percent, too, included a large number of African-American votes. The day after the ban passed, President Obama publicly announced his support of same-sex marriage, raising the question of whether Obama can count on winning the state again in 2012. Numerous early polls in North Carolina show Republican Presidential candidate Mitt Romney in the lead. Is North Carolina still a swing state? Most definitely, says Allan Lichtman, distinguished professor of history at American University in Washington, D.C., and an expert on presidential elections. “Same-sex marriage is clearly an unpopular issue in North Carolina,” Lichtman said. “However, it is not an important voting issue in this election. It could slightly affect turnout, but many other factors will influence turnout as well.”



1ar – military shields

DoD shields
Gardner 12, Tim, correspondent for Reuters “Obama seeks clean energy, pipeline funds in budget,” Feb 13th, http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/02/13/us-usa-budget-energy-idUSTRE81C17V20120213
The White House put more focus on clean energy in the DOD program as it seeks to put the Solyndra controversy behind it. Including funding for clean energy in the Pentagon’s budget could help shield the administration from Republicans who say the government should not be in the business of picking technologies. Few lawmakers would argue the country does not need to reduce the energy dependency of military aircraft, tanks and ships.

They’re insulated 
Binyamin Appelbaum 12, Defense cuts would hurt scientific R%26D, experts say, The New York Times, 1-8-12, http://hamptonroads.com/2012/01/defense-cuts-would-hurt-scientific-rd-experts-say
Sarewitz, who studies the government's role in promoting innovation, said the Defense Department had been more successful than other federal agencies because it is the main user of the innovations that it finances. The Pentagon, which spends billions each year on weapons, equipment and technology, has an unusually direct stake in the outcome of its research and development projects. "The central thing that distinguishes them from other agencies is that they are the customer," Sarewitz said. "You can't pull the wool over their eyes." Another factor is the Pentagon's relative insulation from politics, which has allowed it to sustain a long-term research agenda in controversial areas. No matter which party is in power, the Pentagon has continued to invest in clean-energy technology, for example, in an effort to find ways to reduce one of its largest budget items, energy costs. 

They’re politically invincible
Maddow, 11 -- MSNBC show host, political commentator 
(Rachel, Rachel Maddow Show for March 25, 2011, MSNBC, 3-25-11, l/n, accessed 9-30-12, mss)
Case in point: there is a magic word in Washington politics. The well-earned common wisdom about this word is that if you attach this special magic word to a proposal, to something the government could spend money on, it doesn`t really matter how bad an idea it is, how many smart people think it`s a stupid thing, if it has this magic word attached to it, it becomes politically invincible, indestructible, it can`t be killed. The magic word is "defense." And it is well-earned common wisdom in Washington that any spending that is labeled "defense" is pretty much untouchable spending. It can`t be killed. Dollars spent by the military or on things that seem military-esque just don`t compete with other kinds of spending in the United States. And there`s a million reasons why. Defense contractors figured out that spreading to lots of different congressional districts the jobs associated with a particular airplane or vehicle or weapon system earns you a champion in Congress for keeping those jobs from every district you have larded yourself into. Defense spending is untouchable because calling a politician weak on defense in the 2000s is the equivalent of calling them soft on communism in the 1950s. Defense spending is untouchable because civilian lawmakers defer so deeply to the military, and to the former military officers laced through the contractor world, that if you squint, you would swear that Congress is some lackey puppet parliament in a country where the government has taken over by a junta. Defense spending, since the mammoth defense-funded, spend thrifty arms race build up of the Reagan years has been unquestionable in America.

plan spun as a pro-troop 
Merchant, 10
(Political & Environment Columnist-Discovery, 10/21,  “How the US Military Could Bring Solar Power to Mass Market,” http://www.treehugger.com/corporate-responsibility/how-the-us-military-could-bring-solar-power-to-mass-market.html)
Furthermore, Congress is infinitely more likely to approve funding for R&D; and infrastructure if the projects are military-related. Which is depressing, but true -- the one thing that no politician can get caught opposing is the safety of American troops. In fact, the whole premise of the article is rather depressing, on point though it may be: The only way we may end up getting a competitive clean energy industry is through serious military investment, which is of course, serious government spending. Which under any other guise would be vehemently opposed by conservatives.


If it links the squo triggers – massive DoD renewable investment now
Dimugno 9/27, Laura, experienced editor and writer with a strong background in journalism, digital-media and magazine publishing “Bidding On The Army's Renewable Energy RFP: What You Need To Know,” 9/27, http://www.nawindpower.com/naw/e107_plugins/content/content.php?content.10465
Last month, the U.S. Army issued a 7 billion renewable energy request for proposals (RFP) as part of its goal to procure 25% - or approximately 1 GW - of its power from renewables by 2025. The Army is seeking to buy, under long-term power purchase agreements (PPAs), the output of wind, solar, geothermal and biomass projects to be built at or near its bases, and has already identified over 180 sites it says are suitable for renewable energy production.


