AT: Impact Calc

Population boom is the Least probable
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.

AT: Turns russia

Romney’s all talk---he’d work with Russia

Gasyuk 12 (Gasyuk, Rossiyskaya Gazeta’s Washington D.C. correspondent, 6-13, “Romney keeps the gloves off”, http://rbth.ru/articles/2012/06/13/romney_keeps_the_gloves_off_15854.html)

Given the sharp disagreements between the United States and Russia on Syria, which is now careening toward civil war, Republicans will harshly criticize every attempt by Obama to further emphasize any progress in bilateral relations. “Some realism regarding U.S.-Russia relations would be constructive for the White House if it wants to avoid Republican attacks,” Simes told Russia Now.   But this doesn’t mean that presumptive GOP nominee Mitt Romney, if elected, will transform his public anti-Russian statements into political practice.   “I believe that most likely Governor Romney believes in the statements he made, but that does not mean that in practice this rhetoric will be his guide for action,” Simes said.   “Many statements from the GOP candidates including those on foreign affairs surely have to be taken in the context of the political and electoral reality in the U.S.,” Aron said.   “It is not only possible, but highly probable,” that Mitt Romney’s views on Russia will evolve if he is elected, Simes said.   American political history is rife with examples of strategic U-turns that begin the morning after the inauguration balls.   When Dwight Eisenhower ran for president, his advisers—such as the famous John Foster Dulles—spoke of Harry Truman’s “cowardly” policy of containment of the Soviet Union and called for the speedy liberation of Eastern Europe. However President Eisenhower instead started the process of normalizing relations through personal meetings with Nikita Khrushchev in 1955 and 1959. President Richard Nixon was viewed as a leading anti-Communist, but it was Nixon who found the way toward detente. Nixon made the first-ever trip by an American president to then-Communist Russia in 1972, but also opened the door to dialogue with Communist China.   No one should be too surprised that Mitt Romney, if elected, might rethink his position. When needed for supply routes, Russia is no longer America’s “number one geopolitical foe.” As a president, many observers believe he would take a more realistic approach to handling bilateral ties.

1AR- Intervening Events Thump

Can’t predict this far out- swings are guaranteed

Silver ’12 (March 1, 2012, 11:29 PM 75 Comments A Warning on the Accuracy of Primary Polls By NATE SILVER

After another wild polling ride in Michigan, it is time for a reflection on just how accurate primary and caucus polls have been — both in an absolute sense and as compared with past years. This discussion, of course, also has implications for the FiveThirtyEight forecast model, which is based upon the polls. The short version: the polls have been reasonably good in the last few days before the election. Not perfect by any means — worse than general election polling typically is, for example. But no worse, and probably somewhat better, than in past primaries. In densely polled states — that term, importantly, would disqualify Colorado — there haven’t been any huge surprises on Election Day itself. If you think it counts as a surprise that Mitt Romney won Michigan by three points when polls showed a rough tie, or that Rick Santorum narrowly won Iowa when he was a couple of points back, you don’t have a realistic conception of how reliable primary and caucus polling is. On the other hand, the polls have been pretty awful at most points prior to about three days before the election, seeing surges and momentum shifts that often dissipated. The chart below tracks the error in the polls and compares it to the number of days in advance of the election that they were conducted. The error is measured by looking at how much the polls missed the final margin between the top two candidates. For example, if Newt Gingrich beat Mitt Romney by 12 points in South Carolina, and the poll called for Mr. Gingrich to win by 5 points instead, that would count as a 7-point error. And if the poll had forcasted Mr. Romney to win the state by 5 points instead, it would represent a 17-point error. Only the candidates who actually finished in the top two are considered. If an Iowa poll had Mr. Romney in first, Ron Paul in second and Rick Santorum in third, this method looks only at the difference it showed between Mr. Romney and Mr. Santorum, ignoring the value it had for Mr. Paul. (This is the same technique that I use to calculate my pollster ratings.) On average, a poll conducted on the day just before the election has missed the final margin between the candidates by about 4 percentage points. That is reasonably good; the comparable statistic for state polls in presidential general elections is something like 2 or 3 points, and primaries and caucuses are much more challenging to poll. However, the errors have increased significantly the further you go out. Polls conducted just three days before the primary have missed by an average of about 7 points, and those conducted a week out have missed by about 10. And the whole period from about one week to two weeks before the primary has been a disaster, with an average miss of about 12 points. That’s just the average, not even the worst of it; quite a few polls, especially in Florida and South Carolina, missed by 20 or more points. Things, oddly, actually get a bit better when you go further back than that. Polls conducted a month before the primary have missed by an average of about 9 points — actually a bit better than those only a week or so in advance. This could just be a fluke — this looks like a ton of data, but almost all of it is from about six states, some of which voted at the same time as one another and were subject to the same currents of momentum. With that said, if you see a sudden shift in the momentum in a state, it’s at least worth considering what the polls had said about the state beforehand. The momentum shifts — at least as measured by the polls — have been very significant in this race, and unlike anything we have seen routinely in the past. The problem is that sometimes that momentum has been a false alarm, with the polls soon reverting back to form. The exception has been momentum swings in the final few days of the campaign; those usually have held up and have been reflected in the actual results. The FiveThirtyEight forecast model, as you might expect, has been affected by these quirks. Unlike most of our other forecasting products, which tend to blend polls with various types of economic or demographic data, our primary forecasts look at polls and polls alone. In fact, they double-down on them: the program is designed to place a heavy emphasis on the most recent polls and tries to infer what momentum exists in the race and extrapolate that forward. If you look at how the FiveThirtyEight forecasts have performed on Election Day itself, they’ve done pretty well. On average, they’ve missed the final margin between the top two candidates by 2.8 points so far. (Note: I exclude Nevada from the calculation, although the forecast there was pretty good, because we issued that prediction only a day or two before the state voted. We did not issue forecasts, thankfully, for Minnesota, Colorado or Maine, since the polling there was thin to nonexistent.) The 2.8-point miss is a fair bit better than how individual polls have done: it is useful to take an average of different surveys on the chance that their errors will cancel out. In addition to taking a simple average, however, the FiveThirtyEight model also does some more complicated stuff. It weights the polls differently based on their past accuracy and their sample size, for instance, although in practice this makes very little difference. What does distinguish the FiveThirtyEight model is that it is very aggressive about trying to determine the momentum or trend in the race. This has served the model well on Election Day. By comparison, the Real Clear Politics forecasts — which use a perfectly sensible but simpler and more conservative approach — have missed by an average of 4.4 points. Most of the difference comes from Iowa and South Carolina, states where there was a very late momentum swing that the FiveThirtyEight model captured more fully. However, this aggressive approach has decidedly not paid dividends at earlier periods in these contests, when the model made big bets on what turned out to be false starts. On average, the forecasts we published one week before each election missed the final margin by an average of 13.8 points. Most of this is just because the polling itself has been inaccurate, but the simpler approach used by Real Clear Politics average has done slightly better, missing by an average of 12.9 points instead. In addition to comparing the FiveThirtyEight model with its competition, however, it is also worth looking at the standards it sets for itself. It does not claim to be all that accurate — but is it accurate about how inaccurate it is? (Although this might sound ridiculous, it is precisely the kind of thing that forecasters in fields ranging from economics to climate change need to spend more time thinking about.) Our current forecast in Ohio is that Mr. Romney will get 31 percent of the vote there. But the confidence interval attached to the forecast (which represents 90 percent of the possible outcomes) is wide: it ran from 17 points to 42 points. The reason these intervals are so wide is simply because they are built from historical data, and this isn’t the first year that polls in primaries and caucuses have missed the mark. What’s been unusual, however, is the way in which these errors have been related to the timing of the election. In the past, polls have gotten somewhat more accurate as we’ve approached Election Day, but the improvement has been gradual. This year, the polls have gone from quite bad to quite good almost literally overnight — typically about three days before the election. The next chart provides a clear demonstration of this. It compares the actual error in the FiveThirtyEight model at points in time ranging to 25 days before the election against what the model thinks the error should be based on the historical data. Less technically, it compares the error in primary polls this year with that of past election cycles.

Friedman says Venezuelen elections will thump

Venezuelan elections will hand Romney the victory

Toro ‘9-27 (How Hugo Chavez Could Help Mitt Romney Win the Election Francisco Toro September 27, 2012 | 8:30 am Francisco Toro blogs about the Chávez Era at CaracasChronicles.com

With pundits rushing to file their Romney campaign obits ahead of the rush, the general consensus is that only a big time October surprise can save the GOP now. And while pundits generally look to the Middle East for likely sources of race-scrambling shocks, this year’s black swan could well fly in from the South, instead. By a quirk of fate, Venezuelans go to the polls to pick a president exactly 30 days before Americans do this year. Fourteen years into his term of office, an ailing Hugo Chávez faces his most competitive race yet, against an opposition united behind Henrique Capriles, a popular young state governor running a lean, focused campaign. Though Venezuelan polling is all over the place, some of the better ones now show a very close race, and the momentum is unmistakably on Capriles’ side. But that begs the question, would Hugo Chávez go quietly? There are good reasons to think he wouldn’t. Obsessed with countering a European-style “color revolution” Chávez has gone to elaborate extremes to give himself options in case he loses the election. A close Iranian ally, Chávez has stuck by the Bashar al Assad regime through thick and thin over the last 18 months supplying diesel and diplomatic cover and seeming to relish its capacity to resist democratic mobilization. As this Council on Foreign Relations Contingency Planning Memo stresses Chávez has created a well-armed civilian militia that operates outside the formal military chain of command, and answering only to him. Some observers are convinced it’s patterned explicitly Iran’s Basij militia whose success in putting down the Green Movement of 2009 Chávez unquestionably admires. Chillingly, he’s explicitly warned of civil war on more than one occasion should the opposition threaten his hold on power. Were this happening anywhere else in Latin America, U.S. pols could be foregiven for sleeping through it. But Venezuela remains a major oil exporter and the fourth largest supplier of foreign oil to the U.S. behind only Saudi Arabia and its Northern and Southern Neighbors. A spasm of violence and instability following a Chávez defeat would have immediate repercussions on world oil markets, and such shocks make themselves felt in U.S. swing voters’ pocketbooks immediately and painfully, through a mechanism that conveniently doubles as a G.O.P. talking point: the gas pump. With just six weeks to go, Mitt Romney needs a miracle to turn around a failing campaign. Hugo Chávez might be about to hand him one on a plate. 

Experts say Chavez will lose. 

ABC News ‘10-6 ["Experts predict wo will win the Venezuelan election" -- abcnews.go.com/ABC_Univision/News/experts-predict-win-venezuelan-election/story?id=17415009&page=2#.UHF--0K1mJo]

"I think Capriles has a moderate chance of winning," Malaver said. "I get a lot of information from local newspaper journalists across Venezuela, and based on this, I would say that polls are underestimating how many votes Capriles can get."¶ Malaver predicted a 4 to 6 point victory for Capriles, even though some polls in Venezuela gave Chávez a lead of 10 points or more in the last week of September.¶ "Two important things have happened in this campaign," Malaver said, citing Chávez's well publicized fight with cancer. "First of all, Chávez's mobility has been very limited due to his illness. Capriles has mobilized the country in a way that has not been seen here in decades. He's generated an emotional connection with people, especially with youth."

Elections results come in late tonight

NBC News ’10-7 (Biggest challenge yet: Chavez's socialist rule at risk as Venezuelans vote Reuters and The Associated Press contributed to this report. By NBC News wire services, 10-7-12

Voting runs from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. (6:30 a.m. to 8:30 p.m. ET), although polls will stay open later if there are lines. Results are due any time starting late on Sunday evening. 

Plan Popular
Adopting Romney’s position cancels the link and wins the election

Hawkins ‘12 -- Right Wing News editor (John, "Triangulation, Good Politics — Bad For The Country," 1-14-12, www.rightwingnews.com/column-2/triangulation-good-politics-bad-for-the-country-2/, accessed 9-16-12, mss)

For all intents and purposes, triangulation is the art of trying to be all things to all voters, or at least getting as close as possible. What you want to do is support things that will fire up your base without alienating the voters in the middle. Then when your opponent comes up with an idea that may allow him to pull away some of your support, you don’t fight him, you adopt his idea, whether you agree with it or not. Doing this allows you to pull in the moderates who along with your base which will make it likely that you’ll win at the ballot box. In short, triangulation is political akido that allows you to defeat your opponent by replacing your principles and ideology with polling data. Now without question, this is brilliant politics and it works. Triangulation is why Bill Clinton, a do-nothing President who couldn’t keep his pants up and got caught lying more times than Pinocchio, spent two terms in the White House and was very popular. Have you wondered why the Republicans won the Senate back in 2002 and will likely control the House, the Senate, & the Presidency after the 2004 elections? Triangulation is at the root of it. Morris & Clinton may have broken new ground with their triangulation strategy, but Rove & Bush seem to be even better at it than their predecessors.
Latest surveys prove the plan is overwhelmingly popular

Global Newswire ‘9-19 (http://www.globenewswire.com/newsroom/news.html?d=10005668 Date: September 19, 2012 15:45 ET Americans' Support for Nuclear Energy Solidifies, New National Survey Shows

WASHINGTON, Sept. 19, 2012 (GLOBE NEWSWIRE) -- Americans continue to strongly support nuclear energy as an important technology to meet the nation's future electricity demands, according to a new national survey. In the telephone survey of 1,000 U.S. adults, 65 percent of respondents said they favor the use of nuclear energy as one of the ways to provide electricity in the United States, with 29 percent opposed. Those strongly favoring nuclear energy outnumber those strongly opposed by a two-to-one ratio, 29 percent versus 14 percent, according to the survey conducted Sept. 14-16 by Bisconti Research Inc. with GfK Roper. The survey has a margin of error of plus or minus three percentage points. Seventy-one percent of Americans favored the use of nuclear energy in a survey by Bisconti Research/GfK Roper in February 2011, one month before the Fukushima Daiichi accident. Six months after the accident that occurred in March 2011, 62 percent of respondents favored the use of nuclear energy, with 35 percent opposed. "In the surveys conducted this year and the latter part of 2011 we see not only significant and steady support for nuclear energy overall but confidence that nuclear power plants are being operated safely," said Ann Bisconti, president of Bisconti Research. "Confidence in the safe operation of the plants and recognition of their benefits is the linchpin to public support." The new survey shows that 76 percent of respondents agree that nuclear energy facilities operating in the United States are "safe and secure," while only 19 percent think they are not. Eighty percent of Americans (vs. 16 percent) 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." The strong majority support for nuclear energy extends across a number of metrics: 81 percent of those surveyed favor the renewal of operating licenses of facilities that continue to meet federal safety standards. 74 percent believe electric utilities should prepare now so they will be ready to build new nuclear power plants in the next decade if needed. 69 percent would find a new reactor acceptable at the site of the nearest operating nuclear power plant. Nuclear energy facilities operating in 31 states supply electricity to one of every five U.S. homes and businesses. Seventy-eight percent of Americans associate nuclear energy "a lot or a little" with reliable electricity, 72 percent with clean air, 69 percent with energy independence and 73 percent with affordable electricity. The solidified support for nuclear energy shown by the survey echoes the bipartisan support that nuclear energy receives in Congress and general policy alignment for nuclear energy in the presidential campaigns. "The guiding principles established by President Obama and Governor Romney on nuclear energy are quite similar and supportive in contrast with their differences on other energy issues," said Alex Flint, NEI senior vice president for governmental affairs.

Their indicts are wrong- our polling methodology is more accurate and less biased

Bisconti 12 (Ann Stouffer, President of Bisconti Research, Nationally known expert on public opinion and communications research and has advised many companies and organizations on communications strategies, Member of the American Association of Public Opinion Research, Elected for two terms on the Board of Directors of the American Nuclear Society, Provided consultation on risk communication projects to the American Medical Association, the Electric Power Research Institute, Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Served on review committees for the Chicago Academy of Sciences, the Edison Electric Institute, the National Science Foundation, the U.S. Department of Energy, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Attended Harvard University, McGill University, and The Union Institute, On Nuclear Energy and Public Opinion, http://neinuclearnotes.blogspot.com/)

Earlier this week, Michael Mariotte of NIRS posted a critique of public opinion polling on nuclear energy over at The Daily Kos. While I found some of his conclusions to be interesting, I thought it might be a good idea to share his piece with Ann Bisconti of Bisconti Research. After passing Mariotte's piece to Ann, she shared the following response with me: A recent discussion about public opinion on nuclear energy by Michael Mariotte, a representative of the antinuclear advocacy group, NIRS, makes some valid points but reaches the wrong conclusion.  I would like to offer a different perspective from Bisconti Research.   Our studies of public opinion on nuclear energy include nearly 100 national surveys conducted over a 29-year period.  Each survey asks 20 to 30 questions about various aspects of public opinion on nuclear energy. Some of these questions are open-ended to let us hear from the public in their own words. The result is a unique resource for examining long-term trends in public opinion, as well as trends among demographic groups.  The resource also allows analysis of why people feel the way they do on the issues.  Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) sponsors this survey program.  An entire industry depends on this data resource for an accurate and unbiased view of public opinion to inform business decisions.  This is a responsibility we take very seriously. Where is Mr. Mariotte correct? We agree that the public prefers solar energy to nuclear energy. That’s been true for at least the past 30 years. Questions that pit nuclear energy against solar energy will find solar energy the “winner” every time. However, what Mr. Mariotte misses is that the public does not want to put all their eggs in one basket. That is prudent.  Solar energy, for all its appeal (I would have solar panels on my roof if my house were less shaded), produces just 0.04 percent of U.S. electricity and is not a 24/7 energy source. The prevailing public view is that nuclear energy should be part of a balanced, diverse low-carbon energy mix. Here are a few of the opinions expressed by the public in our February 2012 national public opinion survey conducted with GfK Roper: 81 percent believe that nuclear energy will play an important role in meeting the nation’s future energy needs, 82 percent support license renewal for nuclear power plants that continue to meet federal safety standards, and 58 percent agree with definitely building more nuclear power plants in the future. Also, 82 percent agree we should take advantage of all low-carbon energy sources, including nuclear, hydro, and renewable energy, to produce the electricity we need while limiting greenhouse gas emissions.  One reactor provides a lot of power. As Rachel Maddow pointed out, in a recurring spot on MSNBC, some important projects like the Hoover Dam are just too big for private companies to build without government support. Each new reactor now being built in the U.S. will generate twice as much power as the Hoover Dam.  Because one new reactor provides so much electricity, new nuclear power plants will not be built in every community.  They will be built where they are needed and wanted. The most likely sites are where existing plants are an integral and positive part of the community.  Our biennial surveys of nuclear plant neighbors assess that openness to new plants. Last June‘s survey found that 86 percent of nuclear power plant neighbors nationally have a favorable impression of their local plant and how it has operated recently, and 67 percent would find a new reactor acceptable at the nearby plant site if a new power plant were needed.  Those national numbers are lower in some plant communities and higher in others.

