Waste confidence rule doesn’t prevent solvency and will get resolved anyway

Conca 8/11 (James Conca, Energy Contributor in Forbes, “Nuclear Waste Confidence -- NRC Ruling No Big Deal”, http://www.forbes.com/sites/jamesconca/2012/08/11/nuclear-waste-confidence-nrc-ruling-no-big-deal/, August 11, 2012, LEQ)

Dry cask storage behind a security fence. The safest, easiest method for putting spent fuel aside until used, burned as new fuel or eventually disposed of in a deep geologic repository. We are very confident it is safe for 100 years or more. There has been some fist-bumping this week in the anti-nuclear sector over the recent vacating of two NRC rules by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit in June; the waste-confidence decision and the storage rule. The judges felt that the agency had failed to conduct an environmental impact statement, or a finding of no significant environmental impact, before ruling that it is safe to store nuclear waste in wet pools and dry casks without a permanent solution in sight. But it was just that the initial NRC rule was too vague, not that this type of storage is unsafe (platts NRC Ruling). In response, the NRC this week voted unanimously to delay final approval of licenses for new nuclear plants, or renewing the licenses of existing facilities, until the agency responds with a more complete ruling and addresses the dilemma of long-term nuclear waste storage across the country. The 24 environmental groups that petitioned NRC to respond to the court are acting like they actually stopped all action on nuclear licensing (Marketwatch NRC Ruling). While no final decisions will be made in issuing licenses, the process for licensing new and existing plants will continue as before, the NRC said, which means the impact to the industry will be minimal. Also, reactors can operate even after their present license expires as long as it is the NRC that is dragging it out. And most reactors have already been relicensed in the last ten years. Only 18 out of 104 reactors are not and primarily because they have to operate beyond 20 years before they can apply. The four new GenIII plants being built at Vogtle (Georgia) and V.C. Summer (South Carolina) are also not affected at all since their licenses have already been issued. Since NRC needed to do this anyway and will get it done before any of the critical licensing deadlines pass, this is no big deal. The nuclear industry has long been resigned to a slow-moving regulatory system. The environmental groups also stated that this action exacerbated an already dying nuclear industry, plagued with runaway costs and competition with far less expensive energy alternatives. Huh? Re-licensing nuclear reactors is the absolute cheapest form of energy, about 2¢/kWhr for 20 years. They are obviously referring to new natural gas plants versus new nuclear GenIII plants which is not impacted by this ruling at all. New nuclear is actually cheaper than new gas in the long run, e.g., 20 years or more, even at present gas prices, but our society doesn’t like to plan for the long-term so it usually gets these things wrong. And why anyone thinks gas plants are environmentally preferable to nuclear is odd from a carbon-emissions standpoint. NRC’s decision also marks the first major action since Dr. Allison Macfarlane was sworn in as chair of the NRC. MacFarlane describes the agency as “…a fantastic place, I’m enjoying it very much”, bearing out the general hope that her tenure will be more congenial and productive than the former Chair Gregory Jaczko, who stepped down amid infighting and controversy. But the elephant in the room on this whole issue is opening a deep geologic nuclear waste repository. As easy and safe as dry cask storage is, even for 100 years, spent fuel was always envisioned to be permanently disposed in such a repository, within 20 to 40 years of leaving the reactor. The original NRC ruling was to address the fact that we are not moving forward on that issue. Of course, the choice of a final repository is not NRC’s to make. Congress has to approve any site chosen by DOE or the yet-to-be-formed quasi-government agency recommended by the President’s Blue Ribbon Commission on which Chairwomen MacFarlane served. Transportation of high-activity nuclear waste is easy using this 72B Cask, and we've been doing it for many years. This load of high-activity bomb waste is being shipped to the deep geologic repository near Carlsbad, NM. Source: DOE And confidence is a funny thing. Just look at the Stock Market. The scientific community has been researching deep geologic disposal for 60 years. We are more than confident we can accomplish it, relatively easily and within budget. If we are allowed to do it. We have performed thousands of studies, hundreds of environmental impacts, and have even built one of these deep geologic repositories in the U.S. that has been operating for 13 years without a hitch (Helman – WIPP). The Yucca Mountain Project also conducted a huge number of environmental impact studies regarding the containment of radionuclides underground, protection of nearby communities, impacts to groundwater for 100,000 years, and a host of other studies that show we can do this if society wants it done. We know this problem very well and we know where and how to put this strange material away forever and ever. Scientific confidence is not the issue here. The lack of confidence has always been with the political side. The court faulted NRC for assuming a national repository would be built within the next 60 years, even though that’s the law. Funny that the court is slapping the NRC for something it can’t seem to enforce itself. But there is hope for the future. President Obama formed the Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear Future to staunch the wound to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act left by the demise of the Yucca Mountain Project (Helman – BRC), and it was a brilliant dressing. The BRC drafted a number of recommendations addressing nuclear energy and waste issues, but three recommendations, in particular, set the stage for a new strategy to dispose of high-level nuclear waste and to manage spent nuclear fuel in the United States: 1) interim storage for spent nuclear fuel, 2) resumption of the site selection process for a second repository, and 3) a quasi-government entity to execute the program and take control of the Nuclear Waste Fund in order to do so. The first and third are already being acted upon by Congress, led by Senators Bingaman (D-NM), Murkowski (R-AK), Feinstein (D-CA), Landrieu (D-LA) and Alexander (R-TN) who are trying to put the Commission’s recommendations into legislative language. The latest attempt was just this last week, a proposed Nuclear Waste Administration Act, “To establish a new organization to manage nuclear waste, provide a consensual process for siting nuclear waste facilities, ensure adequate funding for managing nuclear waste, and for other purposes.” We will get this right as a Nation, and we will lead the way for the rest of the world. Just let us do it.

Visas solved now
White House ‘12 [The White House, Office of the Press Secretary, February 14, 2012, Joint Fact Sheet on Strengthening U.S.-China Economic Relations]

15. The United States is increasing visa processing capacity in China by 40 percent in 2012, in order to ensure that 80 percent of non-immigrant visa applicants are interviewed within three weeks of receipt of application.  The United States is to establish and maintain a publicly available website with key information to assist industry and travelers in understanding visa processes and entry times.  The United States is launching a pilot program to speed up the non-immigrant visa process for certain applicants, including the ability to waive interviews for some very low-risk applicants.  Over the course of 2012, this policy could open up as many as 100,000 interview appointments for Chinese travelers applying for visas for the first time.  China and the United States resolved to discuss visa arrangements on an equal and reciprocal basis, consistent with each country’s laws, to facilitate people-to-people interaction between our two countries.
Visas solved now
Locke ’12 (Gary Locke U.S. Ambassador to the People’s Republic of China Remarks Announcing New Interview Waiver Pilot Program U.S. Embassy, Beijing February 9, 2012 

Today I am happy to announce additional details in an important change to U.S. visa procedures that will benefit many thousands of Chinese visa applicants. On January 19, President Obama signed an Executive Order to significantly increase legitimate travel and tourism to the United States, with the goal of increasing visa-processing capacity in China by up to 40% in 2012. In 2011, we processed more than 1 million visa applications in China, an increase of 34% over the previous year, and already in the first few months of fiscal year 2012, we have processed 48% more visas in China compared to the same period in 2011. At the same time, we have significantly reduced wait times for interviews in China. As of yesterday, wait times at all posts in China are less than 6 days. To meet increasing demand in 2012 and beyond, we are assigning 50 new consular officers to China. And I am happy to announce that in a few months we will reopen our former Embassy consular facility located in the first Diplomatic Neighborhood of Beijing. Reopening this facility will increase our interviewing capacity in Beijing by 50%. President Obama has set a worldwide goal to interview 80% of all visa applicants within three weeks of the request for an appointment. In China, we are already meeting this goal and intend to continue to do so. In addition to new consular staff and facilities, under a new initiative announced by the President, in select circumstances, some qualified foreign visitors who were interviewed and thoroughly screened in conjunction with a prior visa application may be eligible to renew their visas without undergoing another interview. This new pilot program permits consular officers to waive interviews for some qualified nonimmigrant applicants worldwide who are renewing their visa within 48 months of the expiration of their previously held visa, and within the same classification as the previous visa. In China, many previous holders of B (temporary visitors for business/pleasure), C1 (transit), D (crewmembers), F (students), J (exchange visitors), M (nonacademic students), and O (visitors with extraordinary ability) visas will be able to renew their visas if they have been expired less than 48 months (four years), without another interview. We expect that this will benefit tens of thousands of applicants in China, saving them time and money, and making it easier for them to travel to the United States more frequently. It will also free our resources to interview more first-time applicants, and to do so quickly. While this new initiative will open as many as 100,000 appointments for first time visa applicants, our consular officers continue to have the authority to interview any applicant who they determine requires a personal interview. As China develops economically, more of its citizens will want to visit the United States as tourists, on business or for education. We know that travel to the United States will foster a better understanding of our two cultures and peoples. We welcome the challenge of meeting the explosive growth in demand for our visas. One of my top priorities as U.S. Ambassador is to ensure that we keep wait times short even as demand rises.

2AC – AT: Alt Causes

Nordhaus has no qualification – no way to quantify deforestation in relation to emissions – 

Green house gases from fossil fuel use outweigh alt causes
C2ES 11 (Center for Climate and Energy Solutions - successor to the Pew Center on Global Climate Change, and recently named the world’s top environmental think tank, "Science FAQs," http://www.c2es.org/global-warming-basics/faq_s/glance_faq_science.cfm)

A more detailed, state-of-the-art attribution of various climate trends is possible using optimal fingerprinting approaches that match individual forcings (for example, greenhouse gases, solar intensity or airborne particles) to observed climate change patterns using global climate models. This technique has detected human-induced trends in a wide variety of climate variables including land surface warming, vertical warming of the oceans, loss of Arctic sea ice cover, and changes in precipitation patterns at different latitudes on the Earth. Observations of global land and ocean surface warming and warming of all continents except Antarctica show that no combination of forcings that excludes manmade greenhouse gases can explain the warming trend of the past half-century (see figure). How do we know greenhouse gases are increasing because of human activity? Some greenhouse gases (GHG), such as industrial halocarbons, are only made by humans, and thus their presence in the atmosphere can only be explained by human activity. For naturally occurring GHG, several independent lines of evidence make it crystal clear that they are increasing because of human activities: First, CO2, methane, and nitrous oxide concentrations were stable for thousands of years. Suddenly, they began to rise like a rocket around 200 years ago, about the time that humans began to engage in very large-scale agriculture and industry (see figure). Second, scientists and economists have developed estimates of all the natural and human GHG sources. When they add them up, only the human contributions are increasing. In fact, the amount of human-made GHG in the budget are more than enough to explain the rise in concentrations, which means that natural processes are absorbing the excess amount, keeping GHG concentrations from rising even more. For CO2, the most important human-produced GHG, scientists can tell from chemical measurements of the atmosphere that the additional CO2 is from: combustion (i.e. burning fossil fuels) because the amount of oxygen in the atmosphere is decreasing in direct proportion to the rise in CO2; a prehistoric (fossil) source because the amount of radioactive carbon in the atmosphere has been decreasing over the past century; from plants (i.e. ancient trees that became coal and oil) rather than a geological source (i.e. volcanoes). Together, all of these independent lines of evidence leave no doubt that GHG concentrations are increasing because of human activities. 

2AC – AT: Cows 

Cows are NOT a significant factor in Global Warming

Dr. David Wheat, Ph.D. Biology and Consultant, 2008 
(http://sxxz.blogspot.com/2008/01/do-cow-farts-cause-global-warming.html)

Cows can digest things we can't, especially including the cellulose in grass and grain. They do this by maintaining cultures of microorganisms in their complicated series of "stomachs" that can break down cellulose. The cows then digest the microbes and the sugars and fatty acids they produce. (Brief overview of ruminant digestion here. If you are interested in delving into the digestive physiology of ruminants in more detail, start here.) Some of these microbes produce methane (CH4). Some of the other microbes can use that methane as food, but a certain amount of it escapes as belches or farts (mostly belches). (Some people have microbes in their guts which produce methane, and thus their farts also contain methane--but nothing compared to the amount cows produce.) The publication Emissions of Greenhouse Gases in the United States 2006 (pdf) summarizes the total greenhouse gas output of the US: Of the 605 million metric tonnes CO2 equivalent of methane shown in the graph, about 115 million tonnes CO2e is from "livestock enteric fermentation"--mostly cow burps and farts. That is less than 20% of the methane load, and less than 2% of the 7 billion tonne CO2e total. Of course raising cattle causes other greenhouse gas emissions. * There are about 56 million tonnes CO2e of methane and 55 million tonnes CO2e of nitrogen oxides released from cattle wastes as they decompose. (Some of that methane can be captured and used to generate electricity or heat, while releasing carbon dioxide, a much less potent greenhouse gas.) * About 227 million tonnes CO2e of nitrous oxide is released from nitrogen fertilization of soils (30% of it from nitrogen fixed by the crops themselves, not from industrially produced fertilizers). * Most of the nitrogen fertilizer used on crops (89%) is used on corn (maize). About half of the corn produced in the US is fed to livestock, a large fraction to cattle, especially dairy cows. So about 50 million tonnes CO2e emissions associated with fertilizer use should be indirectly blamed on cows. * (Another large fraction of corn is used to make ethanol as a motor fuel, indirectly causing the release of significant amounts of greenhouse gases in the corn production. But that's another story.) So cattle are responsible for about 3.5% of US greenhouse gas emissions, on a CO2 equivalent basis. To keep this in perspective: * 2% of greenhouse gas production is in the form of methane from garbage decomposing in landfills. * Roughly 2% is chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) from air conditioners, refrigerators and industrial processes. * Other industrial processes (especially cement manufacture) produce about 2%. * Burning jet fuel accounts for more than 3%. * 12% of greenhouse gas emissions are CO2 emitted generating electricity which is used in residential applications like lighting, TVs, computers, and refrigerators. * 17% came from burning gasoline in cars and trucks. So cow farts and burps do contribute some to greenhouse gases, and thus to global climate change. But they are not a major cause. Nonetheless, improvements in fertilizer use and waste management in agriculture could reduce the cow-related burden on our atmosphere.
2AC – AT: No Runaway Warming

Reject their evidence – it’s from one study at Oregon state – doesn’t disprove the consensus of runaway warming from experts – it’d cause extinction – kills the biosphere perquisite to all life

2AC – AT: No Solve Warming

Commercialization is fast – makes nuclear power cost-competitive – causes a switch to nuclear power to replace all aspects of our fossil fuel economy – their evidence is generic – doesn’t assume generation IV technology 
Not inevitable – significant cuts solve

Somerville, ‘11

Professor of Oceanography at UC San Diego [Richard, Coordinating Lead Author in Working Group I for the 2007 Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 3-8-2011, “CLIMATE SCIENCE AND EPA'S GREENHOUSE GAS REGULATIONS,” CQ Congressional Testimony, Lexis]

Thus, atmospheric CO2 concentrations are already at levels predicted to lead to global warming of between 2.0 and 2.4C. The conclusion from both the IPCC and subsequent analyses is blunt and stark - immediate and dramatic emission reductions of all greenhouse gases are urgently needed if the 2 deg C (or 3.6 deg F) limit is to be respected. This scientific conclusion illustrates a key point, which is that it will be governments that will decide, by actions or inactions, what level of climate change they regard as tolerable. This choice by governments may be affected by risk tolerance, priorities, economics, and other considerations, but in the end it is a choice that humanity as a whole, acting through national governments, will make. Science and scientists will not and should not make that choice. After governments have set a tolerable limit of climate change, however, climate science can then provide valuable information about what steps will be required to keep climate change within that limit.

THE RATE IS CRITICAL – SLOWING THE RATE BUYS TIME TO ADAPT

Christopher Flavin and Odil Tunali, Worldwatch Institute, WORLDWATCH PAPER 130, June 1996, p. 43. (DRGOC/B75)

To assist policymakers, several recent studies have begun to explore the limits within which the energy economy will have to stay if the world is to be protected from overly rapid climate change. They show that it is the rate of warming as much as the absolute amount that will determine the scale of the human and ecological impact. While both people and natural systems may be able to adapt to slow change, they could be devastated by more rapid shifts, which are more likely to cause major disruptions.
Nuclear boom is possible in a very quick timeframe

WNA ’11 (World Nuclear Association, “The Nuclear Renaissance”, http://www.world-nuclear.org/info/inf104.html, August 2011)

In practice, is a rapid expansion of nuclear power capacity possible? Most reactors today are built in under five years (first concrete to first power), with four years being state of the art and three years being the aim with modular prefabrication. Several years are required for preliminary approvals before construction. It is noteworthy that in the 1980s, 218 power reactors started up, an average of one every 17 days. These included 47 in USA, 42 in France and 18 in Japan. The average power was 923.5 MWe. So it is not hard to imagine a similar number being commissioned in a decade after about 2015. But with China and India getting up to speed with nuclear energy and a world energy demand double the 1980 level in 2015, a realistic estimate of what is possible might be the equivalent of one 1000 MWe unit worldwide every 5 days. A relevant historical benchmark is that from 1941 to 1945, 18 US shipyards built over 2700 Liberty Ships. These were standardised 10,800 dwt cargo ships of a very basic British design but they became symbolic of US industrial wartime productivity and were vital to the war effort. Average construction time was 42 days in the shipyard, often using prefabricated modules*. In 1943, three were being completed every day. They were 135 metres long and could carry 9100 tonnes of cargo, so comparable in scale if not sophistication to nuclear reactors. * As a publicity stunt, and using a lot of prefabrication, in 1942 the Robert G. Peary was launched in under five days and ready for sea three days later. 
Security K

Framework – they have to weigh their k against the enactment of the plan. Alternative frameworks are infinite, skewing predictability and depth in favor of the neg. Our framework is a predictable limit that causes better research and argument testing.

Floating piks are a voting issue- they are unpredictable, steal aff ground and make clash impossible

Role of the ballot’s to simulate enactment of the plan – only way to create effective change in energy policy

Hager ’92 (, professor of political science – Bryn Mawr College, ‘92 (Carol J., “Democratizing Technology: Citizen & State in West German Energy Politics, 1974-1990” Polity, Vol. 25, No. 1, p. 45-70) 
During this phase, the citizen initiative attempted to overcome its defensive posture and implement an alternative politics. The strategy of legal and technical challenge might delay or even prevent plant construction, but it would not by itself accomplish the broader goal on the legitimation dimension, i.e., democratization. Indeed, it worked against broad participation. The activists had to find a viable means of achieving change. Citizens had proved they could contribute to a substantive policy discussion. Now, some activists turned to the parliamentary arena as a possible forum for an energy dialogue. Until now, parliament had been conspicuously absent as a relevant policy maker, but if parliament could be reshaped and activated, citizens would have a forum in which to address the broad questions of policy-making goals and forms. They would also have an institutional lever with which to pry apart the bureaucracy and utility. None of the established political parties could offer an alternative program. Thus, local activists met to discuss forming their own voting list. These discussions provoked internal dissent. Many citizen initiative members objected to the idea of forming a political party. If the problem lay in the role of parliament itself, another political party would not solve it. On the contrary, parliamentary participation was likely to destroy what political innovations the extraparliamentary movement had made. Others argued that a political party would give the movement an institutional platform from which to introduce some of the grassroots democratic political forms the groups had developed. Founding a party as the parliamentary arm of the citizen movement would allow these groups to play an active, critical role in institutionalized politics, participating in the policy debates while retaining their outside perspective. Despite the disagreements, the Alternative List for Democracy and Environmental Protection Berlin (AL) was formed in 1978 and first won seats in the Land parliament with 7.2 percent of the vote in 1981.43 The founders of the AL were encouraged by the success of newly formed local green parties in Lower Saxony and Hamburg,44 whose evolution had been very similar to that of the West Berlin citizen move-ment. Throughout the FRG, unpopular administrative decisions affect-ing local environments, generally in the form of state-sponsored indus-trial projects, prompted the development of the citizen initiative and ecology movements. The groups in turn focused constant attention on state planning "errors," calling into question not only the decisions themselves, but also the conventional forms of political decision making that produced them.45 Disgruntled citizens increasingly aimed their critique at the established political parties, in particular the federal SPD/ FDP coalition, which seemed unable to cope with the economic, social, and political problems of the 1970s. Fanned by publications such as the Club of Rome's report, "The Limits to Growth," the view spread among activists that the crisis phenomena were not merely a passing phase, but indicated instead "a long-term structural crisis, whose cause lies in the industrial-technocratic growth society itself."46 As they broadened their critique to include the political system as a whole, many grassroots groups found the extraparliamentary arena too restrictive. Like many in the West Berlin group, they reasoned that the necessary change would require a degree of political restructuring that could only be accomplished through their direct participation in parliamentary politics. Green/alternative parties and voting lists sprang up nationwide and began to win seats in local assemblies. The West Berlin Alternative List saw itself not as a party, but as the parliamentary arm of the citizen initiative movement. One member explains: "the starting point for alternative electoral participation was simply the notion of achieving a greater audience for [our] own ideas and thus to work in support of the extraparliamentary movements and initia-tives,"47 including non-environmentally oriented groups. The AL wanted to avoid developing structures and functions autonomous from the citizen initiative movement. Members adhered to a list of principles, such as rotation and the imperative mandate, designed to keep parliamentarians attached to the grassroots. Although their insistence on grassroots democracy often resulted in interminable heated discussions, the participants recognized the importance of experimenting with new forms of decision making, of not succumbing to the same hierarchical forms they were challenging. Some argued that the proper role of citizen initiative groups was not to represent the public in government, but to mobilize other citizens to participate directly in politics themselves; self-determination was the aim of their activity.48 Once in parliament, the AL proposed establishmento f a temporary parliamentaryco mmissiont o studye nergyp olicy,w hichf or the first time would draw all concernedp articipantst ogetheri n a discussiono f both short-termc hoicesa nd long-termg oals of energyp olicy. With help from the SPD faction, which had been forced into the opposition by its defeat in the 1981 elections, two such commissions were created, one in 1982-83 and the other in 1984-85.49T hese commissionsg ave the citizen activists the forum they sought to push for modernizationa nd technicali nnovation in energy policy. Although it had scaled down the proposed new plant, the utility had produced no plan to upgrade its older, more polluting facilities or to install desulfurizationd evices. With proddingf rom the energyc ommission, Land and utility experts began to formulate such a plan, as did the citizen initiative. By exposing administrative failings in a public setting, and by producing a modernization plan itself, the combined citizen initiative and AL forced bureaucratic authorities to push the utility for improvements . They also forced the authorities to consider different technological solutions to West Berlin's energy and environmental problems. In this way, the activists served as technological innovators. In 1983, the first energy commission submitted a list of recommendations to the Land parliament which reflected the influence of the citizen protest movement. It emphasized goals of demand reduction and efficiency, noted the value of expanded citizen participation and urged authorities to "investigate more closely the positive role citizen participation can play in achieving policy goals."50 The second energy commission was created in 1984 to discuss the possibilities for modernization and shutdown of old plants and use of new, environmentally friendlier and cheaper technologies for electricity and heat generation. Its recommendations strengthened those of the first commission.51 Despite the non-binding nature of the commissions' recommendations, the public discussion of energy policy motivated policy makers to take stronger positions in favor of environmental protection. III. Conclusion The West Berlin energy project eventually cleared all planning hurdles, and construction began in the early 1980s. The new plant now conforms to the increasingly stringent environmental protection requirements of the law. The project was delayed, scaled down from 1200 to 600 MW, moved to a neutral location and, unlike other BEWAG plants, equipped with modern desulfurization devices. That the new plant, which opened in winter 1988-89, is the technologically most advanced and environmen-tally sound of BEWAG's plants is due entirely to the long legal battle with the citizen initiative group, during which nearly every aspect of the original plans was changed. In addition, through the efforts of the Alter-native List (AL) in parliament, the Land government and BEWAG formulated a long sought modernization and environmental protection plan for all of the city's plants. The AL prompted the other parliamentary parties to take pollution control seriously. Throughout the FRG, energy politics evolved in a similar fashion. As Habermas claimed, underlying the objections against particular projects was a reaction against the administrative-economic system in general. One author, for example, describes the emergence of two-dimensional protest against nuclear energy: The resistance against a concrete project became understood simul-taneously as resistance against the entire atomic program. Questions of energy planning, of economic growth, of understanding of democracy entered the picture. . . . Besides concern for human health, for security of conditions for human existence and protec-tion of nature arose critique of what was perceived as undemocratic planning, the "shock" of the delayed public announcement of pro-ject plans and the fear of political decision errors that would aggra-vate the problem.52 This passage supports a West Berliner's statement that the citizen initiative began with a project critique and arrived at Systemkritik.53 I have labeled these two aspects of the problem the public policy and legitima-tion dimensions. In the course of these conflicts, the legitimation dimen-sion emergd as the more important and in many ways the more prob-lematic. Parliamentary Politics In the 1970s, energy politics began to develop in the direction Offe de-scribed, with bureaucrats and protesters avoiding the parliamentary channels through which they should interact. The citizen groups them-selves, however, have to a degree reversed the slide into irrelevance of parliamentary politics. Grassroots groups overcame their defensive posture enough to begin to formulate an alternative politics, based upon concepts such as decision making through mutual understanding rather than technical criteria or bargaining. This new politics required new modes of interaction which the old corporatist or pluralist forms could not provide. Through the formation of green/alternative parties and voting lists and through new parliamentary commissions such as the two described in the case study, some members of grassroots groups attempted to both operate within the political system and fundamentally change it, to restore the link between bureaucracy and citizenry. Parliamentary politics was partially revived in the eyes of West German grassroots groups as a legitimate realm of citizen participation, an outcome the theory would not predict. It is not clear, however, that strengthening the parliamentary system would be a desirable outcome for everyone. Many remain skeptical that institutions that operate as part of the "system" can offer the kind of substantive participation that grass-roots groups want. The constant tension between institutionalized politics and grassroots action emerged clearly in the recent internal debate between "fundamentalist" and "realist" wings of the Greens. Fundis wanted to keep a firm footing outside the realm of institutionalized politics. They refused to bargain with the more established parties or to join coalition governments. Realos favored participating in institutionalized politics while pressing their grassroots agenda. Only this way, they claimed, would they have a chance to implement at least some parts of their program. This internal debate, which has never been resolved, can be interpreted in different ways. On one hand, the tension limits the appeal of green and alternative parties to the broader public, as the Greens' poor showing in the December 1990 all-German elections attests. The failure to come to agreement on basic issues can be viewed as a hazard of grass-roots democracy. The Greens, like the West Berlin citizen initiative, are opposed in principle to forcing one faction to give way to another. Disunity thus persists within the group. On the other hand, the tension can be understood not as a failure, but as a kind of success: grassroots politics has not been absorbed into the bureaucratized system; it retains its critical dimension, both in relation to the political system and within the groups themselves. The lively debate stimulated by grassroots groups and parties keeps questions of democracy on the public agenda. Technical Debate In West Berlin, the two-dimensionality of the energy issue forced citizen activists to become both participants in and critics of the policy process. In order to defeat the plant, activists engaged in technical debate. They won several decisions in favor of environmental protection, often proving to be more informed than bureaucratic experts themselves. The case study demonstrates that grassroots groups, far from impeding techno-logical advancement, can actually serve as technological innovators. The activists' role as technical experts, while it helped them achieve some success on the policy dimension, had mixed results on the legitimation dimension. On one hand, it helped them to challenge the legitimacy of technocratic policy making. They turned back the Land government's attempts to displace political problems by formulating them in technical terms.54 By demonstrating the fallibility of the technical arguments, activists forced authorities to acknowledge that energy demand was a political variable, whose value at any one point was as much influenced by the choices of policy makers as by independent technical criteria. Submission to the form and language of technical debate, however, weakened activists' attempts to introduce an alternative, goal-oriented form of decision making into the political system. Those wishing to par-ticipate in energy politics on a long-term basis have had to accede to the language of bureaucratic discussion, if not the legitimacy of bureaucratic authorities. They have helped break down bureaucratic authority but have not yet offered a viable long-term alternative to bureaucracy. In the tension between form and language, goals and procedure, the legitima-tion issue persists. At the very least, however, grassroots action challenges critical theory's notion that technical discussion is inimical to democratic politics.55 Citizen groups have raised the possibility of a dialogue that is both technically sophisticated and democratic. In sum, although the legitimation problems which gave rise to grass-roots protest have not been resolved, citizen action has worked to counter the marginalization of parliamentary politics and the technocratic character of policy debate that Offe and Habermas identify. The West Berlin case suggests that the solutions to current legitimation problems may not require total repudiation of those things previously associated with technocracy.56 In Berlin, the citizen initiative and AL continue to search for new, more legitimate forms of organization consistent with their principles. No permanent Land parliamentary body exists to coordinate and con-solidate energy policy making.57 In the 1989 Land elections, the CDU/ FDP coalition was defeated, and the AL formed a governing coalition with the SPD. In late 1990, however, the AL withdrew from the coali-tion. It remains to be seen whether the AL will remain an effective vehi-cle for grassroots concerns, and whether the citizenry itself, now includ-ing the former East Berliners, will remain active enough to give the AL direction as united Berlin faces the formidable challenges of the 1990s. On the policy dimension, grassroots groups achieved some success. On the legitimation dimension, it is difficult to judge the results of grass-roots activism by normal standards of efficacy or success. Activists have certainly not radically restructured politics. They agree that democracy is desirable, but troublesome questions persist about the degree to which those processes that are now bureaucratically organized can and should be restructured, where grassroots democracy is possible and where bureaucracy is necessary in order to get things done. In other words, grassroots groups have tried to remedy the Weberian problem of the marginalization of politics, but it is not yet clear what the boundaries of the political realm should be. It is, however, the act of calling existing boundaries into question that keeps democracy vital. In raising alternative possibilities and encouraging citizens to take an active, critical role in their own governance, the contribution of grassroots environmental groups has been significant. As Melucci states for new social movements in general, these groups mount a "symbolic" challenge by proposing "a different way of perceiving and naming the world."58 Rochon concurs for the case of the West German peace movement, noting that its effect on the public discussion of secur-ity issues has been tremendous.59 The effects of the legitimation issue in the FRG are evident in increased citizen interest in areas formerly left to technical experts. Citizens have formed nationwide associations of environmental and other grassroots groups as well as alternative and green parties at all levels of government. The level of information within the groups is generally quite high, and their participation, especially in local politics, has raised the awareness and engagement of the general populace noticeably.60 Policy concessions and new legal provisions for citizen participation have not quelled grassroots action. The attempts of the established political parties to coopt "green" issues have also met with limited success. Even green parties themselves have not tapped the full potential of public support for these issues. The persistence of legitima-tion concerns, along with the growth of a culture of informed political activism, will ensure that the search continues for a space for a delibera-tive politics in modern technological society.61
No impact – threat construction isn’t sufficient to cause wars

Kaufman ‘9 (Prof Poli Sci and IR – U Delaware, ‘9 (Stuart J, “Narratives and Symbols in Violent Mobilization: The Palestinian-Israeli Case,” Security Studies 18:3, 400 – 434) 

Even when hostile narratives, group fears, and opportunity are strongly present, war occurs only if these factors are harnessed. Ethnic narratives and fears must combine to create significant ethnic hostility among mass publics. Politicians must also seize the opportunity to manipulate that hostility, evoking hostile narratives and symbols to gain or hold power by riding a wave of chauvinist mobilization. Such mobilization is often spurred by prominent events (for example, episodes of violence) that increase feelings of hostility and make chauvinist appeals seem timely. If the other group also mobilizes and if each side's felt security needs threaten the security of the other side, the result is a security dilemma spiral of rising fear, hostility, and mutual threat that results in violence. A virtue of this symbolist theory is that symbolist logic explains why ethnic peace is more common than ethnonationalist war. Even if hostile narratives, fears, and opportunity exist, severe violence usually can still be avoided if ethnic elites skillfully define group needs in moderate ways and collaborate across group lines to prevent violence: this is consociationalism.17 War is likely only if hostile narratives, fears, and opportunity spur hostile attitudes, chauvinist mobilization, and a security dilemma.

Extinction comes first
Schell, 1982  (Jonathan, writer for the New Yorker and nuclear weapons expert, The Fate of the Earth)


For the generations that now have to decide whether or not to risk the future of the species, the implication of our species’ unique place in the order of things is that while things in the life of mankind have worth, we must never raise that worth above the life of mankind and above our respect for that life’s existence.  To do this would be to make of our highest ideals so many swords with which to destroy ourselves.  To sum up the worth of our species by reference to some particular standard, goal, or ideology, no matter how elevated or noble it might be, would be to prepare the way for extinction by closing down in thought and feeling the open-ended possibilities for human development which extinction would close down in fact.  There is only one circumstance in which it might be possible to sum up the life and achievement of the species, and that circumstance would be that it had already died, but then, of course, there would be no one left to do the summing up. Only a generation that believed itself to be in possession of final, absolute truth could ever conclude that it had reason to put an end to human life, and only generations that recognized the limits to their own wisdom and virtue would be likely to subordinate their interests and dreams to the as yet unformed interests and undreamed dreams of the future generations, and let human life go on.
Maximizing life is key- all lives have value

Schwartz ‘2 (L Schwartz, medical ethicist, 2002, Medical ethics: a case based approach, www.fleshandbones.com/readingroom/pdf/399.pdf
Supporters of the sanctity of life ethic dismiss considerations about quality and quantity because, they assert: • all life is worth living under any condition because of  the inherent value of life. The upshot of the theory is that quality of life, although desirable, is irrelevant to assessing the value of a life because all life is inherently valuable. Many supporters of the sanctity of life criterion say this is true only of human life, but there are religious groups who claim sanctity extends to all life. Either way, the sanctity of life principle states that all human life is worthy of preservation and hence eliminates the justifiability of abortion, euthanasia and rational suicide and, at extremes, withdrawal of futile treatment: The sanctity of life ethic holds that every human life is intrinsically good, that no life is more valuable than another, that lives not fully developed (embryonic and fetal stages) and lives with no great potential (the suffering lives of the terminally ill or the pathetic lives of the severely handicapped) are still sacred. The condition of a life does not reduce its value or justify its termination.6 So, whereas to determine the value of a life on its quality asserts that there is a relevant difference between the type of life and the fact of life, this distinction is rejected by sanctity arguments as irrelevant. The sanctity criterion tends to be associated with religious beliefs. The Judeo-Christian rationale is usually that lives are inherently valuable because they are gifts from God and not ours to end as we wish. In a sense, our lives are on loan to us and, as such, must be treated with respect. In Islam, the suffering associated with reduced quality of life is also considered a divine endowment and therefore ought to The value of life: who decides and how? 115 be borne without assistance, as the suffering is said to lead to enlightenment and divine reward. However, religious arguments are not required to defend sanctity beliefs. It is enough simply to say that all human lives are deserving of equal respect not because of what they have to offer or have offered or potentially will offer, but because they exist. The notion of inalienable human rights attributes force to the value of human life with the assertion that it needs no justification. This is the primary merit of the sanctity of life ethic – that a life requires no justification – but justification is required for the premature termination of that life. In this sense, the principle acts as a forceful bulwark against devaluing human life. Article 3 of the United Nations Declaration of Human rights asserts simply that: Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of person.7 No argument is made to justify this claim because no argument is necessary. However, it will be necessary to justify any violation of this right. 

Nuclear is key to prevent billions from dying from structural violence
Beller ‘4 (Dr. Denis E, Beller, 2004 - Department of Mechanical Engineering, University of Nevada, Las Vegas ("Atomic Time Machines: Back to the Nuclear Future," 24 J. Land Resources & Envtl. L. 41, 2004)

Our global neighbors need much more energy to achieve the standards of living of the developed world. One-third of the six billion people on Earth today lack access to electricity.3 Another two billion use just 1000 kilowatt hours (kWh) per year, which is barely enough to keep a single 100-watt light bulb lit.4 In addition, one billion people have no sanitary water,5 which could be provided easily and inexpensively if energy were available to operate desalination and/or purification plants. Energy is needed for development, prosperity, health, and international security. The alternative to development, which is easily sustained with ample energy, is suffering in the form of poverty, disease, and death. This suffering creates instability and the potential for widespread violence, such that national security requires developed nations to help increase energy production in their more populous developing counterparts. The relationship between energy use and human well being is demonstrated by correlating the United Nations’ Human Development Index (HDI) with the annual per capita use of electricity. The UN compiles the HDI for almost every nation annually. It is a composite of average education level, health and well being (average life expectancy), and per capita income or gross domestic product. One such correlation that was done a few years ago showed that electric consumption first increases human well being, then people who are well off increase their electric consumption.6 Figure 1 illustrates this for almost every nation on Earth (the data includes more than 90 percent of the Earth’s population). Note there is a threshold at about 4000 kWh per capita. Below this threshold, human development increases rapidly with increases in available electricity (there are, of course, exceptions to every rule). Above this threshold, use of electricity increases rapidly as people become more healthy, wealthy, and educated. A deeper investigation into the data underlying the HDI reveals the effects of what Dr. Eric Loewen, a delegate to the United Nations 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg, South Africa, now calls “energy apartheid.”7 People in the Western world, who have and use large amounts of energy, have a life expectancy of about eighty years, while those on the lower left side of this graph, undeveloped nations where most people have no access to electricity, will die decades earlier. Thus, billions of our global neighbors without sufficient electricity die decades before they should. Those who live in poverty live in the most dangerous of conditions. Without substantial increases in electricity generation, the proportion of the Earth’s population without sufficient electricity will increase in the next fifty years as it grows by 50 percent to near 9 billion people.8 Preventing global conflict will require even more addition of electricity. The product of increased population and increased per capita energy usage by people who today have access to nearly none is a great growth in global electricity usage. Estimates for future increases in energy and electricity use, even with substantial efficiency improvements and conservation efforts, range between doubling and tripling in the next fifty years.9 Even with conservation, “energy star” appliances and homes, mandated fuel economy, massive government purchases of “renewables,” and energy saving and efficiency measures, our use of electrical energy has been growing faster than total energy usage; electricity use in the United States increased 57 percent between 1980 and 2000, while total energy use increased just 27 percent

Perm: Do both

Perm: Do the plan and [insert alt text/explanation]

Perm: do the alt

Perm: do the plan and all non-competitive parts of the alt

Perm: do the plan and whatever the alt becomes in the 2nr 

Securitization is crucial to politicization and breaks down antagonism- their theory is wrong and their alt is worse

Trombetta ‘8 (Maria Julia Trombetta, (Delft University of Technology, postdoctoral researcher at the department of Economics of Infrastructures) 3/19/08 http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Trombetta-the_securitization_of_the_environment_and_the_transformation_of_security.pdf

On the one hand, an approach that considers the discursive formation of security issues  provides a new perspective to analyse the environmental security discourse and its transformative  potential. First, it allows for an investigation of the political process behind the selection of threats,  exploring why some of them are considered more relevant and urgent than others. The focus shifts  from the threats to the collectivities, identities and interests that deserve to be protected and the  means to be employed. Second, securitization suggests that the awareness of environmental issues  can have a relevant role in defining and transforming political communities, their interests and  identities, since the process creates new ideas about who deserve to be protected and by whom.  Finally, as Behnke points out, securitization can open the space for a “genuinely political”  constitutive and formative struggle through which political structures are contested and reestablished.(Behnke 2000: 91) Securitization allows for the breaking and transforming of rules that  are no longer acceptable, including the practices associated with an antagonistic logic of security.   On the other hand, securitization is problematic because of the set of practices it is supposed  to bring about. For the CopS security “carries with it a history and a set of connotations that it  cannot escape.”(Wæver 1995: 47) While securitizing an issue is a political choice, the practices it  brings about are not. Accordingly, transforming an issue into a security issue is not always an  improvement. In the case of the environment, the warning seems clear: “When considering  securitizing moves such as ‘environmental security’...one has to weigh the always problematic side  effects of applying a mind-set of security against the possible advantages of focus, attention, and  mobilization.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 29) The School shares the normative suggestion that  “[a] society whose security is premised upon a logic of war should be re-shaped, re-ordered, simply  changed.”(Aradau 2001: introduction) For the CopS this does not mean to transform the practices  and logic of security, because, as it will be shown below, for the School, this is impossible. The  CopS suggests avoiding the transformation of  issues into security issues. It is necessary “to turn  threats into challenges; to move developments from the sphere of existential fear to one where they  could be handled by ordinary means, as politics, economy, culture, and so on.”(Wæver 1995: 55,  quoting Jahn). This transformation, for the CopS, is “desecuritization”, and the School has  introduced a distinction between politicization - “meaning the issue is part of public policy, requiring government decision  and resources allocation  s”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 23) - and securitization - “meaning the issue is presented as  an   existential threat, requiring emergency measures and justifying actions outside the normal bounds  of political procedure.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 23) The slogan is: “less security, more  politics!”(Wæver 1995: 56)   Nevertheless, there are two major problems behind this suggestion. First, if securitization is  normatively problematic, desecuritization can be even more problematic. It can lead to a  depoliticization and marginalisation of urgent and serious issues, while leaving unchallenged the  practices associated with security. In the case of the environment, many appeals to security are  aimed at both soliciting action and transforming what counts as security and the way of providing it.  Second, within the School’s framework, desecuritization cannot be possible. Securitization  in fact can be inescapable, the unwanted result of discussing whether or not the environment is a  security issue. As Huysmans has noticed, the performative, constitutive approach suggested by the  speech act theory implies that even talking and researching about security can contribute to the  securitization of an issue, even if that (and the practices associated with it) is not the desired result.  “The normative dilemma thus consists of how to write or speak about security when the security  knowledge risks the production of what one tries to avoid, what one criticizes: that is, the  securitization of migration, drugs and so forth.”(Huysmans 2002: 43) When the understanding of  security is the problematic one described by the CopS, research itself can become a danger.  This  captures a paradox that characterizes the debate about environmental security. As Jon Barnett has  showed in The Meaning of Environmental Security (2001) the securitization of the environment can  have perverse effects and several attempts to transform environmental problems into security issues  have resulted in a spreading of the national security paradigm and the enemy logic, even if the  intentions behind them were different. Barnett has argued that “environmental security is not about  the environment, it is about security; as a concept, it is at its most meaningless and malign”(2001:  83) in this way, he seems to accept the ineluctability of the security mindset or logic evoked by  securitization.  However, his suggestion of promoting a “human centered” understanding of  security, in which environmental security is not about (national) security but about people and their  needs, within the securitization logic, cannot escape the trap he has described.  Why, in fact, should  the sort of his claim be different from that of similar ones?   2. The fixity of Security practices    These dilemmas, however, are based on the idea that security practices are inescapable and  unchangeable and the theory of securitization, as elaborated by the CopS, has contributed to suggest  so. The CopS has achieved the result of making a specific, negative understanding of security –  which has characterised the dominant  Realist discourse within IR - appear as “natural” and  unchangeable since all the attempts to transform it appear to reinforce its logic. To challenge this  perverse mechanism it is necessary to unpack securitization further. First, it will be shown that  securitization is not analytically accurate, the environment representing a relevant case. Second, the  assumptions behind this problematic fixity will be explored.   The CopS explores the specificity of the environmental sector in Security: A Framework for  Analysis (Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998) (Security hereafter), the theoretical book where the CopS  illustrates the theory of securitization and analyses the dynamics of securitization within five  relevant sectors. For each sector the School identifies the actors or objects (referent objects) that are  threatened, specifies the relevant threats and the agents that promote or facilitate securitization.11[11]   The environmental sector is rather different from the others and the transformative intent that is  associated with the appeal to environmental security is more evident.12[12] Amongst the peculiarities  of the environmental sector described by the School, three deserve a specific analysis for their  implications: First, the presence of two agendas - a scientific and a political one; second, the  multiplicity of actors; third, the politicization/securitization relationship. They will be analysed in  turn  “One of the most striking features of the environmental sector,” it is argued in Security, “is  the existence of two different agendas: a scientific agenda and a political agenda.”(Buzan, Wæver  and Wilde 1998: 71) The scientific one refers mainly to natural science and non-governmental  activities. The “scientific agenda is about the authoritative assessment of threat,”(Buzan, Wæver  and Wilde 1998: 72) and Buzan, Wæver and de Wilde admit that “the extent to which scientific  argument structures environmental security debates strikes us as exceptional.”(Buzan, Wæver and  Wilde 1998: 72) Quoting Rosenau, they suggest that “the demand for scientific proof is a broader  emerging characteristic in the international system.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 72) This                                                    11[11]    So for instance in the military sector the referent object is usually the state and the threats are mainly military ones,  while in the societal sector the referent objects are collective identities “that can function independent of the state, such  as nations and religions.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 22-3)  12[12]   This is the case even if the School adopts a conservative strategy that appears from the choice of the referent object  (or what is threatened). In the first works  of the School, the referent object within the environmental sector was the  biosphere: “Environmental security concerns the maintenance of the local and the planetary biosphere as the essential  support system on which all other human enterprises depend.” (Buzan 1991: 19) In Security the School narrows down  this perspective and identifies the level of civilization (with all the contradictions that contribute to environmental  problems) as the main referent object. This move favours a conservative perspective which considers the securitization  of the environment as  a way to preserve the status quo and the security strategies on which it is based. Despite this, the  description of the environmental sector captures the specificity of the sector and reveals the tensions within the overall  framework.  questions the “self referentiality” of the speech act security. Are some threats more “real” than  others thanks to scientific proof? Can considerations developed to characterize reflective behaviours  be applied to natural systems? Even if dealing with these issues is beyond the scope of this article, it  is necessary to note that the appeal to an external discourse has serious implications. First, it   questions the possibility and opportunity of desecuritization. Is it possible and what does it mean to  “desecuritize” an issue which is on the scientific agenda? If scientific research outlines the  dangerousness of an environmental problem, how is it possible to provide security? Second, it  suggests that security and the practices associated with it can vary from one sector to another and  thus from one context to another.   The second peculiarity of the environmental sector is the presence of many actors. This   contrasts with Wæver’s suggestion that “security is articulated only from a specific place, in an  institutional voice, by elites.”(Wæver 1995: 57) The multiplicity of actors is largely justified by the  School with the relative novelty of the securitization of the environment. “The discourses, power  struggles, and securitizing moves in the other sectors are reflected by and have sedimented over  time in concrete types of organizations - notably states...nations (identity configurations), and the  UN system,”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 71) however, this is not the case with the  environment: “It is as yet undetermined what kinds of political structures environmental concerns  will generate.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 71). In this way a tension appears since the attempts  to securitize the environment are described as having a transforming potential, requiring and calling  for new institutions. Within the environmental sector securitization moves seem to have a  transformative intent that contrasts with the conservative one, that characterizes other sectors.  The third peculiarity is that many securitizing moves result in politicization. This is  problematic for the School, which argues that “transcending a security problem by politicising it  cannot happen through thematization in security terms, only away from such terms.”(Wæver 1995:  56) For the School, once the enemy logic has been inscribed in a context, it is very difficult to  return to an open debate. Nevertheless the various politicizations of environmental issues that  followed the appeal to security – those the CopS dismissed as failed securitizations - seem to  reinforce the argument, suggested by Edkins, that there is a tendency to politicize issues through  their securitization. (Edkins 1999: 11) This represents another signal that securitization, within the  environmental sector, can take a different form, and that the problematic aspects of evoking security  are not so evident.   Securitization theory, for the CopS, is meant to be descriptive, however the environmental  sector suggests that some of its aspects prevent it from providing an adequate instrument for  analysis. To understand why this occurs, it is necessary to explore in more detail the  conceptualization of security by Wæver, who has introduced securitization within the School and is  the strongest opponent of any attempt to securitize the environment. 

Alternative fails—and causes violence

Tara McCormack, ’10, is Lecturer in International Politics at the University of Leicester and has a PhD in International Relations from the University of Westminster. 2010, (Critique, Security and Power: The political limits to emancipatory approaches, page 137-138)

In chapter 7 I engaged with the human security framework and some of the problematic implications of ‘emancipatory’ security policy frameworks. In this chapter I argued that the shift away from the pluralist security framework and the elevation of cosmopolitan and emancipatory goals has served to enforce international power inequalities rather than lessen them. Weak or unstable states are subjected to greater international scrutiny and international institutions and other states have greater freedom to intervene, but the citizens of these states have no way of controlling or influencing these international institutions or powerful states. This shift away from the pluralist security framework has not challenged the status quo, which may help to explain why major international institutions and states can easily adopt a more cosmopolitan rhetoric in their security policies. As we have seen, the shift away from the pluralist security framework has entailed a shift towards a more openly hierarchical international system, in which states are differentiated according to, for example, their ability to provide human security for their citizens or their supposed democratic commitments. In this shift, the old pluralist international norms of (formal) international sovereign equality, non-intervention and ‘blindness’ to the content of a state are overturned. Instead, international institutions and states have more freedom to intervene in weak or unstable states in order to ‘protect’ and emancipate individuals globally. Critical and emancipatory security theorists argue that the goal of the emancipation of the individual means that security must be reconceptualised away from the state. As the domestic sphere is understood to be the sphere of insecurity and disorder, the international sphere represents greater emancipatory possibilities, as Tickner argues, ‘if security is to start with the individual, its ties to state sovereignty must be severed’ (1995: 189). For critical and emancipatory theorists there must be a shift towards a ‘cosmopolitan’ legal framework, for example Mary Kaldor (2001: 10), Martin Shaw (2003: 104) and Andrew Linklater (2005). For critical theorists, one of the fundamental problems with Realism is that it is unrealistic. Because it prioritises order and the existing status quo, Realism attempts to impose a particular security framework onto a complex world, ignoring the myriad threats to people emerging from their own governments and societies. Moreover, traditional international theory serves to obscure power relations and omits a study of why the system is as it is: [O]mitting myriad strands of power amounts to exaggerating the simplicity of the entire political system. Today’s conventional portrait of international politics thus too often ends up looking like a Superman comic strip, whereas it probably should resemble a Jackson Pollock. (Enloe, 2002 [1996]: 189) Yet as I have argued, contemporary critical security theorists seem to show a marked lack of engagement with their problematic (whether the international security context, or the Yugoslav break-up and wars). Without concrete engagement and analysis, however, the critical project is undermined and critical theory becomes nothing more than a request that people behave in a nicer way to each other. Furthermore, whilst contemporary critical security theorists argue that they present a more realistic image of the world, through exposing power relations, for example, their lack of concrete analysis of the problematic considered renders them actually unable to engage with existing power structures and the way in which power is being exercised in the contemporary international system. For critical and emancipatory theorists the central place of the values of the theorist mean that it cannot fulfil its promise to critically engage with contemporary power relations and emancipatory possibilities. Values must be joined with engagement with the material circumstances of the time.

Our methodology and epistemology is good and self-reflexive- the alt fails and the perm solves best

Caprioli ‘4 (Mary Caprioli, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Tennessee, International Studies Review, June 2004 pp.256-8

The purported language difference between feminist and IR scholars appears to be methodological. In general, feminist IR scholars 2 are skeptical of empiricist methodologies and "have never been satisfied with the boundary constraints of conventional IR" (Tickner 2001:2). As noted above, conventional international relations is defined on the basis of methodology as a commitment "to empiricism and data-based methods of testing" (Tickner 2001:149). Ironically, some feminist IR scholars place boundary constraints on feminist IR scholarship by limiting its definition to a critical-interpretive methodology (see Carpenter 2003:ftn. 1). Rather than pushing methodological boundaries to expand the field and to promote inclusiveness, conventional IR feminists appear to discriminate against quantitative research. If conventional feminists are willing to embrace multicultural approaches to feminism, why restrict research tools? There would seem to be a lack of consistency between rhetoric and practice. Especially at the global level, there need not be only one way to achieve feminist goals. Hence, conventional feminist IR scholars might benefit from participating in mainstream IR scholars' evolving embrace of methodological pluralism and epistemological opportunism (Bueno de Mesquita 2002; Chan 2002; Fearon and Wendt 2002). One must assume that feminist IR scholars support the pursuit of research that broadens our understanding of international relations. Such a research agenda must include both evidence and logic (Bueno de Mesquita 2002; Chan 2002). Theorizing, case study evidence (specific details), and external validity (generality) are all necessary components of research—only through a combination of all three modes of inquiry can we begin to gain confidence in our understanding. "And still we debate what seems to have been obvious to our predecessors: to gain understanding, we need to integrate careful empirical analysis with the equally careful application of the power of reason" (Bueno de Mesquita 2002:2). Different types of scholarship "make different contributions that can be mutually beneficial, as when historical studies isolate immediate causes that act as catalysts for the general tendencies identified in aggregate analyses" (Chan 2002:754). Without logic and theory, the general tendencies identified through quantitative analysis are incomplete. "In the absence of guidance from such logic, the data exercises degenerate into mindless fishing expeditions and are vulnerable to spurious interpretations" (Chan 2002:750). Most scholars concerned with gender certainly owe a debt to Jean Bethke Elshtain (1987), Cynthia Enloe (1989), and Ann Tickner (1992). These IR feminists shattered the publishing boundary for feminist IR scholarship and tackled the difficult task of deconstructing IR theory, including its founding myths, thereby creating the logic to guide feminist quantitative research. It is only through exposure to feminist literature that one can begin to scientifically question the sexist assumptions inherent in the dominant paradigms of international relations.  Feminist theory is rife with testable hypotheses that can only strengthen feminist IR scholarship by identifying false leads and logical errors or by identifying general tendencies that deserve further inquiry. Without the solid body of feminist literature that exists, quantitative feminist IR scholarship would be meaningless. The existing feminist literature based on critical-interpretive epistemologies forms the rationale for quantitative testing. No one methodology is superior to the others. So, why create a dichotomy if none exists? All methodologies contribute to our knowledge, and, when put together like pieces of a puzzle, they offer a clearer picture. The idea is to build a bridge of knowledge, not parallel walls that are equally inadequate in their understanding of one another and in explaining international relations.  Further undermining the false dichotomization between positivist and interpretivist methodologies is the lack of proof that quantitative methodologies cannot challenge established paradigms or, more important, that a critical-interpretive epistemology is unbiased or more likely to uncover some truth that is supposedly obscured by quantitative inquiry. Part of the rationale for the perpetuation of the dichotomy between methodologies and for the critique of quantitative methodology as a valid type of feminist inquiry involves confusing theory and practice. On a theoretical level, quantitative research is idealized as value-free and objective, which of course it is not—particularly when applied to the social sciences. Feminists opposed to quantitative methodologies imagine that other scholars necessarily assume such scholarship to be objective (see Brown 1988). Few social scientists using quantitative methodologies, however, would suggest that this methodology is value-free, which is why so much emphasis is placed on defining measures. This procedure leaves room for debate and provides space for feminist inquiry. For example, feminists might wish to study the effect of varying definitions of democracy and of security on the democratic peace thesis, ultimately combining methodologies to provide a more thorough understanding of the social matrix underlying state behavior.

No self-fulfilling prophecy with China- the reverse is true

Rachman ’96 (Gideon Rachman, Asia editor of the Economist, ’96 (Washington Quarterly, “Containing China”, ln)

Let us start with the self-fulfilling prophecy. This argument, often advanced by Sinologists, stresses Chinese paranoia. For historical reasons, the Chinese leadership is said to be deeply suspicious of the outside world. It assumes that outsiders will inevitably try to frustrate growing Chinese prosperity and power, however that power is used. Objecting to Chinese threats, protesting about human rights abuses, meeting the Taiwanese, attempting to leave Hong Kong with workable, democratic institutions, using words like containment: any and all of this will simply be interpreted by China as a plot to undermine Chinese stability. It may well be that the Chinese think like this. So what? The point is to respond to Chinese actions, not to try to fathom Chinese thought processes. If policymakers insist on playing the psychologist, perhaps they should model themselves on B. F. Skinner, rather than Freud. In other words rather than trying to divine the sources of Chinese behavior by analyzing old traumas, they should concentrate on behavior modification. A basic tenet of behavior therapy is not to reward behavior that you wish to discourage: giving in to threats is not generally regarded as sound practice. Ah, reply some Sinologists, but the Chinese are different. China, in the words of Henry Kissinger, "tends to react with neuralgia to any perceived slight to its dignity." n7 Well, perhaps. But it is a myth that the Chinese never back down when put under pressure. There are recent examples that suggest the opposite. In February 1995, the Chinese gave considerable ground over intellectual property rights when threatened with sanctions by the United States. The Chinese released Harry Wu, the Chinese-American human rights activist, when it became clear that imprisoning him would gravely damage U.S.-Chinese relations. After its display of public fury over the Lee Teng-hui visit, China quietly returned its ambassador to Washington and moved to patch up relations with the United States, despite failing to extract a public promise that Lee would never again be granted a U.S. visa. China also seems likely to give substantial ground in negotiations over accession to the World Trade Organization (WTO). Believers in the self-fulfilling prophecy have got the argument the wrong way around. It is certainly true that American, and indeed Asian, policies toward China could be a lot better thought out. But the West is not the source of friction: the real sources of the current tensions are Chinese actions, particularly Chinese threats to use force to assert claims over Taiwan and the South China Sea. The Chinese insist that they have never been an expansionist power. But China has very expansive ideas of where its legitimate borders lie. Because weak Chinese governments have always been especially prickly on issues of sovereignty, instability after the death of Deng Xiaoping may only heighten Chinese assertiveness.

Climate representations avoid their impacts and break down securitization- only way to solve
Trombetta ‘8 (Maria Julia, Professor of Economics of Infrastructures of Delft University of Technology, “The meaning and function of climate security” http://tudelft.academia.edu/MariaJuliaTrombetta/Papers/899481/The_meaning_and_function_of_climate_security)

The two main arguments against considering the environment as a security issue come from Realists, and from those who warn against the problematic implications the word security brings with it. 

Constructivists and poststructuralists have challenged the narrow realist perspective suggesting that threats are socially constructed. Amongst these approaches, the most innovative and thoughtful attempt to conceptualise the social construction of security issues, is the theory of securitization elaborated by the Copenhagen School, a body of research mainly associated with the work of Barry Buzan and Ole Waever. It is relevant to this analysis because it allows considerations on how discourses can transform the way of dealing with an issue but at the same time it narrows down this possibility by adopting a rather static understanding of what security is about. The theory of securitization argues that there are not objective threats, waiting to be discovered, and various issues can be transformed into security issues through a successful speech-act that transforms the way of dealing with them. Security in this perspective is not a value or a condition but a form of social practice, which by successfully labelling an issue as a security issue transforms the way of dealing with it. Considering the discursive formation of security issues provides a new perspective to analyse the environmental security discourse. First, it allows an investigation of the political process behind the selections of threats, exploring why some of them are considered more relevant and urgent than others. Second, it suggests that the awareness of environmental issues can have a relevant role in defining and transforming political communities and their identities, since the process creates new ideas about who deserve to be protected and by whom. Finally, as Behnke points out, securitization can open the space for a “genuinely political” constitutive and formative struggle through which political structures (including the practices associated with security) are contested and re-established (2000, 91). For the Copenhagen School however this transformation has problematic consequences. The label security brings with it a set of practices and a way of dealing with a problem that characterizes an issue as a security issue. The word security brings with it a specific logic or rationality, independently from the context or the intentions of the speakers. Security is about survival, urgency and emergency. It allows exceptional measures, the breaking of otherwise binding rules, governing by decrees rather than by democratic decisions and implies a ‘decisionist’ attitude, which emphasizes the importance of reactive, emergency measures. This mindset, once activated, is not open to negotiation. While it is possible to decide whether or not to securitize an issue and securitization, as a social process, is determined by a collectivity rather than by individuals, once an issue is securitized the logic of security necessarily follows. This logic, it has been noted, has been borrowed from the Schimittian understanding of the political.
For Schmitt the political is about the friend-enemy distinction and successfully evoking security brings about that distinction. The logic of security is the logic of war; this suggests an extreme form of antagonism and a zero sum understanding of security. With the codification and institutionalization of a national security discourse this rationality has been narrowed down to a specific context, attempts to broaden the security agenda results in the spreading of this rationality to other contexts from which it had been excluded (Buzan and Waever 1998). Climate change challenges this logic on several aspects. The first one concerns the identification of the referent object of security. Climate itself is not the referent. What is intended to be secured are the political communities that depend on a stable climate. In this sense representing climate change as a threat to the whole humankind, suggests the possibility of creating a global community. As Beck has argued “threats create society and global threats create global society.”(Beck 2000b: 38) A process of securitization can be considered as part of a broader process of transformation of political communities. As Weaver has noticed securitization identifies “security units”, whose existence is legitimised by reference to their own survival. (Wæver 1997: 355) The question then becomes whether these security units are “always limited collectivities, or can they also be inclusive and universalist?” (Wæver 1997: 357). The second possibility is particularly relevant within climate security discourses since several attempts to link security and the environment, since several attempts have been don with cosmopolitan intents, Weaver’s answer however tends to be negative and the reason is to be fund in a specific understanding of security and in its fixity. The second problematic aspect concerns the identification of the enemy. Several environmental problems, including climate change can affect the whole humankind. It is impossible to create barriers and distance oneself from them, from the enemy. For the Copenhagen School security is about the inscription of enemies and the logic of war. For Beck instead ‘[t]he concept of “enemy” is the strongest possible antithesis to the concept of security,’ (Beck 1997, 82) since ‘enemy stereotypes empower’ as they create ‘the relationships and the behavioural logic of attack and defence, pro and contra, which first kill the question and then the people.’ (Beck 1997, 82) The final aspect concerns the fixity of security practices. The theory of securitization, following Austin and Derrida argue that securitization is a performative, in saying something, something is done and the context is transformed. In this perspective communication is more than the transmission of a meaning, which depends on the intention of the speaker and her presence. It has to be itereable, independently for the context and the intention of the speaker. In this perspective, the securitiness of security is associated with a specific meaning and specific practices that are supposed to be fixed.
 The theory of securitization downplays two aspects. First, security as a social practice is embedded in a specific context. Different sets of practice characterises different sectors. The theory of securitization has the great merit of having characterised the main aspects of the dominant western security formation that has characterised theory and practices of international relations (quote Huysmans), but the Copenhagen School downplays the existence and role f other security practices, from those based on risk to that related with preventions and safety standards. Security means different things for different people and in different contexts and to subsume all these understanding to the understanding of suggested by realism is problematic. Second, social practices are reflexive, in this sense the understanding provided by Beck is relevant. Social practices are subject to a process of repetition and are checked against specific formats in unreflective manners but by repeating these practices over and over again and by transporting them to different sectors they become the subject of reflection. In this sense securitization can be considered as a reflexive process, which is not only rule-directed but also rule-transforming (see Beck) In this respect Beck’s analysis of risk society is relevant for two reasons. First, he provides an analysis inspired by environmental problems which argues that contemporary risks are unbound and challenges existing security practices and institutions on two aspects: the first is the possibility of inscribing enemies into a context, the second is the possibility of relying on emergencies measures. The second reason that makes Beck’s analysis relevant is his suggestion that the awareness of the environmental crisis is making modernity becoming reflexive. Second he suggests that modernity is becoming reflexive. In this sense it is relevant to explore how the “climate security discourse” has evolved and transformed security practices. 

Elections 2AC

Obama will win inevitably and voters are locked in

Rothkopf ’10-1 (The Election Is Over It's time to start worrying about 2013, because the Obama team clearly isn't. BY DAVID ROTHKOPF | OCTOBER 1, 2012 David Rothkopf is CEO and editor at large of Foreign Policy.

It's the first of October, and here's your October surprise: October is already over. So is the first week of November. The campaign is over. The voters have decided. The only remaining step is watching as the clock strikes midnight after Election Day is done and Mitt Romney disappears from the American political scene like Cinderella's coach. Poof. What was that fellow's name again? This is a surprise because the United States remains a deeply divided country politically. Opposition to the president remains strong, and his record remains spotty at best. It is a surprise because the past few weeks have seen bad news on the economic front and the unraveling of the story that Barack Obama is a foreign-policy master. The race should be closer. By some reasoning, Romney should even be ahead. Heck, if Romney had gone on vacation to Lake Winnipesaukee for the past three weeks, he might be. But every time events have turned against the president -- from weak job numbers to bad manufacturing results, from the debacle in Libya to the rapid deterioration in Iraq, Afghanistan, Syria, and U.S.-Israel relations -- Romney has come to Obama's rescue with a boneheaded statement or some distracting gaffe of his own. So now the swing-state polls suggest it is highly unlikely that the Republican candidate can orchestrate a victory. Behind by 9 percentage points in the latest Columbus Dispatch poll in the state he must win, Ohio, and trailing in eight of the nine Florida polls tracked by RealClearPolitics, Mitt has no clear path to 270 electoral votes. The media will spin this election up and down between now and Nov. 6 to try to create the illusion of drama, but stick a fork in it: The Romney goose is cooked.
Nuclear energy now thumps the link- that’s Johnson and Yurman

We control link uniqueness, personality outweighs policies, and it’s too late to change voters minds

Beinart ‘12 (2012 Peter Beinart nytimes.com Peter Alexander Beinart is an American political pundit. A former editor of The New Republic, he has written for Time, The New York Times, The New York Review of Books among other periodicals, and is the author of three books. He is associate professor of journalism and political science at City University of New York, senior political writer for The Daily Beast

Back in 2004, I debated Jonah Goldberg about the presidential election. Bush will win, Jonah said, because after sniffing both of these guys for a while, Americans have simply decided they don’t like Kerry very much. Nonsense, I said. Likeability is in the eye of the beholder. Most Americans think the country is on the wrong track. Democrats have the demographic advantage. But I was too clever by half. Jonah was basically right. Eight years later, something similar may be happening. Conventional wisdom suggests that an incumbent presiding over a people this unhappy should lose. According to a June poll by the Pew Research Center, only 11 percent of Americans think the economy is “excellent” or “good.” Only 28 percent (PDF) are “satisfied with the way things are going in the country.” Americans think (PDF) the country is on the “wrong track” by a margin of almost two to one. And to a significant degree, they blame Barack Obama. A January Pew poll found that only 38 percent approve of the way he’s handling the economy. On the budget deficit, only 34 percent approve. On energy, it’s 36 percent. When asked in June which candidate is best capable of “improving economic conditions”—clearly the election’s dominant issue—Pew found that Mitt Romney bests Obama by eight points. Yet despite all this, about as many Americans approve of the job Obama’s doing as disapprove. And he leads slightly in the polls. Which is to say, there’s a yawning gap between how Americans feel the country is doing and how they feel Obama is doing. There’s even a significant gap between the way they feel about Obama’s performance on key issues and the way they feel about his performance overall. The most plausible explanation is that a lot of Americans just simply like the guy. When Obama took office in 2009, Americans held wildly positive views of his personal characteristics. According to Pew, 92 percent considered him a “good communicator,” 87 percent deemed him “warm and friendly,” 81 percent said he “cares about people like me,” 79 percent thought him “well-informed,” and 76 percent judged him “trustworthy.” Since then, each of those numbers has declined between 10 and 20 points. But they began at such stratospherically high levels that even with the drop, the public’s perception of Obama as a person remains remarkably cheery. Perhaps it’s because compared to past presidencies, Obama’s has been less plagued by scandal. Perhaps it’s because Obama’s personal story still makes people proud of America. Perhaps it’s because Obama is widely considered intelligent and well-spoken. Perhaps it’s because, like Bill Clinton and George W. Bush, but unlike John Kerry and Al Gore, he has that intangible quality: authenticity. He seems comfortable in his own skin. For whatever reason, Americans seem to give Obama the benefit of the doubt. When Pew asked them to describe him in a word earlier this year, the second most popular answer was “incompetent.” “Socialist” came in fourth. But the first, third, fifth and sixth most popular adjectives were “good,” “intelligent,” “honest,” and “trying.” The contrast with Mitt Romney could not be starker. According to the June Pew, while Romney leads on the economy, Obama enjoys a 31 point advantage on “connect[ing] to ordinary Americans.” He leads by 19 points on being “willing to take [an] unpopular stand.” By a 14 point margin, Americans consider him more “honest and truthful.” According to Gallup, Americans deem him more “likeable” by a whopping 17 points. This 2012 election may, in fact, be the most personality-driven in recent memory. For several presidential election cycles now, Pew has been asking voters why they support their favored candidate: “Leadership,” “Experience,” “Stand on Issues,” or “Personality.” Among Romney supporters, 4 percent cite personality, the same percentage as cited it for Al Gore in 2000. For John McCain in 2008, the figure was 3 percent. For George W. Bush and John Kerry in 2004, it was 8 percent each. For Obama this year, it’s 18 percent. In recent weeks, Democrats have been fretting that it’s too late to change people’s opinion about the economy. That’s true. But it may also be too late to change their opinions about what Obama and Romney are like as people. And for better or worse, that may matter more.
Obama can dodge the link- can not take a stance, blame it on congress or the DOE

New advanced reactors are uniquely popular

Bisconti Research ’12 (BISCONTI RESEARCH, INC. 5530 GREYSTONE STREET, CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 TEL: 301.657.5556 FAX: 301.657.5544 http://www.bisconti.com U.S. Public Opinion about Nuclear Energy Stabilizes February 2012

Public opinion on nuclear energy has stabilized, according to a new national public opinion survey. The survey, conducted February 17-19, 2012, finds that solid majorities continue to have favorable opinions about nuclear energy and new plants, but at below peak levels. The survey, with some questions tracked since 1983, was sponsored by Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) and conducted by Bisconti Research Inc. with GfK Roper. A nationally representative sample of 1,000 U.S. adults was interviewed by telephone, with a margin of error of plus or minus three percentage points. 64 Percent Favor Nuclear Energy The February survey finds 64 percent in favor of nuclear energy and 33 percent opposed, compared with 62 percent in favor and 35 percent opposed in September 2011. While 28 percent strongly favor nuclear energy, 17 percent are strongly opposed. Attitudes toward nuclear energy stand at approximately the level seen in a large number of the surveys in the past decade but below a pre-Fukushima peak of 74 percent in favor of nuclear energy (See Figure 1 attached). Majorities Support License Renewal and New Plants Majorities continue to support renewing the licenses of operating nuclear power plants and building new reactors. A near-consensus 82 percent agree with renewing the license of nuclear power plants that continue to meet federal safety standards, 74 percent believe that electric utilities should prepare now so that new nuclear power plants could be built if needed in the next decade, and 58 percent believe that we should “definitely build more nuclear power plants in the future.” All those measures are within the margin of error, compared with September 2011. Also, 81 percent believe that nuclear energy will play an important role in meeting the nation’s electricity needs in the years ahead; 42 percent think that role will be very important. Two-Thirds Would Find a New Reactor Acceptable at the Nearest Plant Site Two-thirds of Americans (65 percent) said they would find a new reactor acceptable at the site of the nearest nuclear power plant that is already operating, if a new power plant were needed. Thirty-one percent said that would not be acceptable, and four percent were unsure. The latest survey finds that majorities in all regions say that a new reactor would be acceptable at the nearest nuclear power plant site—including 69 percent in the Midwest, 68 percent in the South, and 61 percent in the Northeast and West. 2 Public Gives Nuclear Power Plants High Safety Ratings, Increasingly Recognizes Lessons Learned The public’s view of the safety of nuclear power plants in the United States remains favorable. Two-thirds (67 percent) gave a high rating to the plants operating now in the United States. The “high” rating is 5 to 7 on a 1 to 7 scale. Two-thirds (66 percent) also believe that nuclear power plants are built to withstand the most severe natural events that may occur here—unchanged since September. Seventy-four percent believe that “nuclear power plants operating in the United States are safe and secure.” Recent discussions about nuclear power plant safety have focused on how American companies have continually learned from experience and made nuclear power plants safer. Thus, it is significant that 80 percent now believe that, as we have learned from experience and technology has improved, U.S. nuclear power plants have been made safer. This is an increase of five percentage points since September 2011. Also, 82 percent believe that we should learn the lessons from last year’s Japanese accident and continue to develop advanced nuclear energy plants to meet America’s growing electricity demand. 

Nuclear wins the election- opposition is impossible and plan is key to jobs
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.

Winners win

Creamer ‘11 political strategist for over four decades (Robert, he and his firm, Democracy Partners, work with many of the country’s most significant issue campaigns, one of the major architects and organizers of the successful campaign to defeat the privatization of Social Security, he has been a consultant to the campaigns to end the war in Iraq, pass health care, pass Wall Street reform, he has also worked on hundreds of electoral campaigns at the local, state and national level, "Why GOP Collapse on the Payroll Tax Could be a Turning Point Moment," Huffington Post, 12-23-11, www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-creamer/why-gop-collapse-on-the-p_b_1167491.html, accessed 9-1-12, mss)

2). Strength and victory are enormous political assets. Going into the New Year, they now belong to the President and the Democrats. One of the reasons why the debt ceiling battle inflicted political damage on President Obama is that it made him appear ineffectual - a powerful figure who had been ensnared and held hostage by the Lilliputian pettiness of hundreds of swarming Tea Party ideological zealots. In the last few months -- as he campaigned for the American Jobs Act -- he has shaken free of those bonds. Now voters have just watched James Bond or Indiana Jones escape and turn the tables on his adversary. Great stories are about a protagonist who meets and overcomes a challenge and is victorious. The capitulation of the House Tea Party Republicans is so important because it feels like the beginning of that kind of heroic narrative. Even today most Americans believe that George Bush and the big Wall Street Banks - not by President Obama -- caused the economic crisis. Swing voters have never lost their fondness for the President and don't doubt his sincerity. But they had begun to doubt his effectiveness. They have had increasing doubts that Obama was up to the challenge of leading them back to economic prosperity. The narrative set in motion by the events of the last several weeks could be a turning point in voter perception. It could well begin to convince skeptical voters that Obama is precisely the kind of leader they thought he was back in 2008 - a guy with the ability to lead them out of adversity - a leader with the strength, patience, skill, will and resoluteness to lead them to victory. That now contrasts with the sheer political incompetence of the House Republican Leadership that allowed themselves to be cornered and now find themselves in political disarray. And it certainly contrasts with the political circus we have been watching in the Republican Presidential primary campaign. 3). This victory will inspire the dispirited Democratic base. Inspiration is the feeling of empowerment - the feeling that you are part of something larger than yourself and can personally play a significant role in achieving that goal. It comes from feeling that together you can overcome challenges and win. Nothing will do more to inspire committed Democrats than the sight of their leader -- President Obama - out maneuvering the House Republicans and forcing them into complete capitulation. The events of the last several weeks will send a jolt of electricity through the Progressive community. The right is counting on Progressives to be demoralized and dispirited in the coming election. The President's victory on the payroll tax and unemployment will make it ever more likely that they will be wrong. 4). When you have them on the run, that's the time to chase them. The most important thing about the outcome of the battle over the payroll tax and unemployment is that it shifts the political momentum at a critical time. Momentum is an independent variable in any competitive activity - including politics. In a football or basketball game you can feel the momentum shift. The tide of battle is all about momentum. The same is true in politics. And in politics it is even more important because the "spectators" are also the players - the voters. People follow - and vote -- for winners. The bandwagon effect is enormously important in political decision-making. Human beings like to travel in packs. They like to be at the center of the mainstream. Momentum shifts affect their perceptions of the mainstream. For the last two years, the right wing has been on the offensive. Its Tea Party shock troops took the battle to Democratic Members of Congress. In the Mid-Terms Democrats were routed in district after district. Now the tide has turned. And when the tide turns -when you have them on the run - that's the time to chase them.

Energy not key- other issues like immigration or abortion decide voters choices

Plan gets balanced out and bundled into the annual energy bill

HAC ’12 (US House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations, Washington, April 25 “Fiscal Year 2013 Energy and Water Appropriations Bill Approved by Appropriations Committee” http://appropriations.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=292584

The House Appropriations Committee today approved the fiscal year 2013 Energy and Water and Related Agencies Appropriations bill. The legislation provides the annual funding for the various agencies and programs under the Department of Energy (DoE) and other related agencies, and totals $32.1 billion – a cut of $965 million below the President’s budget request. “This bill makes targeted investments to encourage near-term job creation, improve public safety and regional commerce, strengthen national defense programs within the Department of Energy, and help reduce escalating energy costs that are putting pressure on family budgets around the country. Funding for important programs was balanced by cutting spending in other areas – putting tasks that are better suited for the private sector in the hands of entrepreneurs, while focusing tax dollars where they are best and most appropriately used,” Rogers said. Energy and Water Subcommittee Chairman Rodney Frelinghuysen also commented on the bill: “This legislation prioritizes investments in our nuclear security enterprise, programs to address gasoline prices, and opportunities to advance American competitiveness and get people back to work here at home,” Frelinghuysen said.

Romney is just rhetoric- won’t crush Russian relations
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.

HTGR’s key to nuclear cooperation with Russia- key to relations
- Haynes ‘6 (Mark Haynes, Vice President of Energy Development for General Atomics, JULY 20, 2006   U. HEARING  BEFORE THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES)

2. Joint Development Project with Russia: For the past several years, DOE's NNSA and several key Russian nuclear institutes and laboratories have been working to develop the Gas Turbine Modular Helium Reactor (GT–MHR) for the purpose of destroying surplus Russian weapons plutonium. The goal of this unique, 50 / 50 cost-shared program with Russia is to construct one or more GT–MHR modules to replace the existing plutonium production reactor at Seversk. The GT–MHR reactor(s) will burn Russian surplus weapons plutonium and produce electric power and heat for that city.      This program is successful for several reasons: First, there is a strong feeling of mutual respect and shared goals between U.S. and Russian personnel. Second, the Russians are genuinely interested in the HTGR as a potential commercial reactor because of its efficiency, safety, security and versatility, and particularly because of its ability to support efficient hydrogen production. This interest has been expressed at the highest levels of the Russian government. Third, because of the Russian interest in the technology, they are sharing half of the costs and hence, have a high degree of incentive. Finally, the business model mandates delivery and approval of work products before payment is made.        A valuable opportunity for U.S. non-proliferation efforts and international nuclear cooperation exists as the Russian non-proliferation program proceeds simultaneously with other gas reactor efforts in the U.S.: the Next Generation Reactor Project at the Idaho National Lab and the High Temperature Test and Teaching Reactor (HT3R) at the University of Texas Permian Basin. A parallel and collaborative development path in the U.S. and Russia for this reactor provides early implementation of technology that contributes to non-proliferation, global energy security and revitalization of the U.S. nuclear power industry.      Almost needless to say, we are extremely pleased to see the recent news that the President wants to move forward with a civilian nuclear energy agreement with Russia. Our own experience with our Russian counterparts has been very productive and we believe has served to strengthen the ties between our nations and lessen nuclear proliferation concerns. There is every reason to suppose that other similar arrangements could expand these positive impacts and serve to mutually benefit our industrial bases. 
Tensions with Russia will occur under Obama OR Romney- only nuclear energy cooperation can solve

Weitz ’12 (Richard Weitz is a senior fellow at the Hudson Institute and a World Politics Review senior editor. His weekly WPR column, Global Insights, appears every Tuesday. World Politics Review Senior Editor, “Global Insights: U.S.-Russia Arms Control Prospects Under Putin”, World Politics Review, 3-6-2012, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/11681/global-insights-u-s-russia-arms-control-prospects-under-putin)

This weekend’s election in Russia has unsurprisingly returned Vladimir Putin to the country’s presidency. In contrast to the preordained outcome of the Russian voting, the winner of this November’s U.S. presidential election is not yet known. But whoever occupies the White House in 2013 will need to consider the bilateral arms control relationship with Russia in coming years. And although the implementation of the New START agreement is going well, there are sharp differences in Washington and Moscow over where to go next. Moscow’s main concerns focus on U.S. missile defense and U.S. superiority in conventional forces. Both conditions work against Russia’s willingness to cut its offensive nuclear forces even further, which is the U.S. priority, especially with regard to the issue of Russian tactical nuclear weapons. In his recent Moscow News article on Russian foreign policy, Putin railed against what he called the U.S. quest for “absolute security.” In his words, the problem is that “absolute invulnerability for one country would in theory require absolute vulnerability for all others.” Instead, Putin again insisted on the right of all states to equal security, as well as Russia’s right to maintain the capacity to attack the United States with nuclear weapons if necessary. Putin argued that faced with U.S. plans for deploying a European-based missile defense system, Russia had two options: a symmetrical response of creating its own system or an asymmetrical strategy of strengthening Russia’s offensive strategic weapons to ensure that they are capable of overcoming any NATO system and thereby preserving mutual deterrence. The first choice being too costly and technically challenging, he said Russia would follow the second course. In Moscow’s view, the problem of equal security also applies to the imbalance in conventional forces in Europe. The United States recently followed Russia’s lead in ending implementation of the original Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty. Russian officials have also given up on the idea of ratifying the Adapted CFE Treaty, since NATO insists that Russia withdraw its military forces from Georgia as part of its Istanbul Commitments. Given these complications, Russians are uninterested in various U.S. proposals for a “grand bargain” that would seek to address the CFE and tactical nuclear weapons in Europe simultaneously. Russian policymakers have also expressed a new complaint in the form of their open doubt over the United States’ ability to ratify the kinds of binding legal agreements that Moscow demands. They note the difficulties that the Obama administration had in securing U.S. Senate ratification of New START, which required a White House commitment to modernize the U.S. nuclear arsenal, even if that is now falling victim to budgetary pressures. Russians insist that they want another legally binding agreement to constrain U.S. missile defenses. The Obama administration has been offering a politically binding agreement on missile defense, but has refused to accept legally binding constraints on how the missile defense program might develop. Although U.S. officials stress that they will not try to negate Russia’s nuclear deterrent, whose massive size and great sophistication would make such an effort impossible in any case, Congress would never accept a legally binding agreement that commits the United States to deliberately constrain its ability to protect Americans and their allies from foreign missile attacks. At best, the administration is willing to offer nonbinding political guarantees that they will not seek to negate Russia’s strategic nuclear deterrent. Russian officials refuse to accept mere political declarations on such important issues. They claim the United States earlier violated such agreements when it enlarged NATO after the Cold War and moved NATO forces into former Soviet-bloc states. In contrast, they note that even when the United States withdrew from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in 2001, the predictable and legal manner in which the withdrawal was carried out reassured Putin and others in Moscow who opposed the U.S. decision. Russians also point out that political agreements lend themselves to different interpretations depending on who is viewing the issue. Although they do not seem to worry about another Obama presidency, they claim to fear that some future U.S. administration will try to expand U.S. missile defenses to be able to intercept Russian strategic missiles. These differences highlight the uncertain climate surrounding the nuclear arms control agenda, which is compounded by Russian concerns about U.S. space, cyber and other weapons. But progress could be possible in several other areas. First, Russians are eager to help counter nuclear terrorism through the mechanisms of the Nuclear Security Summit forums and the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism. Both countries want to revive the civilian use of nuclear power under safe and secure conditions, making sure that those countries now considering starting nuclear energy programs receive training and guidance on how to avoid accidents and protect the nuclear material at their facilities. Second, Russian-U.S. collaboration on regional proliferation challenges is important, since both countries are veto-wielding members of the U.N. Security Council. Russian officials are unlikely to accept any more U.N. sanctions on Iran given their different assessment of Iranian motives, unless incontrovertible evidence that Tehran is seeking a nuclear weapon emerges. But cooperation is possible regarding North Korea, where Russia and the United States share the goal of stabilizing the Korean Peninsula. Third, the Carnegie Endowment and other institutions have been developing a number of potential informal confidence and transparency-building measures that the two sides could pursue. These would help to lead toward a new strategic arms control treaty in a few years if the bilateral relationship improves, but could serve a valuable stabilizing function even without one. These measures include renewed efforts to expand the application of restrictions in the Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty and other bilateral arms control agreements to other countries, as well as measures to increase transparency regarding the capacity of each sides’ nuclear weapons-production complexes to construct new nuclear forces in any attempt to rapidly break out of a strategic arms control agreement. Finally, Russians are eager to work on civilian nuclear energy cooperation with the United States. The two sides’ recently ratified 123 agreement allows Russian and U.S. firms to cooperate to produce new types of civilian power reactors that would be less prone to proliferation than existing models. Such collaboration could prove very useful in helping develop new commercial stakeholders in both countries that have an interest in maintaining good Russian-U.S. relations. The economic relationship between Russia and the United States remains relatively undeveloped, since Americans buy Russia’s main exports -- oil, gas and weapons -- elsewhere, while various impediments hobble mutual investments. At present, the constituencies favoring strong bilateral ties in both countries are small, consisting mainly of arms control advocates and foreign policy experts. As a result, the Russian-U.S. agenda is still dominated by Cold War-type issues, including nuclear arms control, which position the two parties in an adversarial relationship. Only by moving away from this orientation can both sides begin to overcome the mutual confidence gap that exacerbates many of their other differences. Though Putin’s return to the presidency could augur a hard line on a number of issues where the U.S. and Russian positions diverge, his pragmatism and opportunism could lead to progress in the areas where the two sides’ interests overlap. 
Rare Earth Minerals DA

Nuclear now thumps

Alt cause – clean tech

Pappagallo 12, Linda studying a Masters in International Affairs with a concentration in Energy and the Environment in New York [“Rare Earth Metals Limits Clean Technology’s Future” August 5th, http://www.greenprophet.com/2012/08/rare-earth-metal-peak/]

As the world moves toward greater use of zero- carbon energy sources, the supply of certain key metals needed for such clean-energy technologies may dry up, inflating per unit costs and driving the renewable energy market out of business. We’ve talked about peak phosphorus for food; now consider that rare earth metals like neodymium which are used in magnets to help drive wind energy turbines, and dysprosium needed for electric car performance are becoming less available on the planet. Until the 1980s, the most powerful magnets available were those made from an alloy containing samarium and cobalt. But mining and processing those metals presented challenges: samarium, one of 17 so-called “rare earth elements”, was costly to refine, and most cobalt came from mines in unstable regions of Africa. In 1982, researchers at General Motors developed a magnet based on neodymium, also a rare earth metal but more abundant than samarium, and at the time, it was cheaper. When combined with iron and boron, both readily available elements, it produced very strong magnets. Nowadays wind turbines, one of the fastest-growing sources of emissions-free electricity, rely on neodymium magnets. In the electric drive motor of a hybrid car neodymium-based magnets are essential. Imagine that one kilogram of neodymium can deliver 80 horsepower, enough to move a 3,000-pound vehicle like the Toyota Prius. When the second rare earth metal dysprosium is added to the alloy, performance at high temperatures is preserved. Soaring Demand for Rare Earth Metals These two metals have exceptional magnetic properties that make them especially well-suited to use in highly efficient, lightweight motors and batteries. However, according to a new MIT study led by a team of researchers at MIT’s Materials Systems Laboratory and co-authored by three researchers from Ford Motor Company, the supply of both elements neodymium and dysprosium — currently imported almost exclusively from China — could face significant shortages in coming years. The study looked at ten so-called “rare earth metals,” a group of 17 elements that have similar properties and which have some uses in high-tech equipment, in many cases in technology related to low-carbon energy. Of those ten, two are likely to face serious supply challenges in the coming years. Neodymium and dysprosium are not the most widely used rare earth elements, but they are the ones expected to see the biggest “pinch” in supplies, due to projected rapid growth in demand for high-performance permanent magnets. The biggest challenge is likely to be for dysprosium: Demand could increase by 2,600 percent over the next 25 years while Neodymium demand could increase by as much as 700%. A single large wind turbine (rated at about 3.5 megawatts) typically contains 600 kilograms of rare earth metals. A conventional car uses approximately a half kilogram of rare earth materials while an electric car uses nearly ten times as much. The picture starts to become clear, clean technology requires a lot of rare elements, and relying on clean technology is what the whole world is striving for – including the Middle East and North Africa. Rare earth metals will become the next political obsession. 
China can’t create a rare earth monopoly
Tamny 12 (John Tamny, Forbes Staff, China's "Rare Earths", and the Hypocrisy of the Obama Administration, 3-25-12, http://www.forbes.com/sites/johntamny/2012/03/25/chinas-rare-earths-and-the-hyprocrisy-of-the-obama-administration/2/) 

The above is important considering what Sternberg also alerted readers to in his recent Journal op-ed. Sternberg observed that Beijing doesn’t have much control over rare-earths producers in China, and to prove his point he noted that roughly 40% of exports to Japan “weren’t registered with Chinese customs authorities.” Translated, rare earths from China are one way or the other exiting the country, and once they do we, along with everyone else, have access to them at whatever the prevailing market price may be. Just as every oil producing country on earth could “embargo” the U.S. with zero impact on our access to their oil (we’d simply buy it from those they’re not embargoing), so long as rare earths are exiting China, U.S. producers will be able to purchase them in the marketplace in the same way they buy other commodities. Barring a decision by Beijing that forces Chinese producers to hoard rare earths, we’ll be able to buy them. All this raises a question centering on what if the Chinese government chooses to do the unlikely, and restricts all rare earths exports? If so, it’s none of our business. Just as we wouldn’t want the Chinese demanding from us “American oil”, we shouldn’t presume to tell them what to sell to American producers. Of course the scenario just mentioned is as mentioned, highly unlikely. For one, it’s hard to imagine that a still desperately poor country would turn its back on the dollars it would gain if it were to hoard commodities heavily demanded by market participants. Second, markets have for centuries proven expert at working around shortages of most anything. Assuming the Chinese choose to halt or severely restrict rare earths exports, it’s a fair bet that alternatives will soon find their way to those in need.

Alternatives are opening now—increases supply

Broadband ’11 (October 26, 2011 http://www.voanews.com/english/news/asia/Chinas-Rare-Earth-Minerals-Supply-Manipulation-Could-Backfire-132605798.html Manipulation of China's Rare Earth Minerals Supply Could Backfire Ivan Broadband | Hong Kong

Unlike previous occasions when Beijing has manipulated supply, the world is now looking increasingly prepared to move away from its dependence on Chinese rare earths. Manufacturers, including Toyota and General Motors, are already developing processes that minimize the use of rare earths in vehicle design, says Matthew Fusarelli, head of research at AME. “Rare earths generally have a very high degree of substitutability," Fusarelli said. "So electronics manufacturers can, over time, change their production processes to use rare earths more sparingly, if at all.” Andrew Bloodworth says it will not take many new suppliers to alter the dependence on China. “The amount we use compared to industrial metals is absolutely tiny," he explained. "Last year in the world we mined about 17, 18 million tons of copper. We mined about 130,-140,000 tons of rare earth. A couple of new mines will change the picture completely.” Alternatives New mines are being planned in the United States, Russia and Australia. Other mines once moth-balled or not developed on concerns about viability are moving towards production. Among these is the Molycorp mine in Mountain Pass, California. This closed in 2002 when China swamped the market with cheap supplies. Molycorp directors say they have discovered several new rare earth deposits at the site and expect the old mine to be one of the world’s largest rare earth suppliers by 2014. 

� See Williams (2003) and Huysmans (1999).


� even if Waver has outlined that the emphasis on stability is related with the need of outlining the characteristics and implications of securitization, an this fixity can be relaxed in subsequent analysis, this assumption limits the potential of the analysis and create a sort of self-fulfilling expectations.





