1NC – Elections
Obama winning – electoral vote counts. 

Bombay 9-21. [Scott, Editor-in-Chief of the National Constitution Center, "Swing state polls put Obama closer to election-day win" Constitution Daily -- blog.constitutioncenter.org/2012/09/swing-state-polls-put-obama-closer-to-election-day-win/]

Expect a flurry of campaign activity in nine battleground states until Election Day: The latest polls show President Barack Obama closer to clinching the presidential race, unless the GOP can stem the tide in a handful of swing states.¶ While national polls might show a tight race for the total popular vote total, surveys in swing states show a growing gap between President Obama and Mitt Romney.¶ Key states such as Ohio and Florida have been bombarded for months with TV ads and candidate appearances. Recent polls show two other states have moved back toward the Obama column, and a third is likely to follow soon.¶ The results put Obama at 260 projected electoral votes, with 270 needed to win. Challenger Mitt Romney has a projected 191 electoral votes.¶ For our consensus poll analysis, we refer to the web site Real Clear Politics, which tracks campaign polls locally and nationally.¶ The significance of the events weren’t lost ABC journalist George Stephanopoulos, who appeared on Piers Morgan’s CNN talk show last night.¶ When asked upfront by Morgan about the race, Stephanopoulos said the big development was the constant importance of the swing state campaigns.¶ As any student could tell you on this Constitution Week, it’s all about the Electoral College when it comes to presidential races. So while national polls may be for “show,” the Electoral College race is for “the dough.”¶ Even though the difference between Obama and Romney is “too close to call” in the popular vote, the projected Electoral College race isn’t nearly as close, when it comes to consensus polls.¶ For example, the most recent Gallup poll puts the general election in a deadlock, with each candidate tied—ironically—at 47 percent.¶ Other national polls show Obama with a slight lead, with an average lead of 3.1 percent.¶ The Real Clear Politics consensus of polls in swing states shows a much different picture.¶ In percentage terms, Obama has 46 percent of the projected electoral vote total of 538 votes, compared with 35.5 percent for Romney. That is a difference of 11.5 percent in electoral votes, versus 3 percent in the current consensus poll of national votes from Real Clear Politics.¶ In the past two weeks, Michigan and then Wisconsin moved back into the list of states leaning to Obama, based on polling data.¶ That puts Obama’s total at 247 projected electoral votes. Virginia, with its 13 electoral votes, seems like the next state to move toward the Obama column, unless the GOP can stem the tide.¶ At 260 electoral votes, the Democrats would only need to take one or two of the remaining seven swing states to win the presidency.¶ To be sure, a lot can change between now and Election Day, and polls have margins of error. Also, internal polls conducted by candidates can differ greatly from public polls.

Deregulating natural gas causes massive public backlash 

Weiss 12. [Daniel, Senior Fellow and Director of Climate Strategy at the Center for American Progress Action Fund, "Americans Say ‘Yes’ to Clean Energy, ‘No’ To Fracking Without Safeguards" Think Progress -- May 24 -- thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/05/24/489756/americans-say-yes-to-clean-energy-no-to-fracking-without-safeguards/]

Fossil fuel companies and their political allies have spent millions of dollars on advertising to persuade Americans that drilling and mining are the best solutions to our energy problems. Despite their spending, these polluters haven’t convinced most Americans – including many Republicans — to support their proposals.¶ A brand new United Technologies/National Journal Congressional Connection Poll found overwhelming public support for renewable energy tax credits, a clean energy standard, and increased regulation of hydraulic fracking for oil and gas production.¶ The nationwide poll of 1,004 adults was conducted from May 17-20. It asked respondents about whether tax credits for renewable energy — such as the Production Tax Credit for wind set to expire the end of this year — should be extended:¶ Supporters of these tax credits say they should be extended because they create jobs and encourage the development of cleaner sources of energy. Opponents say they should end because they cost too much and have not been effective at encouraging the use of renewable energy. Do you think Congress should extend these energy credits, OR allow them to expire?¶ By better than a two to one margin, respondents wanted to extend the incentives. Independents favored such an extension by 64 to 29 percent, as did 48 percent of Republicans. Only 43 percent of Republicans opposed the PTC extension.¶ Today, President Obama plans to visit TPI Composites, a manufacturer of wind turbine blades in Newton, Iowa that employs 700 people. He is expected to again urge Congress to extend the PTC because it is vital for job creation and maintaining competitiveness in the wind energy industry. The National Journal poll suggests that most Americans agree with him.¶ Poll respondents demonstrated additional strong support for clean energy when they were asked about whether they favored a Clean Energy Standard that would require utilities to generate 80 percent of their electricity with low- or no carbon resources by 2035.¶ Legislation recently introduced in the U.S. Senate would create a national clean-energy standard that requires the country to generate an increasingly large percentage of its electricity from cleaner sources of energy, including renewable energy, natural gas, and nuclear power. Supporters of this policy say it would promote cleaner energy and not add an undue cost onto consumers. Opponents say imposing a national clean-energy standard would cost jobs and create higher electricity costs. What is your opinion – do you think the country should or should NOT create a national clean-energy standard?¶ The National Journal poll found that supporters outnumbered opponents by nearly 40 percent. This included independents who favored it by 64 to 23 percent. Even Republicans favored a Clean Energy Standard by one percent.¶ Fossil fuel interests are spending millions of dollars advertising and lobbying to convince Congress to leave hydraulic fracturing unregulated — despite its production of large amounts of air, water, and climate pollution. So far, it appears Big Oil has made little progress convincing the public to support their position. Respondents were asked:¶ Hydraulic fracturing or “fracking” is a process used to develop deposits of natural gas recently discovered in many regions of America. Environmentalists and some residents living near drilling operations worry that fracking can contaminate drinking water sources and worsen climate change. The oil and natural gas industry maintains the process is safe and can create jobs and promote energy independence. Which of the following comes closest to your view of what the federal government should do on this issue?¶ One of six respondents wanted to “ban fracking altogether because it’s not safe for the environment.” A majority supported an “increase in regulation of fracking to protect the environment, but NOT ban it.” A total of sixty eight percent wanted either a ban or more safeguards from fracking. Only one quarter of poll subjects wanted to “reduce regulation of fracking to encourage more natural gas production.”¶ Some 68 percent of independents wanted to ban or regulate fracking. A clear majority of Republicans wanted either a ban or more regulation. Only 41 percent of GOPers wanted to reduce regulation.¶ The National Journal poll is independent of both political parties, and provided respondents with arguments for and against each position. By overwhelming margins – including a majority or plurality of Republicans – respondents supported clean energy investments, clean energy targets, and cleaning up hydraulic fracking.¶ The poll suggests that people are disregarding the tens of millions of dollars in attack ads against clean energy spent by Big Oil, the dirty coal lobby, the Koch Brothers, and Mitt Romney’s oil-funded super PAC. Perhaps it’s because these ads had little credibility. The Washington Post concluded that “there is no excuse for these kinds of ads, which take facts out of context or simply invent them.”
Turn out key

Cillizza 12. [Chris, “Is the 2012 election more about base than undecided?”

Conventional wisdom dictates that President Obama and former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney will spend the next 78 days assiduously courting the sliver of voters — somewhere between 5 percent and 10 percent of the electorate — who call themselves political independents and insist they remain genuinely undecided about which candidate to support.¶ Elections are, after all, decided by the ideological middle; the two parties’ bases are already aligned behind their candidates, and the trick is to persuade enough of those centrist independents to side with your, well, side, to win. Except, of course, when it’s not.¶ “The only thing undecided in this election are the TV anchors’ ties on election night,” said Dan Hazelwood, a Republican direct-mail consultant. “Both sides believe there is little chance for a dramatic shift in opinion, so that leaves trench political warfare as the default strategy. That means identifying and turning out your own supporters.”¶ Heaps of national polling would seem to affirm Hazelwood’s contention. Political polarization is at an all-time high, with even soft partisans already aligned behind either Obama or Romney. That has shrunk the middle of the electorate to single digits nationally. Simply put: There just aren’t that many people left for the campaigns to convince — no matter how much money (and it will be lots of money) the two sides spend between now and Nov. 6.¶ Given that political reality, there is a strong case to be made that the two campaigns should spend most of their time/energy/¶ money not trying to find and persuade independents and undecideds but rather trying to identify and rally their (already united) bases.

Romney jacks Russia relations 
Lyman 12. [John – editor-in-chief of International Policy Digest, “Romney’s Foreign Policy and Russia” International Policy Digest -- March 30 -- http://www.internationalpolicydigest.org/2012/03/30/romneys-foreign-policy-and-russia/]

U.S.-Russian relations transcend the United Nations and other multilateral institutions. The United States relies on Russian assistance in counterterrorism, Afghanistan, shoring up loose nuclear material in the former Soviet Republics, international narcotics trafficking, WMD proliferation and reducing American and Russian nuclear stockpiles, which has become a cause celeb for Mr. Obama. Obama has calculated that the Russians would be amendable to significant reductions in their nuclear stockpiles if he negotiates with the Russians in good faith over missile defense. This process was started several years ago in an effort to “reset” U.S.-Russian relations, when Obama ordered a different configuration to the missile defense system – the European Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA) – planned for construction in Eastern Europe. The original system envisioned a radar base that was to be built in the Czech Republic with interceptors housed in Poland. The EPAA is designed to intercept ballistic missiles launched from “rogue” nations from interceptors housed in Poland and now Romania. The Russians have been highly critical of the system first announced by the Bush administration as they claim it would undermine their own nuclear deterrent. “This is not a matter of hiding the ball,” Mr. Obama said. “I want to see us gradually, systematically reduce reliance on nuclear weapons.” Now that Mr. Romney has antagonized the Russians, he might find it difficult to negotiate with them over a whole host of issues, much less getting Russia on board with prodding the Iranians to return to the negotiating table or facilitating America’s withdrawal from Afghanistan if he defeats Mr. Obama in November.

Relations prevent nuke war

Cirincione ‘7 (Joseph Cirincione, Center for American Progress expert in nonproliferation, national security, international security, U.S. military, U.S. foreign policy, July 23rd, 2007, “Nuclear summer, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/07/nuclear_summer.html/print.html) 

Beyond the fact that Putin actually used his nuclear arsenal as a lever to alter U.S policy, the conflict underscored the threat from the 25,000 nuclear weapons the two countries still deploy, with thousands on hair-trigger alert ready to fire in 15 minutes. With Russian early-warning capabilities eroding, we increasingly rely on good relations between the White House and the Kremlin to ensure that no Russian president will misinterpret a false alarm and make a catastrophic decision. This summer, behind the smiles at the “Lobster Summit" in Maine, that good will was in short supply, weakening an important safety net crucial to preventing an accidental nuclear exchange. Later in July, the mutual diplomatic expulsions between Russia and the United Kingdom, which fields 185 nuclear weapons, ratcheted tensions up another notch and should shake current complacent policies that take good relations for granted and scorn any further negotiated nuclear reductions.
T


Energy production must substantially increase energy production for consumption 

COAG 9 (Department of Climate Change on behalf of the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) Expert Group on Streamlining Greenhouse and Energy Reporting, "national Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Streamlining Protocol," http://www.climatechange.gov.au/~/media/publications/greenhouse-report/nger-streamlining-protocol.pdf) 

‘Energy production’ is defined in NGER Regulation 2.23: Production of energy, in relation to a facility, means any one of the following: (a) the extraction or capture of energy from natural sources for final consumption by or from the operation of the facility or for use other than in operation of the facility; (b) the manufacture of energy by the conversion of energy from one form to another form for final consumption by or from the operation of the facility or for use other than in the operation of the facility.

The aff just reduces a restriction on energy exports, not production

A. Limits – justifies an infinite combination of R&D, tech and cooperation aff’s – explodes negative research burden  

B. Neg Ground – Spikes links to energy trade off DAs and in-depth case debates – err neg – bidirectional energy types, mechanisms and massive uniqueness problems for DAs

T is a voter competitive equity and jurisdiction 

1NC- K

Energy production policy is grounded within a global system of inequality and militarism – Enables continued reactionary violence and environmental destruction 

Byrne and Toley 6 (John – Head of the Center for Energy and Environmental Policy – It’s a leading institution for interdisciplinary graduate education, research, and advocacy in energy and environmental policy – John is also a Distinguished Professor of Energy & Climate Policy at the University of Delaware – 2007 Nobel Peace Prize for his work on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), Toley – Directs the Urban Studies and Wheaton in Chicago programs - Selected to the Chicago Council on Global Affairs Emerging Leaders Program for 2011-2013 - expertise includes issues related to urban and environmental politics, global cities, and public policy, “Energy as a Social Project: Recovering a Discourse,” p. 1-32)

From climate change to acid rain, contaminated landscapes, mercury pollution, and biodiversity loss, the origins of many of our least tractable environmental problems can be traced to the operations of the modern energy system. A scan of nightfall across the planet reveals a social dila that also accompanies this system’s operations: invented over a century ago, electric light remains an experience only for the socially privileged. Two billion human beings—almost one-third of the planet’s population—experience evening light by candle, oil lamp, or open fire, reminding us that energy modernization has left intact—and sometimes exacerbated—social inequalities that its architects promised would be banished (Smil, 2003: 370 - 373). And there is the disturbing link between modern energy and war. 3 Whether as a mineral whose control is fought over by the powerful (for a recent history of conflict over oil, see Klare, 2002b, 2004, 2006), or as the enablement of an atomic war of extinction, modern energy makes modern life possible and threatens its future. With environmental crisis, social inequality, and military conflict among the significant problems of contemporary energy-society relations, the importance of a social analysis of the modern energy system appears easy to establish. One might, therefore, expect a lively and fulsome debate of the sector’s performance, including critical inquiries into the politics, sociology, and political economy of modern energy. Yet, contemporary discourse on the subject is disappointing: instead of a social analysis of energy regimes, the field seems to be a captive of euphoric technological visions and associated studies of “energy futures” that imagine the pleasing consequences of new energy sources and devices. 4 One stream of euphoria has sprung from advocates of conventional energy, perhaps best represented by the unflappable optimists of nuclear power 12 Transforming Power who, early on, promised to invent a “magical fire” (Weinberg, 1972) capable of meeting any level of energy demand inexhaustibly in a manner “too cheap to meter” (Lewis Strauss, cited in the New York Times 1954, 1955). In reply to those who fear catastrophic accidents from the “magical fire” or the proliferation of nuclear weapons, a new promise is made to realize “inherently safe reactors” (Weinberg, 1985) that risk neither serious accident nor intentionally harmful use of high-energy physics. Less grandiose, but no less optimistic, forecasts can be heard from fossil fuel enthusiasts who, likewise, project more energy, at lower cost, and with little ecological harm (see, e.g., Yergin and Stoppard, 2003). Skeptics of conventional energy, eschewing involvement with dangerously scaled technologies and their ecological consequences, find solace in “sustainable energy alternatives” that constitute a second euphoric stream. Preferring to redirect attention to smaller, and supposedly more democratic, options, “green” energy advocates conceive devices and systems that prefigure a revival of human scale development, local self-determination, and a commitment to ecological balance. Among supporters are those who believe that greening the energy system embodies universal social ideals and, as a result, can overcome current conflicts between energy “haves” and “havenots.” 5 In a recent contribution to this perspective, Vaitheeswaran suggests (2003: 327, 291), “today’s nascent energy revolution will truly deliver power to the people” as “micropower meets village power.” Hermann Scheer echoes the idea of an alternative energy-led social transformation: the shift to a “solar global economy... can satisfy the material needs of all mankind and grant us the freedom to guarantee truly universal and equal human rights and to safeguard the world’s cultural diversity” (Scheer, 2002: 34). 6 The euphoria of contemporary energy studies is noteworthy for its historical consistency with a nearly unbroken social narrative of wonderment extending from the advent of steam power through the spread of electricity (Nye, 1999). The modern energy regime that now powers nuclear weaponry and risks disruption of the planet’s climate is a product of promises pursued without sustained public examination of the political, social, economic, and ecological record of the regime’s operations. However, the discursive landscape has occasionally included thoughtful exploration of the broader contours of energy-environment-society relations. As early as 1934, Lewis Mumford (see also his two-volume Myth of the Machine, 1966; 1970) critiqued the industrial energy system for being a key source of social and ecological alienation (1934: 196): The changes that were manifested in every department of Technics rested for the most part on one central fact: the increase of energy. Size, speed, quantity, the multiplication of machines, were all reflections of the new means of utilizing fuel and the enlargement of the available stock of fuel itself. Power was dissociated from its natural human and geographic limitations: from the caprices of the weather, from the irregularities that definitely restrict the output of men and animals. 02Chapter1.pmd 2 1/6/2006, 2:56 PMEnergy as a Social Project 3 By 1961, Mumford despaired that modernity had retrogressed into a lifeharming dead end (1961: 263, 248): ...an orgy of uncontrolled  production and equally uncontrolled reproduction: machine fodder and cannon fodder: surplus values and surplus populations... The dirty crowded houses, the dank airless courts and alleys, the bleak pavements, the sulphurous atmosphere, the over-routinized and dehumanized factory, the drill schools, the second-hand experiences, the starvation of the senses, the remoteness from nature and animal activity—here are the enemies. The living organism demands a life-sustaining environment. 
The impact is Extinction – The K turns and solves the root cause of their environment/resources impacts – the aff causes error replication 

Ahmed 12 Dr. Nafeez Mosaddeq Ahmed is Executive Director of the Institute for Policy Research and Development (IPRD), an independent think tank focused on the study of violent conflict, he has taught at the Department of International Relations, University of Sussex "The international relations of crisis and the crisis of international relations: from the securitisation of scarcity to the militarisation of society" Global Change, Peace & Security Volume 23, Issue 3, 2011 Taylor Francis

The twenty-first century heralds the unprecedented acceleration and convergence of multiple, interconnected global crises – climate change, energy depletion, food scarcity, and economic instability. While the structure of global economic activity is driving the unsustainable depletion of hydrocarbon and other natural resources, this is simultaneously escalating greenhouse gas emissions resulting in global warming. Both global warming and energy shocks are impacting detrimentally on global industrial food production, as well as on global financial and economic instability. Conventional policy responses toward the intensification of these crises have been decidedly inadequate because scholars and practitioners largely view them as separate processes. Yet increasing evidence shows they are deeply interwoven manifestations of a global political economy that has breached the limits of the wider environmental and natural resource systems in which it is embedded. In this context, orthodox IR's flawed diagnoses of global crises lead inexorably to their ‘securitisation’, reifying the militarisation of policy responses, and naturalising the proliferation of violent conflicts. Global ecological, energy and economic crises are thus directly linked to the ‘Otherisation’ of social groups and problematisation of strategic regions considered pivotal for the global political economy. Yet this relationship between global crises and conflict is not necessary or essential, but a function of a wider epistemological failure to holistically interrogate their structural and systemic causes. In 2009, the UK government's chief scientific adviser Sir John Beddington warned that without mitigating and preventive action 'drivers' of global crisis like demographic expansion, environmental degradation and energy depletion could lead to a 'perfect storm' of simultaneous food, water and energy crises by around 2030.1 Yet, for the most part, conventional policy responses from national governments and international institutions have been decidedly inadequate. Part of the problem is the way in which these crises are conceptualised in relation to security. Traditional disciplinary divisions in the social and natural sciences, compounded by bureaucratic compartmentalisation in policy-planning and decision-making, has meant these crises are frequently approached as largely separate processes with their own internal dynamics. While it is increasingly acknowledged that cross-disciplinary approaches are necessary, these have largely failed to recognise just how inherently interconnected these crises are. As Brauch points out, 'most studies in the environmental security debate since 1990 have ignored or failed to integrate the contributions of the global environmental change community in the natural sciences. To a large extent the latter has also failed to integrate the results of this debate.*" Underlying this problem is the lack of a holistic systems approach to thinking about not only global crises, but their causal origins in the social, political, economic, ideological and value structures of the contemporary international system. Indeed, it is often assumed that these contemporary structures are largely what need to be 'secured* and protected from the dangerous impacts of global crises, rather than transformed precisely to ameliorate these crises in the first place. Consequently, policy-makers frequently overlook existing systemic and structural obstacles to the implementation of desired reforms. In a modest effort to contribute to the lacuna identified by Brauch, this paper begins with an empirically-oriented, interdisciplinary exploration of the best available data on four major global crises — climate change, energy depletion, food scarcity and global financial instability — illustrating the systemic interconnections between different crises, and revealing that their causal origins are not accidental but inherent to the structural failings and vulnerabilities of existing global political, economic and cultural institutions. This empirical evaluation leads to a critical appraisal of orthodox realist and liberal approaches to global crises in international theory and policy. This critique argues principally that orthodox IR reifies a highly fragmented, de-historicised ontology of the international system which underlies a reductionist, technocratic and compartmentalised conceptual and methodological approach to global crises. Consequently, rather than global crises being understood causally and holistically in the systemic context of the structure of the international system, they are 'securitised* as amplifiers of traditional security threats, requiring counter-productive militarised responses and/or futile inter-state negotiations. While the systemic causal context of global crisis convergence and acceleration is thus elided, this simultaneously exacerbates the danger of reactionary violence, the problematisation of populations in regions impacted by these crises and the naturalisation of the consequent proliferation of wars and humanitarian disasters. This moves us away from the debate over whether resource 'shortages* or 'abundance* causes conflicts, to the question of how either can generate crises which undermine conventional socio-political orders and confound conventional IR discourses, in turn radicalising the processes of social polarisation that can culminate in violent conflict. 

Vote neg - methodological investigation is a prior question to the aff – strict policy focus creates a myth of objectivity that sustains a violent business-as-usual approach
Scrase and Ockwell 10 (J. Ivan - Sussex Energy Group, SPRU (Science and Technology Policy Research), Freeman Centre, University of Sussex, David G - Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research, SPRU, Freeman Centre, University of Sussex, “The role of discourse and linguistic framing effects in sustaining high carbon energy policy—An accessible introduction,” Energy Policy: Volume 38, Issue 5, May 2010, Pages 2225–2233) 

The way in which energy policy is “framed” refers to the underlying assumptions policy is based on and the ways in which policy debates ‘construct’, emphasise and link particular issues. For example energy ‘security of supply’ is often emphasised in arguments favouring nuclear-generated electricity. A more limited framing effect operates on individuals in opinion polls and public referendums: here the way in which questions are posed has a strong influence on responses. The bigger, social framing effect referred to here colours societies’ thinking about whole areas of public life, in this case energy use and its environmental impacts. A key element of the proposed reframing advanced by commentators concerned with decarbonising energy use (see, for example, Scrase and MacKerron, 2009) is to cease treating energy as just commercial units of fuel and electricity, and instead to focus on the energy ‘services’ people need (warmth, lighting, mobility and so on). This paper helps to explain why any such reframing, however logical and appealing, is politically very challenging if it goes against the perceived interests of powerful groups, particularly when these interests are aligned with certain imperatives which governments must fulfil if they are to avoid electoral defeat. There is a dominant conception of policy-making as an objective, linear process. In essence the process is portrayed as proceeding in a series of steps from facts to analysis, and then to solutions (for a detailed critique of this linear view see Fischer, 2003). In reality, policy-making is usually messy and political, rife with the exercise of interests and power. The veneer of objective, rational policy-making, that the dominant, linear model of policy-making supports is therefore cause for concern. It effectively sustains energy policy ‘business as usual’ and excludes many relevant voices that might be effective in opening up space to reframe energy policy problems and move  towards more sustainable solutions (see, for example, Ockwell, 2008). This echoes concerns with what counts as knowledge and whose voices are heard in policy debates that have characterised strands of several literatures in recent decades, including science and technology studies, sociology of scientific knowledge, and various strands of the political science and development literatures, particularly in the context of knowledge, discourse and democracy. An alternative to the linear model is provided by a ‘discourse’ perspective. This draws on political scientists’ observations of ways in which politics and policy-making proceed through the use of language, and the expression of values and the assumptions therein. Discourse can be understood as: ‘… a shared way of apprehending the world. Embedded in language it enables subscribers to interpret bits of information and put them together into coherent stories or accounts. Each discourse rests on assumptions, judgements and contentions that provide the basic terms for analysis, debates, agreements and disagreements…’ Dryzek (1997, p.8). A discursive approach rejects the widely held assumption that policy language is a neutral medium through which ideas and an objective world are represented and discussed (Darcy, 1999). Discourse analysts examine and explain language use in a way that helps to reveal the underlying interests, value judgements and beliefs that are often disguised by policy actors’ factual claims and the arguments that these are used to support. For example UK energy policy review documents issued in 2006–2007 are criticised below for presenting information in ways that subtly but consistently favoured new nuclear power while purporting to be undecided on the issue. People (including scientific and policy experts) base their understanding of problems and solutions on their knowledge, experiences, interpretations and value judgements. These are coloured and shaped by social interactions, for example by what is considered an ‘appropriate’ perspective in one's work life within certain institutions. Policy actors therefore expend considerable effort on influencing the design and evolution of institutions in order to ensure problems and solutions are framed in ways they favour. Thus discourse is fundamental to the way that institutions are created, but in the short-term institutions also have a constraining or structuring effect. At a more fundamental level there are even more rigid constraints, which can be identified as a set of core imperatives, such as sustained economic growth and national security, which states and their governments, with very few exceptions, must fulfil in order to ensure their survival (Dryzek et al., 2003—these are explored in detail further below).

1NC – Lopez 
The United States supreme court should devolve authority of Department of Energy natural gas applications to the states ruling federal authority unconstituonal based on the commerce clause. The 50 states, Washington D.C. and all relevant territories should approve pending applications to export natural gas

The Supreme Court should give power to the states on energy- key to federalism

- Learner ‘8 (Copyright  2008  by  Northwestern  University  School  of  Law Printed  in  U.S.A.  Northwestern  University  Law  Review Vol.  102,  No.  2 649  RESTRAINING FEDERAL PREEMPTION WHEN  THERE IS AN “EMERGING CONSENSUS”  OF STATE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND  POLICIES  Howard A. Learner*  INTRODUCTION, President and Executive Director, Environmental Law and Policy Center; Adjunct Professor,  Northwestern University School of Law) 

The model of cooperative federalism, which engages both the federal  and state governments in setting and meeting environmental goals, has  dominated the environmental regulatory field since the 1970s.  It integrates  national policies and interstate environmental pollution reduction goals with  the sensibilities and flexibility of locally tailored actions.  Recent trends in  federalism jurisprudence, however, have circumscribed both federal and  state power to regulate in the environmental arena.  Courts’ applications of  federalism principles to constrict both federal and state solutions can impede the stronger environmental protection that the public is increasingly  demanding.    At the same time, Congress and the executive branch have failed to advance key public environmental goals.  For example, the federal government has failed both to address global climate change threats and to move  aggressively forward on clean energy development solutions.  Federal actions to reduce mercury pollution from coal plants and various pollutants  from cars and trucks have widely been criticized as too little, too late.  The  political will for environmental leadership at the federal level has stagnated  in the early part of the twenty-first century.  The states are serving as Justice Brandeis’s fifty laboratories of democracy.1  They are stepping up to fill this environmental law and policy gap as  federal actions have been viewed as insufficient or, in some cases, counterproductive.    For example, more than a dozen states have enacted new statutes or  regulatory standards directed at reducing more mercury pollution from coal   plants and sooner than the federal standards require.2  Twenty-eight states  and the District of Columbia have enacted renewable energy standards requiring utilities to provide an increasing percentage of the power supplied  to consumers from wind power, solar energy, and other relatively cleaner  “alternative” energy sources.3  Sixteen states are following California in  adopting “clean car” standards, designed to reduce carbon dioxide pollution  from cars over the next decade,4 and close to twenty states are enacting  various forms of legislation, regulations, and executive actions designed to  reduce greenhouse gas pollution in order to help solve climate change problems.5  While state governments are exerting greater responsibility for environmental protection in these and other related ways, the federal courts have  sometimes applied the Supremacy Clause, federal preemption principles,  and dormant commerce clause principles to strike down state laws that are  held to conflict with federal law6 or place an undue burden on interstate  commerce.7  The balance of federal and state power in the environmental context is  being disrupted.  State environmental policies can and should be more than  merely stronger stop-gap measures.  Often these policies are carefully designed and tailored to meet the goals, needs, values, and circumstances of  each state.  Furthermore, state policies can create significant environmental  benefits and experience, particularly when, as now, a large number of states  step up to act, producing both cumulative impacts and comparative experiences.  A key question moving forward is how best to preserve the most significant benefits of these state policies over the long term.  How and when  should the courts and Congress create space for states to act more strongly  in the interests of the environment and of their citizens?  Moreover, if and    when Congress does eventually act on these pressing environmental issues,  such as global climate change solutions, how can new federal legislation  ensure the integrity of a national regulatory scheme while retaining the  strongest elements of existing state measures?  Should it matter how many  states have stepped up to act when the federal government has not?  This Article focuses on one key point for consideration.  When there is  an emerging consensus of state legislative actions moving in the same general direction in a particular environmental field, should that influence a reviewing court’s application of federal preemption principles?  In short, in  the federal-state cooperative framework of the Clean Air Act, Clean Water  Act, and other major environmental laws, should it be a relevant factor for  judicial adjudication and determination that a growing number of states are  stepping up to act along common lines to provide stronger environmental  protections?  This Article argues yes: an emerging state consensus should,  indeed, make a difference.   This principle would support a better balance of federal and state powers for environmental laws.  In such cases, courts should apply the Supremacy Clause with more restraint and should not imply congressional intent to  preempt state environmental laws absent a clear statement of preemptory  language or a very clear and fundamental conflict between federal and state  laws.  If Congress is firmly convinced that adoption of a particular environmental policy by a growing number of states would undermine the efficacy of a national regulatory scheme, then Congress should clearly state its  intention to preempt state action.  Otherwise, implied preemption should be  applied narrowly in the environmental policy context in order to recognize  the states’ traditional police powers over public health and safety and regulation of land uses.8  This clear statement rule is advocated by many constitutional law scholars,9 and it is supported by the traditional presumption    against preemption.  Some courts, however, have begun to deviate from that  presumption.10    The clear statement rule should apply with even greater force, though,  when there is an emerging consensus of state policy actions moving in a  largely consistent direction.  This makes sense for several reasons.  It will  enhance cooperative federalism by allowing states to fill gaps when the federal government fails to act.  It will restore consistency to federalism jurisprudence in cases involving areas of traditional state concern.  It will help  courts apply preemption doctrine without having to “guess” at Congress’s  intent.  Overall, it is simply good policy to provide room for state creativity  in addressing today’s challenging environmental problems while maintaining a strong federal floor of environmental protection.  To illustrate, there is a clear trend of states enacting renewable energy  portfolio standards (RPS), which require utilities and other energy suppliers  to provide a specified percentage of electricity from renewable and other  clean energy sources.11  The goals of state RPS statutes are: to avoid greenhouse gases and other air pollution, water pollution, and highly radioactive  wastes from coal, oil, and nuclear power plants; and to improve electric  supply reliability by increasing the diversity of power supply resources.    Illinois’s RPS, for example, requires that the new Illinois Power  Agency and the investor-owned distribution utilities provide a specified  percentage of renewable energy at an annually increasing rate: in 2008, renewable energy must constitute 2% of each utility’s total supply to eligible  customers; in 2009, the required renewable energy is 4%; and the requirement then ramps up by 1% each year up to 10% by 2015.12  Thereafter, between 2015 and 2025, the required renewable energy increases 1.5% each  year up to 25% by the year 2025.13  The statute specifies the types of renewable energy resources that are eligible to meet this standard: “wind, solar  thermal energy, photovoltaic cells and panels, biodiesel, crops and untreated  and unadulterated organic waste biomass, trees and tree trimmings, hydropower that does not involve new construction or significant expansion of  hydropower dams, [landfill gas,] and other alternative sources of environmentally preferable energy.”14  The other state RPS statutes move in the same policy direction, but dictate varying percentage targets, timelines, and eligible renewable energy resources.  For example, state renewable energy production targets range  from Maryland’s modest 9.5% by 202215 to California’s 20% by 201016 and  New York’s 25% by 2013.17  Maine already uses more than 30% renewable  energy and has acted to increase new renewable energy production capacity  by 10% by 2017.18  Within these percentage goals, some states tier eligible  renewable energy sources and establish separate goals for each tier or class.   The variations in percentage targets, timelines, and eligible power resources  often reflect different clean energy opportunities in the states (e.g., wind  power in Illinois and hydropower in Maine), different environmental values  and power mixes, and different energy structures among the states.  The Supreme Court has held that power need, feasibility, services, and  economics, including retail energy pricing, are areas of traditional state  regulation.19  What is fundamental here is that many states are taking energy  and environmental policy actions that move in the same direction and along  a consistent trend line.    Part I of this Article explains the importance of preserving a balance of  power that allows room for both state and federal actions to achieve  stronger environmental protection goals.  Part II presents a brief overview  of preemption doctrine and explores the value of a clear statement rule  when there is an emerging consensus of state environmental policy actions  in similar directions.  I. SETTING THE STAGE: STATE AND FEDERAL POWER IN  ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION  The Supreme Court moved to constrict the scope of Congress’s room  to act under the Commerce Clause in the United States v. Morrison and   United States v. Lopez decisions and other related cases.20  That has led to  considerable concern that the Court will find insufficient Commerce Clause  authority for such bedrock federal environmental laws as the Clean Water  Act21 and the Endangered Species Act.22  Some litigants have also relied on  the Tenth Amendment to argue that federal environmental regulation impinges on areas of traditional state and local authority 23 and on the Eleventh  Amendment to limit the ability of citizens to sue a state agency for violations of federal environmental law.

Solvency

No solvency and status quo solves- global production collapses export profitability

Medlock, 12 -- Baker Institute Energy and Resource Economics fellow 
(Kenneth, PhD in economics from Rice University, Rice University economics professor, Baker Institute Energy Forum’s natural gas program director, International Association for Energy Economics council member, United States Association for Energy Economics President for Academic Affairs, member of the American Economic Association and the Association of Environmental and Resource Economists, "US LNG Exports: Truth and Consequence," 8-10-12, bakerinstitute.org/publications/US%20LNG%20Exports%20-%20Truth%20and%20Consequence%20Final_Aug12-1.pdf, accessed 8-16-12, mss)
The Viability of US LNG Exports

The prospect of exporting LNG from the US to consumers in Asia and Europe arises from the fact that spot prices for natural gas in both Europe and Asia are well above the current spot price at Henry Hub, as indicated in Figure 5, so much so that any trade evaluated at current market conditions looks very profitable. However, current market conditions do not define long-term commerciality of a trade; future market conditions do. Therefore, we must develop an assessment of the future given our state of knowledge today. To evaluate the likelihood of long- term profitable LNG exports from the US, we used the latest Reference Case of Rice World Gas Trade Model (RWGTM). In short, the Baker Institute projects that the next three decades do not indicate a future in which exports from the US Gulf Coast are profitable in the long term, at least not if developers are seeking a competitive rate of return to capital. 13 As outlined above, we know from international trade theory that upon the introduction of US LNG exports, the degree to which the price in the US increases and the degree to which the price abroad decreases will be dependent on the relative elasticities in the two markets. So, we simply need to assess the relative elasticities in the two markets to determine what is likely to happen in practice. In the US market, domestic production has risen dramatically in the past few years resulting in prices being driven down from double-digit highs in 2008 to the current environment in the low $3 per mcf range. Aside from the lack of heating demand this past winter, the softening of price in North America since 2008 is the result of innovations that have made recovery of natural gas from shale a commercial reality, and is indicative, more generally, of a domestic supply curve that has become relatively elastic. Notice, when evaluating the domestic price impacts of LNG exports, this should push our focus into the upper half of the diagram in Figure 7. An important point is worth emphasis here. We mention above that the long-term equilibrium price is likely to be in the $4 to $6 per mcf range. The current price environment is at least partly the result of an unexpected negative shock to demand in the US. In other words, we had a warm winter, which means demand is unexpectedly below normal, even with the current weakness in the US economy. Being unexpected, producers can only respond after the fact. This is another example of a short-term constraint (on demand in this case) that has exacerbated the current price spread between North America and the rest of the world. It also means that the correct point of reference when considering the impact of LNG exports from the US on domestic prices is the long-run equilibrium, since that is where prices will settle even without exports. Also in the last couple of years, increases in demand in Asia have tended to push price up. Moreover, given the lack of alternatives/competition for Asian consumers in particular, large rents are being earned in the short run by LNG suppliers to the Asian market. This all stems from the realization of a short-run capacity constraint, or a situation where supply is highly inelastic. Again referring to Figure 7, this will tend to push us into Quadrant I, meaning the introduction of LNG exports from the US will likely see most of the price response in the foreign market as the short-run capacity constraint abroad is relieved. Under virtually every condition described by Figure 7, the current price differential that exists between the US natural gas price and prices overseas will fall with the introduction of US LNG exports. Of course the volumes associated with a particular decline in the price spread will depend on the relative elasticities. In particular, if we move to the far upper right corner of Quadrant II, a large volume would be needed to erode the price differential. However, moving toward virtually any other corner on the diagram will require very little traded volume to see the price difference collapse. Given the short-run nature of the supply constraint in Asia, one should also expect that competing potential opportunities to provide natural gas supplies to the Asian market will be evaluated and perhaps even taken. Examples of competing projects could include development of unconventional resources in Asia, pipeline import options from Russia, Central Asia, and/or South Asia, and/or competing LNG supplies from Australia, East Africa, the Middle East, and/or North America. In other words, the current arbitrage opportunity is being aided by short-run inelasticity of supply in and to Asia. In the long run, this cannot be expected to persist, and the development of new supplies from outside the US will only serve to further erode regional price differentials, all else equal. Indeed, modeling at the Baker Institute indicates that prices outside of North America will likely soften relative to their current levels. This reflects several factors:  For one, longer term shale developments in places such as China, India, Australia, and several countries in Europe will become commercially attractive in price environments in excess of $7 per mcf. Thus, foreign shale supplies effectively serves as a sort of backstop on long-term prices. Secondly, the development of pipeline supplies from Russia, Central Asia, and South Asia to China will displace the need for LNG. This frees up those supplies for consumers in Korea and Japan. So, pipes serve as another point of competition for LNG longer term, particularly in developing continental markets.  Third, exchange rate movements will affect dollar-denominated supplies abroad. In particular, if the US dollar strengthens relative to its recent historical lows against major traded currencies, the evaluation of dollar-denominated arbitrage opportunities will change. This will tend to lower the current spreads between the US and Asia and the US and Europe, but importantly, this will not be due to any fundamental shift in the physical value of the commodity. Effectively, a stronger dollar makes dollar-denominated commodities more expensive.  Fourth, growth in competition will foster increased liquidity, and a movement away from the traditional pricing paradigm of long-term oil-linked contracts. Importantly, there is no guarantee that movement away from oil-indexation will result in natural gas prices falling longer term relative to crude oil; rather, a lack of oil-indexation should only mean that gas will be priced according to marginal cost. Each of these points has implications for US LNG exports to Asia and Europe. Global Shale Gas Opportunities and Foreign Supply Developments Relatively high prices in Europe and Asia have already encouraged supply responses from shale and other resources in those markets. While the initial forays into shale in Europe and other regions have proven to be more costly than the experience in the US, much of that is due to lack of equipment and personnel and will likely prove transitory as high quality opportunities are identified. The prospects for shale developments longer term in China, in Australia, and in Argentina (which could serve the Pacific basin via LNG) all look promising. With the Chinese natural gas market expected to be the primary source of growth for LNG suppliers in the coming decades, the large assessments for recoverable shale gas in China is certainly something to be considered. 14[14 In fact, the Baker Institute paper authored by Kenneth B. Medlock III and Peter Hartley entitled “Quantitative Analysis of Scenarios for Chinese Domestic Unconventional Natural Gas Resources and Their Role in Global LNG Markets” revealed that shale gas developments in China could be every bit as game-changing over the next couple of decades as shale gas developments in North America have been in the last decade. The study is available online at http://www.bakerinstitute.org/publications/EF-pub-RiseOfChinaMedlockHartley-120211-WEB.pdf.] Aside from unconventional natural gas resources, recent finds in offshore basins in the Eastern Mediterranean and East Africa may prove to be highly competitive resources that can serve demands in both Europe and Asia. While these sources of supply in particular would have to be transported as LNG, there are also viable sources of supply in both Western Siberia and Eastern Russia that could be transported by pipeline to Asia. In addition, Iraqi supplies by pipeline to Europe also remain a potential. To make matters more complex, supplies from Central and South Asia already or soon will enjoy pipeline links to China, and discussions continue regarding alternatives for Central Asian supply routes to Europe. Altogether, the evidence is substantial that the long-run supply curve outside of North America is much more elastic than the current market might indicate, and development of these supplies will ultimately bring prices down. In fact, this is a major point of competition for US LNG export projects currently under consideration. Specifically, if shale opportunities in Europe and Asia, and other sources of imported pipeline and LNG supply can be brought to market, then growth in global production will put downward pressure on prices everywhere. Of course, geopolitical and regulatory uncertainties and constraints could overwhelm commercial considerations, but even if these “above-ground” constraints do exist, they would have to be substantial, widespread and persistent given the number of competing supply opportunities that exist in the longer term. In sum, US LNG exports face risk from foreign supply developments. This is eerily reminiscent of the rush to build LNG import capacity in the US in the early 2000s, which ultimately turned out to be ex post ill-conceived investments due to US domestic supply response.  

[Matt note: footnote included]

Takes a decade even if they solve

Romm, 12 – Climate Progress editor, Ph.D. in physics from MIT
(Joe, American Progress fellow, former acting assistant secretary of energy for energy efficiency and renewable energy, "Exporting Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Is Still Bad For The Climate — And A Very Poor Long-Term Investment," Think Progress, 8-16-12, thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/08/16/699601/exporting-liquefied-natural-gas-lng-bad-for-climate-poor-long-term-investment/?mobile=nc, accessed 8-16-12, mss)
The NY Times piece actually makes this odd argument on behalf of LNG exports: “It will take years before any export terminals are up and running — in the meantime, producers and regulators should strengthen safeguards so that gas is extracted safely.” But this is yet another reason why LNG exports make no sense. Why would we want to start massive exports of natural gas around the end of this decade, with costly new infrastructure that until mid-century?

Fees and price adjustments deter investment in exports- long term expectations are key and bleak

Denning, 12 -- Wall Street Journal staff 
(Liam, "Gas export profits might leak away," 8-12-12, www.theaustralian.com.au/business/wall-street-journal/gas-export-profits-might-leak-away/story-fnay3x58-1226449122081, accessed 8-16-12, mss)
THE latest free lunch being peddled involves exporting US natural gas. Don't be surprised if it evaporates. Headline US gas futures bounce around $3 per million British thermal units. Meanwhile, Japan imports liquefied natural gas, or LNG, for about $17. That spread is why companies such as Cheniere Energy are racing to build plants to export US gas. But if "$3 in, $17 out" sounds too good to be true, that is because it is. While the economics of exports can make sense, they are no slam-dunk. First, the actual cost of delivering US gas overseas would be much higher than $3. According to consultancy PFC Energy, a number of upward adjustments must be made. As the contract that Spain's Gas Natural Fenosa signed last year with Cheniere indicates, the buyer typically pays a premium over the market price of gas. This amount, say 15 per cent, covers the cost to the facility operator of gas lost during liquefaction. That takes the price to $3.45. Then you need to add on the fee for liquefaction, roughly $2.50 to $3. Shipping fees, meanwhile, range anywhere from about 85c to almost $2.80 depending on whether you're going to Europe or Asia and the route you take. Finally, in Europe the main competition is pipeline gas from places like Russia. So to be truly comparable, you must add in the cost of converting the LNG back to gas, perhaps another 40c. All in, therefore, at a $3 gas price, US LNG costs about $7.25 in Europe and $9.20 in Japan, using PFC's assumptions. Based on current prices, that still leaves a nice margin of about $5 in Europe and almost $8 in Japan. If that still looks like a no-brainer, you are forgetting one thing: time. The earliest the US is likely to start gas exports is in 2015. Moreover, contracts for capacity at LNG plants typically span 20 years. Long-term expectations are critical, therefore. US gas prices are expected to rise - in part because exports should help relieve the current supply glut. Futures for 2016 to 2020 average about $5 and analysts and producers assume long-term prices of $6 or more. Meanwhile, European and Asian gas prices are linked to that of oil. As a rule of thumb, oil-linked gas in Europe commands about 12 per cent of the quoted price of Brent crude; in Asia the ratio is about 15 per cent. Assuming $100 a barrel Brent crude long-term, this implies prices of $12 and $15 respectively. Suddenly, the margins drop to $1.30 and $2.34 for Europe and Japan, respectively. This is still positive, but much thinner. As Nikos Tsafos, gas specialist at PFC, puts it: "I don't need to mess with the model so much to make it not work." Push gas to $7 and Brent to $90 - more in line with historical price ratios - and both margins go negative. Indeed, Deutsche Bank sees no arbitrage opportunity for US LNG targeting the UK after 2016 based on current futures prices. Shipping and processing costs could rise. Oil and gas prices bounce around. And political opposition to gas exports, on the premise that they raise domestic energy prices, is a wild card. This won't prevent exports. But it limits the likely buyers of liquefaction capacity. Integrated global gas companies seeking to capitalise on short-term arbitrage opportunities, such as BG, are one small set. Utilities in uncompetitive markets where costs can more easily be passed on to consumers, such as in Asia, are another. Less than a decade ago, the energy world was abuzz with plans to dot the US coastline with gas import terminals in anticipation of steep declines in domestic output and rising prices. Today's excitable export enthusiasts would do well to recall how that one turned out.
Exports are self-defeating- the first wave would collapse the price differential and make it uneconomical

Levi, 12 -- CFR energy senior fellow 
(Michael, PhD in war studies from the University of London, Council on Foreign Relations Energy and the Environment senior fellow, Program on Energy Security and Climate Change director, "A Strategy for U.S. Natural Gas Exports," June, www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2012/6/13%20exports%20levi/06_exports_levi.pdf, accessed 8-16-12, mss)
The first way that prices could converge is through U.S. LNG exports, which could ultimately bring the various prices together, net of transport costs (including an indeterminate risk premium paid to investors in risky LNG projects). Indeed initial natural gas exports themselves will tend to shrink opportunities for subsequent exports. A recent DOE study projects that with moderate U.S. gas resources and twelve billion cubic feet a day of exports, U.S. benchmark prices would rise to more than $8 per thousand cubic feet by the middle of the next decade (EIA 2012c). When combined with the cost of moving natural gas from the United States to overseas markets, there is a strong chance that some exports would be unprofitable at that price. The same analysis found that if U.S. resources were lower than anticipated, prices could reach $14 per thousand cubic feet by 2020, making exports undoubtedly uneconomic at the margin. All that said, assuming U.S. LNG exports at the outset of this analysis would make no sense, since their very existence depends on the particular export policy that is adopted.

Comprehensive study proves

Levi, 12 -- CFR energy senior fellow 
(Michael, PhD in war studies from the University of London, Council on Foreign Relations Energy and the Environment senior fellow, Program on Energy Security and Climate Change director, "A Strategy for U.S. Natural Gas Exports," June, www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2012/6/13%20exports%20levi/06_exports_levi.pdf, accessed 8-16-12, mss)
It is far from clear that all or even most of this export volume would be used even if it were approved. A recent MIT study looked at nine scenarios for U.S. and world natural gas markets; none of them led to the emergence of significant U.S. natural gas exports, in large part because other lower cost producers undercut prices offered by the United States in distant markets (MIT 2011). Other forces, discussed in Chapter 2, could also lead global natural gas prices to converge even without U.S. exports, removing opportunities for economically attractive U.S. LNG sales. 
AND they can’t solve political barriers- resource nationalism means the US will cap exports

Jordan, 12 -- OurEnergyPolicy.org director 
(Matthew, Enthusiasm and Concern over Natural Gas Exports," OurEnergyPolicy.org, 6-8-12, www.ourenergypolicy.org/enthusiasm-and-concern-over-natural-gas-exports/, accessed 8-16-12, mss)
An interesting update on this issue: Analysts are predicting that industrial lobbying could lead to a cap on U.S. natural gas exports. Jayesh Parmar of Baringa told Reuters, “There is a lot of lobbying in the U.S. to limit LNG exports and to instead use the gas to allow the domestic industry to benefit from low energy prices.” Political risk consultancy Eurasia Group recently wrote “Resource nationalism is the biggest political risk to U.S. LNG (exports), with many opponents to exports concerned about the impact on domestic natural gas prices.”
Adv 1
No impact- trade is resilient 

Lamy ’11(Pascal Lamy  is the Director-General of the World Trade Organization. Lamy is Honorary President of Paris-based think tank Notre Europe. Lamy graduated from the prestigious Sciences Po Paris, from HEC and ÉNA, graduating second in his year of those specializing in economics. “System Upgrade” BY PASCAL LAMY | APRIL 18, 2011)

Any doubts about the stability and importance of the global trade architecture should have been dispelled by the remarkable manner in which the system has endured the devastating economic crisis that shook the world from 2008 to 2009. That durability stands in stark contrast with many other elements in the international architecture, which proved too brittle to withstand this shock. For example, governments have yet to devise an international system for managing climate change or currency volatility. Other issues heavily tinged by domestic politics, such as migration, are not even on the international agenda and face fire even at the regional level, as we have seen with the influx of immigrants to Europe following recent events in North Africa. By now, it should be clear that the failure to establish a system of global governance in the area of international finance unquestionably blunted governments' ability to respond effectively to the crisis. Yet even while a great many things went wrong in the crisis, the trading system responded precisely as it was intended to. Compare that with the 1930s, when the last great global economic calamity unfolded. No such system was in place, and the global economy paid a heavy price. The United States passed the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act in 1930, quadrupling tariffs and raising duties to at least 60 percent on more than 3,000 types of imported products. Faced with this provocation, America's trading partners did not sit idly by; tit-for-tat retaliation rapidly ensued, closing markets and throttling trade. Between 1929 and 1934, world trade contracted 66 percent. The bulk of this collapse was due to disintegrating demand and the drying-up of credit. But the imposition of prohibitive duties not only pushed the economy further into depression -- it also fostered a profound sense of ill will between governments and contributed to the international tensions that led to World War II. To prevent this from happening again, leaders of great vision and wisdom agreed to create a rules-based, transparent, and nondiscriminatory trading system. Men like James Meade and Cordell Hull succeeded in encouraging 23 countries to accept a compact known as the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). Since the GATT came into force in 1948 and since the World Trade Organization (WTO) opened its doors in 1995, the world has not seen protectionist outbreaks like those of the early 1930s. This is not to say that the trading system has not been tested. Protectionist pressures surged in 1971, for example, when the gold standard for currency conversion was abandoned, and during the 1997-1998 Asian economic crisis, when Pacific Rim countries saw their economies contract by double-digit margins. In each case, markets stayed open to the flow of goods and services from the affected countries, enabling them to trade their way back to stability and prosperity. 

Trade wars won’t occur

Ziemba ‘9 (The Re-Emergence of Global Protectionism: A Newer Version of Smoot-Hawley?

Rachel Ziemba | Mar 4, 2009 

However, the probability of these measures becoming significant enough to lead to a trade war like the 1930s might be low given that counties understand that retaliation effects will counter-productive for domestic growth and jobs. Moreover, the WTO surveillance mechanism, absent during the 1930s, will help countries go to the WTO court if they face import barriers and thus prevent trade wars.

Interdependence doesn’t lead to peace

Friedman and Friedman ’98 (George Friedman, PhD, Chairman of STRATFOR, internationally recognized expert in security and intelligence, and Meredith Friedman, senior writer and co-founders of STRATFOR, freelance international affairs writer, 1998, The Future of War: Power, Technology and American World Dominance in the Twenty-First Century, p. 3-5

The argument that interdependence gives rise to peace is flawed in theory as well as in practice. Conflicts arise from friction, particularly friction involving the fundamental interests of different nations. The less interdependence there is, the fewer the areas of serious friction. The more interdependence there is, the greater the areas of friction, and, therefore, the greater the potential for conflict. Two widely separated nations that trade little with each other are unlikely to go to war—Brazil is unlikely to fight Madagascar precisely because they have so little to do with each other. France and Germany, on the other hand, which have engaged in extensive trade and transnational finance, have fought three wars with each other over about seventy years. Interdependence was the root of the conflicts, not the deterrent. There are, of course, cases of interdependence in which one country effectively absorbs the other or in which their interests match so precisely that the two countries simply merge. In other cases, interdependence remains peaceful because the economic, military, and political power of one country is overwhelming and inevitable. In relations between advanced industrialized countries and third-world countries, for example, this sort of asymmetrical relationship can frequently be seen. All such relationships have a quality of unease built into them, particularly when the level of interdependence is great. When one or both nations attempt, intentionally or unintentionally, to shift the balance of power, the result is often tremendous anxiety and, sometimes, real pain. Each side sees the other’s actions as an attempt to gain advantage and becomes frightened. In the end, precisely because the level of interdependence is so great, the relationship can, and frequently does, spiral out of control. Consider the seemingly miraculous ability of the United States and Soviet Union to be rivals and yet avoid open warfare. These two powers could forgo extreme measures because they were not interdependent. Neither relied on the other for its economic well-being, and therefore, its social stability. This provided considerable room for maneuvering. Because there were few economic linkages, neither nation felt irresistible pressure to bring the relationship under control; neither felt any time constraint. Had one country been dependent on the other for something as important as oil or long-term investment, there would have been enormous fear of being held hostage economically. Each would have sought to dominate the relationship, and the result would have been catastrophic. In the years before World War I, as a result of European interdependence, control of key national issues fell into the hands of foreign governments. Thus, decisions made in Paris had tremendous impact on Austria, and decisions made in London determined growth rates in the Ruhr. Each government sought to take charge of its own destiny by shift​ing the pattern of interdependence in its favor. Where economic means proved insufficient, political and military strategies were tried. The international system following the Cold War resembles the pre-World War I system in some fundamental ways. First, there is a gen​eral prosperity. That is to say, the international economic system appears to be functioning extremely well, in spite of the normal cyclical down​turns of the early 1990s. Second, almost no fundamental ideological issues divide the major powers; one could say there is general agreement on matters of political principle. Third, there is a long-standing pattern of interdependence, measured in both trade and financial flows—capital has become transnational. Fourth, and perhaps most important, beneath the apparent prosperity and stability there is a sense within each great power of a real and growing vulnerability to the actions of others. Some nations fear that growing protectionism will shift the balance of the sys​tem against them, while others are convinced that maintaining the cur​rent system will be devastating to their interests. Today, observers focus on the first three phenomena, as they did prior to World War I, and argue that there is no economic basis for polit​ical conflict. What they miss is that the subsurface sense of insecurity—experienced by Japan, the United States, and Europe—marks the beginning of such conflict. Thus, the argument that war is obsolete because of growing inter​dependence is unsupportable. War may be obsolete, but, if it is, it is not because of interdependence. As we have seen, World War I broke out at a time when interdependence was substantially higher than it is today; indeed, in all likelihood war broke out because interdependence was so high. Today, war remains not only possible but, as a simple statistical matter, highly likely.
No Impact to rare earth minerals- alternatives and market shift solve

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. 

No shortage- WTO Ruling and Japan Discovery check

Ojo ’11 (Double Blows to China in Rare Earth Minerals Dispute Bolaji Ojo, Editor in Chief 7/7/2011 (13) comments

The rare earth minerals market is headed for a more normal supply condition following a World Trade Organization (WTO) ruling against Chinese export restrictions and the discovery by scientists of a large deposit of the raw materials used heavily in high-tech equipment manufacturing. The WTO this week declared China was wrong to impose restrictions on rare earth metal exports and noted measures taken by the country in recent years have constrained supply and led to unwarranted price increases. Without saying so directly, the WTO indicated China was illegally manipulating the supply of minerals such as bauxite, coke, fluorspar, magnesium, manganese, silicon carbide, silicon metal, yellow phosphorus, and zinc. The average price of these rare earth metals has shot up, and supply has been constrained since China, which supplies 90 percent of the world demand, began imposing export restrictions in the last year. (See: The Truth About Rare Earths, Part 1 and The Truth About Rare Earths, Part 2.) The WTO did not outright say China's action was illegal; the agency does not use such terms. It merely said in a July 5 report that the country's "export duties were inconsistent with the commitments that China had agreed to in its Protocol of Ascension," and that "certain aspects of China's export licensing regime, applicable to several of the products at issue, restrict the export of the raw materials and so are inconsistent with WTO rules." (Click here for the summary of the WTO report.) The WTO panel finding took two years and followed complaints by a group of countries, including the United States and a battery of interested third-party players. The US in June 2009 alleged that China had imposed various "restraints on the exports," adding "there appear to be additional unpublished restrictive measures," being carried out by Chinese vendors. Here's China's defense and the WTO's response, as outlined by the organization: China had argued in its defense that some of its export duties and quotas were justified because they related to the conservation of exhaustible natural resources for some of the raw materials. But China was not able to demonstrate that it imposed these restrictions in conjunction with restrictions on domestic production or consumption of the raw materials so as to conserve the raw materials. The Panel acknowledged, however, that China appears to be heading in the right direction in adopting a framework to justify its quotas under WTO rules, but that the framework is not yet WTO-consistent as it still has to be put into effect for domestic producers. As for other of the raw materials, China had claimed that its export quotas and duties were necessary for the protection of the health of its citizens. China was unable to demonstrate that its export duties and quotas would lead to a reduction of pollution in the short- or long-term and therefore contribute towards improving the health of its people. So, what does the finding against China mean for the global electronics industry and the demand-supply condition in the rare earth market? First, the WTO did not specifically indicate what should follow on its finding, but I assume a verdict against China would mean the country has to roll back whatever restrictions it has on the export of the minerals. China has not responded to the ruling. The verdict should be a relief also for Western electronics equipment vendors and component suppliers, many of which had become greatly concerned about their ability to source rare earth metals from China. But even greater relief is on the way, according to the Information Network, a market research and consulting firm. China's restrictions sparked frenzy for alternate sourcing for the minerals over the last year, and it appears the industry might be able to dramatically reduce its dependence on Chinese suppliers following a huge discovery. Robert Castellano, president of The Information Network, noted in an email: In the past few days we have learned that vast deposits of rare earth minerals, crucial in making high-tech electronics products, have been found on the floor of the Pacific Ocean and can be readily extracted. Discovered by Japanese scientists, it is estimated that rare earths contained in the deposits amounted to 80 to 100 billion metric tons, compared to global reserves currently confirmed by the US Geological Survey of just 110 million tons that have been found mainly in China, Russia and other former Soviet countries, and the United States.
Illegal rare earth mining ensures Chinese quotas are irrelevant and provide 50% of global supply

Barsher ’10 (New york Times, 12/29/10 Keith, “In China, Illegal Rare Earth Mines Face Crackdown,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/12/30/business/global/30smuggle.html?_r=2&ref=business 
Rogue operations in southern China produce an estimated half of the world’s supply of heavy rare earths, which are the most valuable kinds of rare earth metals. Heavy rare earths are increasingly vital to the global manufacture of a range of high-technology products — including iPhones, BlackBerrys, flat-panel televisions, lasers, hybrid cars and wind-power turbines, as well as a lot of military hardware. China mines 99 percent of the global supply of heavy rare earths, with legal, state-owned mines mainly accounting for the rest of China’s output. That means the Chinese government’s only effective competitors in producing these valuable commodities are the crime rings within the country’s borders.

No Asian war

Bitzinger & Desker 8 – senior fellow and dean of S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies respectively (Richard A. Bitzinger, Barry Desker, “Why East Asian War is Unlikely,” Survival, December 2008, http://pdfserve.informaworld.com-/678328_731200556_906256449.pdf)

The Asia-Pacific region can be regarded as a zone of both relative insecurity and strategic stability. It contains some of the world’s most significant flashpoints – the Korean peninsula, the Taiwan Strait, the Siachen Glacier – where tensions between nations could escalate to the point of major war. It is replete with unresolved border issues; is a breeding ground for transnationa terrorism and the site of many terrorist activities (the Bali bombings, the Manila superferry bombing); and contains overlapping claims for maritime territories (the Spratly Islands, the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands) with considerable actual or potential wealth in resources such as oil, gas and fisheries. Finally, the Asia-Pacific is an area of strategic significance with many key sea lines of communication and important chokepoints. Yet despite all these potential crucibles of conflict, the Asia-Pacific, if not an area of serenity and calm, is certainly more stable than one might expect. To be sure, there are separatist movements and internal struggles, particularly with insurgencies, as in Thailand, the Philippines and Tibet. Since the resolution of the East Timor crisis, however, the region has been relatively free of open armed warfare. Separatism remains a challenge, but the break-up of states is unlikely. Terrorism is a nuisance, but its impact is contained. The North Korean nuclear issue, while not fully resolved, is at least moving toward a conclusion with the likely denuclearisation of the peninsula. Tensions between China and Taiwan, while always just beneath the surface, seem unlikely to erupt in open conflict any time soon, especially given recent Kuomintang Party victories in Taiwan and efforts by Taiwan and China to re-open informal channels of consultation as well as institutional relationships between organisations responsible for cross-strait relations. And while in Asia there is no strong supranational political entity like the European Union, there are many multilateral organisations and international initiatives dedicated to enhancing peace and stability, including the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, the Proliferation Security Initiative and the Shanghai Co-operation Organisation. In Southeast Asia, countries are united in a common eopolitical and economic organisation – the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) – which is dedicated to peaceful economic, social and cultural development, and to the promotion of regional peace and stability. ASEAN has played a key role in conceiving and establishing broader regional institutions such as the East Asian Summit, ASEAN+3 (China, Japan and South Korea) and the ASEAN Regional Forum. All this suggests that war in Asia – while not inconceivable – is unlikely. 

Multiple structural factors check

Alagappa 8 (Muthia, Distinguished Fellow @ Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy @ Tufts, “The Long Shadow,” International Affairs p. 512)

International political interaction among Asian states is for the most part rule governed, predictable, and stable. The security order that has developed in Asia is largely of the instrumental type, with certain normative contractual features (Alagappa 2003b). It rests on several pillars. These include the consolidation of Asian countries as modern nation-states with rule-governed interactions, wide- spread acceptance of the territorial and political status quo (with the exception of certain boundary disputes and a few survival concerns that still linger), a regional normative structure that ensures survival of even weak states and supports inter- national coordination and cooperation, the high priority in Asian countries given to economic growth and development, the pursuit of that goal through partici- pation in regional and global capitalist economies, the declining salience of force in Asian international politics, the largely status quo orientation of Asia's major powers, and the key role of the United States and of regional institutions in pre- serving and enhancing security and stability in Asia. 

Adv 2

No terrorism – no capabilities
Basit ’11 (12/23/11 – writer for Islamabad Pulse (Abdul, “A threat assessment of Al-Qaeda’s strength and weaknesses-IV.” http://www.weeklypulse.org/details.aspx?contentID=1641&storylist=2)

A threat assessment of Al-Qaeda’s current status looking into its capabilities, intentions and opportunities would reveal that currently it clearly lacks capabilities and has fewer opportunities at its disposal; however, it still has the intentions to carry forward its agenda of transnational jihad. Effective and efficient responses to Al-Qaeda’s threat at political and ideological level have isolated the terror network. As mentioned in previous pieces Al-Qaeda’s staunchest ally, the Afghan Taliban, have distanced themselves from its ideology of global jihad and portray themselves as nationalist resistant movements. Currently, Al-Qaeda’s closest ally in Pakistan, the Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan (TTP), is also suffering desertions and dissentions. Internal divisions are quite visible within the TTP ranks and it is finding it difficult to keep its act together. In such a scenario, it will be doubly difficult for the TTP to protect and shelter Al-Qaeda in Pak-Afghan tribal region.  Starting with capabilities, Al-Qaeda does not possess both manpower and firepower to carry out large-scale terror attacks against its target. It is weak at the center but strong at the fringes. Out of the network’s 10 main leaders listed after the September 11, 2001 attacks in the United States, only two are still alive: Ayman al-Zawahiri, Osama bin Laden’s one-time deputy who took over after his boss was killed in May; and Abu Yahya Al-Libi. However, due to continuous threat of CIA-led predator drone strikes and fear of being spotted they remain underground. Most of the time their focus is on how to survive and keep themselves alive and, every now and then, to appear in a video message to address their followers and operatives. This in turn weakens their ability to manage operational matters of Al-Qaeda and actively coordinate with its world-wide cells. Even before his death former Al-Qaeda chief Osama Bin Laden was also leading life of a recluse and he was hardly in touch with the leadership of his group.  After 9/11 Al-Qaeda has failed to target any major attacks beyond Gulf. Most of its terror plots were foiled or averted by the security agencies. According to a research carried out by the Heritage Foundation since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 at least 39 terror plots against the United States have been foiled. Moreover, few lone-wolf style terror acts by Al-Qaeda operatives were also unsuccessful. The abortive attempts of Richard Reid and Faisal Shahzad are two cases in point. Richard Reid abortively tried to light a fuse protruding from his shoe on a Paris bound American Airlines Flight No. 63. Reid was overpowered by fight crew and passengers and the flight was diverted to Boston. While Faisal Shahzad, who tried to blow up a car bomb in New York’ Time Square, failed to detonate the explosive material and was arrested by security authorities. Looking at intentions the group still harbors its espoused vision of global jihad and target its enemies around the globe. However, it has not been able to recover from various setbacks it has suffered in the last decade. Various attempts, abortive or otherwise, establish this fact beyond any doubt that against all odds and difficulties Al-Qaeda has not given up on its stated goals and objectives. The like-minded terror networks which Al-Qaeda has built, highlights its aims. A worrying factor in this regard is the breakdown of state institutions in different Muslim countries of Africa and Middle East as well as spread of radicalization in Muslim Diaspora communities of the West and US. Al-Qaeda has thrived in failed or failing Muslim states. The erosion of incompetent and corrupt Muslim leaders and poor governance created huge vacuums which Al-Qaeda masterly exploited and furthered its own interests. Currently, the abysmal state of affairs in several Muslim countries provides an ideal opportunity to Al-Qaeda and its like-minded groups to re-cultivate their influence. A heartening thing to notice in Arab Spring was ‘minimal’ to ‘no’ Al-Qaeda influence in these movements. Though these protests varied from country to country in their agendas and motivations, one thing common in these mass movements was that they sprouted from their own set of problems in local contexts. The major demands in these movements were better job opportunities, right to elect their representatives and end to decades of dictatorial rules and monarchies. None of these moments attributed the ills to external forces (read America) and demanded solutions which do not provide Al-Qaeda any groundswell. However, a concerning thing in this situation is the transition phase. If the public mandate is not respected and peaceful transfer of power to elected public-representatives is not facilitated by interim set-ups then prolonged transition phases can provide Al-Qaeda with an opportunity to inject its influence to manipulate the process of power transition from old to new setups.  Another lesson learnt from Arab Spring is the rise of Islamist forces in elections. Any attempt to sideline these Islamist forces would pave way for Al-Qaeda to manipulate the circumstances to its benefit. A case in point is suppression of Islamic Salvation Front (FIS) in Algeria by Algerian military which over the years brought Algeria’s Islamists closer to Al-Qaeda. Al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghrib (AQIM) grew out of a conflict in Algeria between the government and Islamist militants. 
Newest data proves - no risk of wmd terror

Mueller 8/2—IR prof at Ohio State. PhD in pol sci from UCLA (2 August 2011, John, The Truth about Al Qaeda, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/68012/john-mueller/the-truth-about-al-qaeda?page=show)

As a misguided Turkish proverb holds, "If your enemy be an ant, imagine him to be an elephant." The new information unearthed in Osama bin Laden's hideout in Abbottabad, Pakistan, suggests that the United States has been doing so for a full decade. Whatever al Qaeda's threatening rhetoric and occasional nuclear fantasies, its potential as a menace, particularly as an atomic one, has been much inflated. The public has now endured a decade of dire warnings about the imminence of a terrorist atomic attack. In 2004, the former CIA spook Michael Scheuer proclaimed on television's 60 Minutes that it was "probably a near thing," and in 2007, the physicist Richard Garwin assessed the likelihood of a nuclear explosion in an American or a European city by terrorism or other means in the next ten years to be 87 percent. By 2008, Defense Secretary Robert Gates mused that what keeps every senior government leader awake at night is "the thought of a terrorist ending up with a weapon of mass destruction, especially nuclear." Few, it seems, found much solace in the fact that an al Qaeda computer seized in Afghanistan in 2001 indicated that the group's budget for research on weapons of mass destruction (almost all of it focused on primitive chemical weapons work) was some $2,000 to $4,000. In the wake of the killing of Osama bin Laden, officials now have more al Qaeda computers, which reportedly contain a wealth of information about the workings of the organization in the intervening decade. A multi-agency task force has completed its assessment, and according to first reports, it has found that al Qaeda members have primarily been engaged in dodging drone strikes and complaining about how cash-strapped they are. Some reports suggest they've also been looking at quite a bit of pornography. The full story is not out yet, but it seems breathtakingly unlikely that the miserable little group has had the time or inclination, let alone the money, to set up and staff a uranium-seizing operation, as well as a fancy, super-high-tech facility to fabricate a bomb. It is a process that requires trusting corrupted foreign collaborators and other criminals, obtaining and transporting highly guarded material, setting up a machine shop staffed with top scientists and technicians, and rolling the heavy, cumbersome, and untested finished product into position to be detonated by a skilled crew, all the while attracting no attention from outsiders. The documents also reveal that after fleeing Afghanistan, bin Laden maintained what one member of the task force calls an "obsession" with attacking the United States again, even though 9/11 was in many ways a disaster for the group. It led to a worldwide loss of support, a major attack on it and on its Taliban hosts, and a decade of furious and dedicated harassment. And indeed, bin Laden did repeatedly and publicly threaten an attack on the United States. He assured Americans in 2002 that "the youth of Islam are preparing things that will fill your hearts with fear"; and in 2006, he declared that his group had been able "to breach your security measures" and that "operations are under preparation, and you will see them on your own ground once they are finished." Al Qaeda's animated spokesman, Adam Gadahn, proclaimed in 2004 that "the streets of America shall run red with blood" and that "the next wave of attacks may come at any moment." The obsessive desire notwithstanding, such fulminations have clearly lacked substance. Although hundreds of millions of people enter the United States legally every year, and countless others illegally, no true al Qaeda cell has been found in the country since 9/11 and exceedingly few people have been uncovered who even have any sort of "link" to the organization. The closest effort at an al Qaeda operation within the country was a decidedly nonnuclear one by an Afghan-American, Najibullah Zazi, in 2009. Outraged at the U.S.-led war on his home country, Zazi attempted to join the Taliban but was persuaded by al Qaeda operatives in Pakistan to set off some bombs in the United States instead. Under surveillance from the start, he was soon arrested, and, however "radicalized," he has been talking to investigators ever since, turning traitor to his former colleagues. Whatever training Zazi received was inadequate; he repeatedly and desperately sought further instruction from his overseas instructors by phone. At one point, he purchased bomb material with a stolen credit card, guaranteeing that the purchase would attract attention and that security video recordings would be scrutinized. Apparently, his handlers were so strapped that they could not even advance him a bit of cash to purchase some hydrogen peroxide for making a bomb. For al Qaeda, then, the operation was a failure in every way -- except for the ego boost it got by inspiring the usual dire litany about the group's supposedly existential challenge to the United States, to the civilized world, to the modern state system. Indeed, no Muslim extremist has succeeded in detonating even a simple bomb in the United States in the last ten years, and except for the attacks on the London Underground in 2005, neither has any in the United Kingdom. It seems wildly unlikely that al Qaeda is remotely ready to go nuclear. Outside of war zones, the amount of killing carried out by al Qaeda and al Qaeda linkees, maybes, and wannabes throughout the entire world since 9/11 stands at perhaps a few hundred per year. That's a few hundred too many, of course, but it scarcely presents an existential, or elephantine, threat. And the likelihood that an American will be killed by a terrorist of any ilk stands at one in 3.5 million per year, even with 9/11 included.
US can’t compete with Russia- productivity, volume, price

Orlov, 12 -- engineer 

(Dmitry, "Shale Gas," 5-8-12, Club Orlov, cluborlov.blogspot.it/2012/05/shale-gas-view-from-russia.html, accessed 6-3-12, mss)

The official shale gas story goes something like this: recent technological breakthroughs by US energy companies have made it possible to tap an abundant but previously inaccessible source of clean, environmentally friendly natural gas. This has enabled the US to become the world leader in natural gas production, overtaking Russia, and getting ready to end of Russia's gas monopoly in Europe. Moreover, this new shale gas is found in many parts of the world, and will, in due course, enable the majority of the world's countries to achieve independence from traditional gas producers. Consequently, the ability of those countries with the largest natural gas reserves—Russia and Iran—to control the market for natural gas will be reduced, along with their overall geopolitical influence. If this were the case, then we should expect the Kremlin, along with Gazprom, to be quaking in their boots. But are they? Here is what Gazprom's chairman, Alexei Miller, recently told Süddeutsche Zeitung: “Shale gas is a well-organized global PR-campaign. There are many of them: global cooling, biofuels.” He pointed out that the technology for producing gas from shale is many decades old, and suggested the US turned to it out of desperation. He dismissed it as an energy alternative for Europe. Is this just the other's sides propaganda, or could Miller be simply stating the obvious? Let's explore. I will base my exploration on Russian sources, which is why all the numbers are in metric units. If you want to convert to Imperial, 1 m3 = 35 cubic feet, 1 km2 = .38 square miles, 1 tonne = 1.1 short tons). The best-developed shale gas basin is Barnett in Texas, responsible for 70% of all shale gas produced to date. By “developed” I mean drilled and drilled and drilled, and then drilled some more: just in 2006 there were about as many wells drilled into Barnett shale as are currently producing in all of Russia. This is because the average Barnett well yields only around 6.35 million m3 of gas, over its entire lifetime, which corresponds to the average monthly yield of a typical Russian well that continues to produce over a 15-20 year period, meaning that the yield of a typical shale gas well is at least 200 times smaller. This hectic activity cannot stop once a well has been drilled: in order to continue yielding even these meager quantities, the wells have to be regularly subjected to hydraulic fracturing, or "fracked": to produce each thousand m3 of gas, 100 kg of sand and 2 tonnes of water, combined with a proprietary chemical cocktail, have to be pumped into the well at high pressure. Half the water comes back up and has to be processed to remove the chemicals. Yearly fracking requirements for the Barnett basin run around 7.1 million tonnes of sand and 47.2 million tonnes of water, but the real numbers are probably lower, as many wells spend much of the time standing idle. In spite of the frantic drilling/fracking activity, this is all small potatoes by Russian standards. Russia's proven reserves of natural gas amount to 43.3 trillion m3, which is about a third of the world's total. At current consumption rates, that's enough to last 72 years. Russian gas production is constrained by demand, not by supply; it is currently down simply because Eurozone is in the midst of an economic crisis. Meanwhile, US production has surged ahead, for no adequately explored reason, crashing the price and making much of it unprofitable. Let's compare: Gazprom's price at the wellhead runs from US$3 to $50 per thousand m3, depending on the region. Compare that to shale gas in the US, which runs from $80 to $320 per thousand m3. At this price, the US cannot afford to sell shale gas on the European market. Moreover, the overall volume of shale gas being produced in the US, even given the feverish drilling rate of the past couple of years, if cleaned up, liquified, and shipped to Europe in LNG tankers, would not be enough to book up just the LNG terminal in Gdańsk, Poland, which is currently standing idle. It seems that Gazprom has little to worry about.

EU shale development solves

Michta, 12 -- German Marshall Fund senior transatlantic fellow
(Andrew, Ph.D. from the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, . Rhodes College M. W. Buckman Distinguished Professor of International Studies, former Woodrow Wilson Center Senior Scholar and  George C. Marshall European Center for Security Studies National Security Studies professor, "Shale Storm," American Interest, Jan/Feb 2012, www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=1168, accessed 5-28-12, mss)
Lobbying is only part of the unfolding struggle over the future of unconventional gas in Europe. On the positive side, several efforts are underway to address infrastructure deficiencies in Europe, including efforts to build interconnectors between Hungary and Romania, Poland and Lithuania, and the Czech Republic and Poland, and others. Most significant is the mandate that pipelines allow for bidirectional flow so that gas can be redirected out of Western Europe if needed. The European Union has enacted the so-called Third Energy Package, which requires the unbundling of supplies and, most important, third-party access to pipeline infrastructure—a decision which Gazprom views as a direct challenge to its current monopoly. At the institutional level, the Third Package may be the most important lever for achieving broader changes within the European Union when it comes to shale gas, especially as source diversification continues to lag behind. Unbundling (opening up pipeline access to generate competition, namely, separating the generation and sale from the transportation network) is central to the future of the European gas market, but it puts Gazprom on a direct collision course with the European Commission. Increasingly, too, shale gas producers can deploy EU liberalization and antitrust rules to access the market over the heads of the dominant local gas companies, thus forcing them to provide access to the pipelines and effectively pricing their expensive gas out of the market. The Poles are making a good-faith effort to move forward with their own infrastructure projects. The Polish Gaz-System, which runs the pipeline infrastructure, has already invested in expanding its western interconnector by building a new connector to the Czech Republic, and it is developing a massive infrastructure building project to facilitate Polish shale gas exports, with 1,000 kilometers of pipeline planned for 2014, and an additional 800 kilometers of pipe planned for 2017. If these efforts yield fruit, not only will shale gas technology reduce energy costs, liberalize markets and reduce Russian leverage over Europe; it will also give a major competitive advantage to producer countries in manufacturing, agriculture and virtually every aspect of the economy. Finally, the coming shale storm has great potential to redefine the climate change debate, becoming, in effect, a pathway to renewables down the line while also dramatically improving energy security in the meantime.
Gas doesn’t solve energy dependence- market won’t shift quickly

Deutch, 11 -- MIT chemistry professor and former US Undersecretary of Energy 

(John, former Deputy Secretary of Defense and Director of Central Intelligence, "The Good News About Gas," Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb 2011, 90:1, ebsco, accessed 5-22-12, mss)

Nobody knows how significant this prospective shift from oil to natural gas might become. But two points deserve emphasis. First, although the explosion of shale gas production will lead to gas substituting for oil and erode the market and political power of today's major oil- and gas-exporting countries, this market penetration will not be so large that the security concerns of the United States and other oil importers about dependence on foreign oil will disappear. And second, in the long run, the world will need to transition from fossil fuels to carbon-free sources of energy, such as wind, solar, geothermal, and nuclear energy. In this sense, shale gas is a way station en route to a new energy future -- not a permanent solution to the problem. None of these changes will occur rapidly. There are significant uncertainties about how much shale gas around the world can be produced economically, the environmental implications of widespread production, and the economics of substituting natural gas for other sources. The large investments required for natural gas exploration, production, and distribution depend on financing supported by long-term contracts. Established industry practices change slowly. There will continue to be fierce competition over pipeline routes, LNG projects, and supply contracts -- which means that there will continue to be difficult commercial, financing, and political negotiations between supplier and consuming nations. The countries and international oil companies that are large producers of conventional natural gas will resist delinking the price of the gas they sell from the price of oil.
Russia is not a threat- the only risk of nuclear war is from a lack of cooperation

- Bandow ‘8 (“The Russian Hangover” by Doug Bandowthe Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America’s New Global Empire (Xulon Press).  10.28.2008 ) 

Two months ago, the United States. and Europe were jolted by a revived Russia. Flush with energy money, Moscow announced that it was back as a world power. Georgia was defeated, Ukraine was fearful, the Eastern Europeans were nervous, and the United States and Western Europeans argued over what to do. Was a new cold war imminent? They needn’t have worried.  Even then it was obvious that Russia’s offensive power was limited. Its conventional forces have improved over their nadir following the dissolution of the Soviet Union, but the Russian military remains no match for that of the United States and only at great cost could Moscow defeat a state with reasonably modern armed forces. Jane’s Strategic Advisory Services recently pointed to weaknesses exposed by the August war, concluding: “Improvements in command, training levels and the employment of flexible, modern weapons systems are required before the Russian military can face any opponents larger or better equipped than the Georgian military.”  Moscow’s nuclear force, including a substantial number of tactical warheads, is its principal power tool. However, Russia could ill afford to use nuclear weapons as a substitute for inadequate conventional forces against any of the countries lining its border. Rather, Moscow has a deterrent that would turn any Western response into a dangerous game of geopolitical chicken. Yet relying on nuclear weapons to counter conventional intervention by other nations would be as dangerous for Moscow as for the United States or European states.  Moreover, despite the nationalistic adrenaline rush following Moscow’s triumph, Russia’s long-term prospects remain bleak. Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia has suffered not just a birth dearth, but a sharp rise in mortality rates and drop in life expectancy, what Nicholas Eberstadt of the American Enterprise Institute calls a “great leap backwards.” Russia’s population was 145 million in 2002, but fell to 142 million this year. The United Nations figures that Russia’s population is going to drop another 10 million by 2020.  Obviously, demographic and health trends can change, but Moscow’s problems are systematic and fundamental. Any turnaround likely will take years. As Eberstadt puts it, “this is not the portrait of a successfully and rapidly developing economy—much less an emerging economic superpower.” A declining population will have serious geopolitical consequences as well. For instance, the relative depopulation of Siberia, adjoining far more populous China, could leave Russia’s expansive eastern territory at risk.  But we need not wait until 2020 for evidence of Russian weakness. Economic uncertainty and falling energy prices have combined to deflate Russia’s pretensions of being a great power again. The stock market is down 70 percent from May, with one-time billionaire oligarchs scurrying to the Kremlin begging for relief. The ruble has lost two year’s worth of appreciation as anxious citizens, so recently celebrating their new prosperity, change their savings into dollars and euros. Heretofore abundant foreign-exchange reserves have dissipated as oil prices have fallen by more than half and the government has attempted to prop up the ruble. Investment-rating services are threatening to downgrade Russian debt.  As its economy weakens, Russia is less able to threaten its neighbors and the West—by cutting off energy shipments, for instance—should its demands not be met. Moreover, declining revenues will crimp the Kremlin’s plans to sharply enhance its military. Not only will there be less money available overall, but more funds will have to be plowed into business investment and social programs. Economic growth has been the foundation of Vladimir Putin’s popularity. He will be loath to risk popular displeasure by allowing the economy to continue sinking.  Indeed, Russia’s present financial difficulties are likely to force Moscow to accelerate economic integration with the West, which will force the Kremlin to moderate its foreign policy. Last year, then–President Putin issued an updated economic development strategy for 2020, which envisioned Russia as sporting one of the globe’s five-largest economies and acting as an international financial center and technological leader. Those are challenging goals under any circumstances, but almost certainly will be impossible to achieve without abundant Western investment, trade and cooperation  The image of a new Russian colossus threatening neighbors, Western Europe and the United States never reflected reality. Moscow’s ambitions always were much more limited—ensuring border security and international respect, not reestablishing the Soviet empire. So, too, were its abilities limited, even before the ongoing economic crunch.  The incoming U.S. administration should use the present economic uncertainty as an opportunity to refashion relations with Russia. Neither country can afford to finance a further arms buildup or has anything at stake in countries like Georgia and Ukraine that warrants a potential nuclear confrontation, and both nations would benefit greatly from expanded economic and security cooperation in the future. A modus vivendi should be possible—as long as Washington recognizes that diplomacy requires giving as well as taking, especially when the other party has a nuclear arsenal to back up its positions.

Alliance collapse inevitable

Zakheim ‘9 (Dov, Trustee – Foreign Policy Research Institute, “Security Challenged for the Crisis”, 3-11, 

http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?ots591=4888CAA0-B3DB-1461-98B9-E20E7B9C13D4&lng=en&id=98001)

The economic crisis is likely to further diminish the already weak appetite of allies and friends both to increase or even maintain their current levels of defense expenditure, and to contribute to coalition operations in Afghanistan. Few of our major allies and friends spend as much as 3 percent. of their GDP on defense. Their GDPs, like ours, are in decline and in several cases, such as Japan, are declining at a far faster rate than ours. Korea and Taiwan, like Japan, are suffering from a drop in exports, notably in the automobile sector. Iceland’s financial collapse has received widespread attention. Economic constraints have at times been an excuse for allies not to do more for the common defense of the West; today, that excuse is being buttressed by reality. Whether excuse or reality, the net result will be exactly the same: the United States will be forced to bear an even heavier burden to defend western interests, at a time when it will have fewer resources enabling it to do so. The case of the F-35 provides a distinct example of the interplay between pressures on the US defense budget and alliance relationships. The F-35 program could be one of those affected by the redistribution of defense spending priorities. There are eight countries that currently are co-developing this aircraft, including key allies Britain, Canada and Australia, and many more planning to purchase it, among them Israel, Singapore, and many of the European allies that currently fly F-16s. Any slowdown of the program will increase its costs, and could put it beyond the purchasing power of several F-35 partners. It could also could embitter states that have contributed to its development, furnishing them with yet another reason to be even less inclined to contribute to coalition efforts if Afghanistan, and potentially elsewhere, than they are today.

NATO is resilient 

RIA 6 (Regulatory Intelligence Agency, 12-21, Lexis)

WASHINGTON, Dec. 21, 2006 - The North Atlantic Treaty Organization is healthy and its best years lie ahead, Marine Gen. James L. Jones said today at the Europe Atlantic Council here. Jones stepped down as NATO's supreme allied commander earlier this month. While some aspects of the alliance may need work, Jones said that, on the whole, it is an "incredibly healthy organization."  Jones assumed his office in January 2003 after serving as the commandant of the Marine Corps. During his time in the position, the alliance has changed dramatically. "Perhaps the highlight of the last four years was witnessing the accession of seven new nations into the alliance in 2004," he said. "It was a very emotional moment for seven former Warsaw Pact countries." Membership in NATO meant acceptance in the free world to the former communist countries, Jones said. "There was a sort of palpable enthusiasm for freedom, democracy, rule of law and just the vast potential for those people that had been unleashed," he said. "You feel every day their enthusiasm from these new members." During Jones' tenure, the NATO-led International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan grew from a force providing security in and around the Afghan capital of Kabul, to providing security for the entire country. The NATO commander in Afghanistan now commands 32,000 troops from 32 different countries, Jones said. The NATO mission in Afghanistan and NATO training mission in Iraq are just two operations that show the term "out of area operations" is obsolete, he said. During the Cold War, NATO's job was to defend Western Europe from the menace of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. There were no "out-of-area operations, nor was the possibility even really contemplated," he said. "It is a given that NATO is operating today on three different continents with more than 50,000 troops committed to NATO missions," he said. Troops under NATO command operate in Asia, Africa and Europe, and Jones said the alliance is also embracing change. "Nowhere was that more in evidence than in establishing the NATO Response Force," he said. The force - 25,000 personnel ready to deploy at a moment's notice - is now fully operational and capable. The general said the force is NATO's greatest commitment to transformation. The force is ready to "take on missions at a strategic distance, but in an expeditionary manner," he said. The NATO Response Force's first real deployment - to Pakistan to help with humanitarian relief following the earthquakes in January 2005 - is a prime example of this, Jones said. The fact that the force's first mission was a humanitarian operation has also caused some reassessment in NATO, he said. "NATO is reinventing itself and re-explaining itself because in this world NATO is thought of, correctly, as principally a warfighting organization," he said. "This transformation of NATO - going from a reactive 20th-century force, which it needed to be, to a 21st-century more expeditionary and agile force - brings with a whole lot of things" that countries didn't realize when they signed up for the process in 2002. "It has caused a lot of pain because it gets you into such things as multinational logistics (and) organic intelligence, which NATO has never had," he said. Other transformational aspects during Jones' command included eliminating duplicate NATO headquarters, disestablishing the Alled Command Atlantic and replacing it with the Allied Command Transformation and placing all operations under Allied Command Europe. This is not to say there are not problems that NATO must address, Jones said. First and foremost is money. The per capita share of many countries has actually gone down since the Prague Summit in 2002. NATO nations agreed during that summit to spend roughly 3 percent of their gross domestic product on defense. Another problem is national caveats, Jones said. This is where troops assigned to a mission has such stringent restrictions placed on them, that commanders can hardly use them. But the alliance is remarkably adaptable and resilient, Jones said. "The other bit of evidence that the alliance is healthy is that I know of no countries that are trying to leave the alliance," Jones said. "And I know quite a few that are trying to queue up and measure up to become members by as early as 2008."

