Nuke Leadership
Nuclear leadership key to effective US leadership

Spencer ‘7 (September 26, 2007 The Nuclear Renaissance: Ten Principles to Guide U.S. Policy by Jack Spencer WebMemo #1640 , Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation.)

To reap the benefits of nuclear power, while minimizing the risks, the United States must commit to reestablishing itself as a technology leader in commercial nuclear power, avoid unwanted foreign dependencies, modernize its approach to waste disposal, promote marketplace freedom, and modify its approach to nonproliferation. The 10 straightforward principles laid out in this paper should guide Congress and the Administration's actions.  1. Avoid creating dependency-based vulnerabilities. To the casual observer, nuclear energy is domestically produced. The plants exist in America, are generally operated by Americans, and generate electricity distributed to Americans. This is a narrow view, however; it does not respect the significance of the industrial and intellectual base that produces the people, components, and fuel necessary to build and operate nuclear plants. After three decades of decline, the domestic industrial base does not have the capacity to produce the components for a single reactor.  This lack of capacity goes beyond items that are easily found on the international market. Essential components, such as heavy forgings (the enormous pieces of metal out of which components are manufactured) and specialized piping, are not available domestically and are in limited supply internationally. These industrial bottlenecks could be difficult to overcome as nuclear plant construction ramps up. Ultimately, there is little difference between relying on foreign oil or foreign manufacturing if both allow America's ability to produce energy to be disrupted by foreign interests. This reliance creates opportunities for others to exercise power over the U.S. Minimizing these leverage points is central to advancing national interests. The Administration and Congress must avoid the potential vulnerabilities and risks associated with foreign energy dependence.  2. Establish technological leadership across the spectrum of military, civilian, and commercial nuclear activities. The international influx of investment to the commercial nuclear sector (public and private) almost guarantees that more advanced nuclear technologies, some of which could threaten the United States, will become available to unfriendly actors. Preventing this requires that the U.S. and its allies establish technological superiority across the spectrum of nuclear activities. Close links among civil, commercial, and military nuclear technologies will assure that those nations with the most advanced commercial and industrial capabilities are able to develop the most advanced military technologies. Therefore, it is vitally important that America's nuclear industrial base, along with that of its close allies, both commercial and military, remain globally preeminent.  

Effective US leadership key to solve extinction

Barnett ’11 [Thomas Barnett, Professor, Warfare Analysis and Research Dept – U.S. Naval War College, 3/7/11,  “The New Rules: Leadership Fatigue Puts U.S., and Globalization, at Crossroads,” http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/8099/the-new-rules-leadership-fatigue-puts-u-s-and-globalization-at-crossroads]

Events in Libya are a further reminder for Americans that we stand at a crossroads in our continuing evolution as the world's sole full-service superpower. Unfortunately, we are increasingly seeking change without cost, and shirking from risk because we are tired of the responsibility. We don't know who we are anymore, and our president is a big part of that problem. Instead of leading us, he explains to us. Barack Obama would have us believe that he is practicing strategic patience. But many experts and ordinary citizens alike have concluded that he is actually beset by strategic incoherence -- in effect, a man overmatched by the job.  It is worth first examining the larger picture: We live in a time of arguably the greatest structural change in the global order yet endured, with this historical moment's most amazing feature being its relative and absolute lack of mass violence. That is something to consider when Americans contemplate military intervention in Libya, because if we do take the step to prevent larger-scale killing by engaging in some killing of our own, we will not be adding to some fantastically imagined global death count stemming from the ongoing "megalomania" and "evil" of American "empire." We'll be engaging in the same sort of system-administering activity that has marked our stunningly successful stewardship of global order since World War II.  Let me be more blunt: As the guardian of globalization, the U.S. military has been the greatest force for peace the world has ever known. Had America been removed from the global dynamics that governed the 20th century, the mass murder never would have ended. Indeed, it's entirely conceivable there would now be no identifiable human civilization left, once nuclear weapons entered the killing equation.  But the world did not keep sliding down that path of perpetual war. Instead, America stepped up and changed everything by ushering in our now-perpetual great-power peace. We introduced the international liberal trade order known as globalization and played loyal Leviathan over its spread. What resulted was the collapse of empires, an explosion of democracy, the persistent spread of human rights, the liberation of women, the doubling of life expectancy, a roughly 10-fold increase in adjusted global GDP and a profound and persistent reduction in battle deaths from state-based conflicts. That is what American "hubris" actually delivered. Please remember that the next time some TV pundit sells you the image of "unbridled" American military power as the cause of global disorder instead of its cure. With self-deprecation bordering on self-loathing, we now imagine a post-American world that is anything but. Just watch who scatters and who steps up as the Facebook revolutions erupt across the Arab world. While we might imagine ourselves the status quo power, we remain the world's most vigorously revisionist force. As for the sheer "evil" that is our military-industrial complex, again, let's examine what the world looked like before that establishment reared its ugly head. The last great period of global structural change was the first half of the 20th century, a period that saw a death toll of about 100 million across two world wars. That comes to an average of 2 million deaths a year in a world of approximately 2 billion souls. Today, with far more comprehensive worldwide reporting, researchers report an average of less than 100,000 battle deaths annually in a world fast approaching 7 billion people. Though admittedly crude, these calculations suggest a 90 percent absolute drop and a 99 percent relative drop in deaths due to war. We are clearly headed for a world order characterized by multipolarity, something the American-birthed system was designed to both encourage and accommodate. But given how things turned out the last time we collectively faced such a fluid structure, we would do well to keep U.S. power, in all of its forms, deeply embedded in the geometry to come. To continue the historical survey, after salvaging Western Europe from its half-century of civil war, the U.S. emerged as the progenitor of a new, far more just form of globalization -- one based on actual free trade rather than colonialism. America then successfully replicated globalization further in East Asia over the second half of the 20th century, setting the stage for the Pacific Century now unfolding. 

China
Chinese nuclear growth is key to solve pollution

Boey ’12 (The Asia-Pacific Journal Nuclear Power and China’s Energy Future: Limited Options Augustin Boey Nuclear power after Fukushima Augustin Boey is a Research Analyst at the Energy Studies Institute, National University of Singapore. Feb 27, 2012 – 

As a growing superpower, China has been making its presence felt in a variety of international arenas. It has long been the world’s most populous country, with over 1.3 billion people. China’s burgeoning economy, with annual GDP growth around ten percent since the 1980s, allowed it to surpass Japan in 2010 to become the world’s second largest economy after the US. As the “world’s factory,” China has become the world’s largest emitter of carbon dioxide since overtaking the US in 2006 in annual volume of emissions, although China’s carbon dioxide emitted per capita remains significantly lower than that in the US. Since China’s economic opening and reform program in the 1970s, the demographic, economic and environmental shift that has occurred has necessarily built upon a commensurate growth in electricity demand. Most of the electricity produced in China has thus far been supplied by coal, which provided 2,940,525 GWh of electricity in 2009 and constituted almost 80 percent of the total electricity generation mix.3 However, the combustion of coal also produces a large quantity of greenhouse gases and other pollutants and is as such a distinctly environmentally-unfriendly fuel, particularly as it is used in conventional coal-burning power plants. With climate change becoming an increasingly important issue on environmental and political fronts, China’s energy policy must therefore simultaneously confront the twin challenges of ensuring energy security and climate change mitigation. Amongst China’s energy security issues is the pressing need to ensure that domestic power demands are met. China’s power generation capacity has increased rapidly, as has its electricity infrastructure, but this growth in supply has only unevenly met the growing demands for electricity.4 This growth is predicted to continue in coming decades – the International Energy Agency has projected that China’s total electricity generation will increase by a compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of 3.9 percent from 2009 to 2035.5 Of this total, coal is projected to increase by a CAGR of 2.5 percent while nuclear power, which has a much smaller base, is projected to increase by a CAGR of 10.6 percent in the same period.6 The need to meet the sustained increase in electricity demand is unlikely to let up as China’s economy continues to grow. This represents a perennial energy policy challenge.7 Recent reports indicate that China’s power supply in 2012 will again be strained by the low capacity additions relative to growth in power consumption.8 China’s unrelenting consumption of electricity is complicated by its quest for energy self-sufficiency. While China does possess substantial fossil fuel reserves, and indeed used to export oil and coal, it has become a net importer of fossil fuels and has extended its geopolitical reach in part to feed its growing power demands.9 The government’s decision to continue its nuclear power programme can thus be seen as a combination of realism about the growing requirements of its electricity grid and belief that the viability and safety of nuclear power technology has not been seriously compromised by the Fukushima nuclear disaster which, unlike Chernobyl or Three Mile Island, was triggered by natural disaster rather than human error.10 Nuclear power has also been legitimized in China’s public policy due to its favourable greenhouse gas profile. Nuclear power produces almost zero carbon directly and its substitution for fossil fuel plants reduces the net greenhouse gas emissions emanating from electricity production.11 Greenhouse gas emissions in China are largely produced by the power sector due to its heavy use of coal.12 China’s need to quickly reduce carbon emissions in power generation is highlighted by the government’s objective to reduce the ratio of GDP to carbon dioxide emissions by 40-45 percent between 2005 and 2020.13 Furthermore, the heavy reliance upon coal fired power generation causes immediate local health and environmental problems. Pollutants released from coal combustion have been identified as causing the rise of respiratory illnesses and has precipitated increased occurrences of acid rain and a consequent degradation in soil quality.14 These factors enhance nuclear power’s appeal as a means to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve environmental quality. Nuclear power in China’s electricity generation mix China’s first nuclear power reactor was connected to the grid in 1991. Since 1993, nuclear generation has grown rapidly, especially since 2001. By 2004, ten commercial power reactors were on the grid and in 2009, 70,134 gigawatt hours of electricity were produced from nuclear power.15 China’s nuclear expansion is continuing apace. The 25 reactors currently being constructed represent around half of all current worldwide new build projects. According to the International Energy Agency (IEA), 89 percent of China’s electricity in 2009 was produced from coal, with hydropower producing six percent or the second highest amount.16 Nuclear power produced a comparatively paltry 2 percent of the electricity generation portfolio in the same year. As highlighted above, however, China’s nuclear capacity is projected to increase substantially due to exploding energy demands. The IEA predicts that China’s energy demand will more than double from 920 Mtoe in 2009 to 1,867 in 2030.17 This represents a Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) of 3.43 percent, which outstrips the predicted global increase in energy demand in the same period by a CAGR of 1.85 percent. Over the period 2009 to 2035, the IEA predicts that the share of coal power in total electricity production will be reduced by 25 percent, with a projected 64 percent of electricity in China coming from coal in 2035.18 This reduced role of coal in China accords with the predicted worldwide trend of decreasing reliance upon coal for power generation. The share of nuclear power, on the other hand, is expected to increase in China from its current 2 percent to 12 percent in 2035. This represents a CAGR of 12.68 percent. The IEA’s projections roughly correspond with the United States Energy Information Administration’s reference case projections in the 2011 edition of its International Energy Outlook, which states that China’s nuclear energy consumption will increase by 10.3 percent from 2008 to 2035, while the worldwide and the United States growth rate figures are 2.4 percent and 0.3 percent, respectively.19 China’s carbon emissions from power generation are expected to increase at a CAGR of 2.15 percent from 3,324 Mt in 2009 to 5,200 Mt in 2030, while worldwide emissions are expected to increase at a CAGR of 1.02 percent from 11,760 Mt to 14,556 Mt over the same period.20 It is important to note that this growth in nuclear power will not occur in isolation from growth in renewable power. Renewables are projected to increase from 56 Mtoe in 2009 to 264 Mtoe in 2030, growing with a CAGR of 7.66 percent in that period. This is a rapid projected growth rate by global standards, but it accompanies, not replaces, substantial growth in nuclear power. Chinese government plans call for having 20 percent of electricity produced by renewable power sources by 2020.21 China’s energy mix and its environmental implications The environmental consequences, both international and domestic, of China’s heavy reliance on coal for electricity generation renders more attractive the use of nuclear power. The government’s latest climate change assessment has projected an increase in floods and droughts attributable to increased greenhouse gas induced warming, with knock-on effects on agriculture and economic growth.22 While worldwide carbon dioxide emissions from coal generation are expected by the IEA to be stable at around 72 percent of total carbon emissions from 2009 to 2035, China is expected to cut carbon emissions from coal-fired power generation from 98 percent in 2009 to the still very high level of 93 percent in 2035.23 This is against a background of increasing total carbon emissions, with China’s carbon emissions expected to increase by a CAGR of 7.66 percent over this period. According to some analysts, improvements in efficiency and widespread carbon dioxide capture and storage deployment will not be sufficient to offset the huge increases in energy consumption and thus will only slow but not stop China’s rapidly increasing carbon dioxide emissions.24 Such environmental effects will not be confined within China’s national borders. As the largest emitter of carbon dioxide in the world, there will inevitably be global problems issuing from China’s growing pollution. A study by Levy et al. published in the journal Climate Change has predicted that future global environmental changes resulting from changes in climate, carbon dioxide concentrations and land use patterns will harm the terrestrial biosphere Amazonia, the Sahel, South Central USA and Central America regions most.25 Therefore, while nuclear power costs significantly more than that produced from the fossil fuels, nuclear power capacity is expanding as a key strategy to reduce China’s emissions.26 
Chinese environmental problems cause nuclear war

Nankivell 9 - Senior Researcher at the Office of the Special Advisor Policy, Canadian Department of National Defense, (Nathan, “China's Pollution and the Threat to Domestic and Regional Stability”, Asia-Pacific Journal, 3-21, http://japanfocus.org/-Nathan-Nankivell/1799)

Moreover, protests serve as a venue for the politically disaffected who are unhappy with the current state of governance, and may be open to considering alternative forms of political rule. Environmental experts like Elizabeth Economy note that protests afford an opportunity for the environmental movement to forge linkages with democracy advocates. She notes in her book, The River Runs Black, that several environmentalists argue that change is only possible through greater democratization and notes that the environmental and democracy movements united in Eastern Europe prior to the end of the Cold War. It is conceivable that in this way, environmentally-motivated protests might help to spread democracy and undermine CCP rule. A further key challenge is trying to contain protests once they begin. The steady introduction of new media like cell phones, email, and text messaging are preventing China’s authorities from silencing and hiding unrest. Moreover, the ability to send and receive information ensures that domestic and international observers will be made aware of unrest, making it far more difficult for local authorities to employ state-sanctioned force. The security ramifications of greater social unrest cannot be overlooked. Linkages between environmental and democracy advocates potentially challenge the Party’s monolithic control of power. In the past, similar challenges by Falun Gong and the Tiananmen protestors have been met by force and detainment. In an extreme situation, such as national water shortages, social unrest could generate widespread, coordinated action and political mobilization that would serve as a midwife to anti-CCP political challenges, create divisions within the Party over how to deal with the environment, or lead to a massive show of force. Any of these outcomes would mark an erosion or alteration to the CCP’s current power dynamic. And while many would treat political change in China, especially the implosion of the Party, as a welcome development, it must be noted that any slippage of the Party’s dominance would most likely be accompanied by a period of transitional violence. Though most violence would be directed toward dissident Chinese, a ripple effect would be felt in neighboring states through immigration, impediments to trade, and an increased military presence along the Chinese border. All of these situations would alter security assumptions in the region. Other Security Concerns While unrest presents the most obvious example of a security threat related to pollution, several other key concerns are worth noting. The cost of environmental destruction could, for example, begin to reverse the blistering rate of economic growth in China that is the foundation of CCP legitimacy. Estimates maintain that 7 percent annual growth is required to preserve social stability. Yet the costs of pollution are already taxing the economy between 8 and 12 percent of GDP per year [1]. As environmental problems mount, this percentage will increase, in turn reducing annual growth. As a result, the CCP could be seriously challenged to legitimize its continued control if economic growth stagnates. Nationalists in surrounding states could use pollution as a rallying point to muster support for anti-Chinese causes. For example, attacks on China’s environmental management for its impact on surrounding states like Japan, could be used to argue against further investment in the country or be highlighted during territorial disputes in the East China Sea to agitate anti-Chinese sentiment. While nationalism does not imply conflict, it could reduce patterns of cooperation in the region and hopes for balanced and effective multilateral institutions and dialogues. Finally, China’s seemingly insatiable appetite for timber and other resources, such as fish, are fuelling illegal exports from nations like Myanmar and Indonesia. As these states continue to deplete key resources, they too will face problems in the years to come and hence the impact on third nations must be considered. Territorial Expansion or Newfound Alliances In addition to the concerns already mentioned, pollution, if linked to a specific issue like water shortage, could have important geopolitical ramifications. China’s northern plains, home to hundreds of millions, face acute water shortages. Growing demand, a decade of drought, inefficient delivery methods, and increasing water pollution have reduced per capita water holdings to critical levels. Although Beijing hopes to relieve some of the pressures via the North-South Water Diversion project, it requires tens of billions of dollars and its completion is, at best, still several years away and, at worst, impossible. Yet just to the north lies one of the most under-populated areas in Asia, the Russian Far East. While there is little agreement among scholars about whether resource shortages lead to greater cooperation or conflict, either scenario encompasses security considerations. Russian politicians already allege possible Chinese territorial designs on the region. They note Russia’s falling population in the Far East, currently estimated at some 6 to 7 million, and argue that the growing Chinese population along the border, more than 80 million, may soon take over. While these concerns smack of inflated nationalism and scare tactics, there could be some truth to them. The method by which China might annex the territory can only be speculated upon, but would surely result in full-scale war between two powerful, nuclear-equipped nations.
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Counter interpretation – we’ll defend United States Federal Government action

Better debate – puts the focus on the policy rather than generic process distinctions.

Normal means solves neg ground – they can research links to implementation.

Cross – X checks – they can ask for links

Infinitely regressive – justifies specifying an infinite number of plan mechanisms, crushing predictable ground

No resolutional basis –makes their interpretation unpredictable.

We still solve – fiat ensure that the plan is enacted

Agent ground is bad for debate-  Eliminates Focus on topic specific issues and moots the 1AC
Coercion

Have to solve deaths- their K leads to moral tunnel vision

Isaac 2 (Jeffrey, Professor of PoliSci @ Indiana-Bloomington, Director of the Center for the Study of Democracy and Public Life, PhD Yale, “Ends, Means, and Politics,” Dissent Magazine Vol 49 Issue 2)

As a result, the most important political questions are simply not asked. It is assumed that U.S. military intervention is an act of "aggression," but no consideration is given to the aggression to which intervention is a response. The status quo ante in Afghanistan is not, as peace activists would have it, peace, but rather terrorist violence abetted by a regime--the Taliban--that rose to power through brutality and repression. This requires us to ask a question that most "peace" activists would prefer not to ask: What should be done to respond to the violence of a Saddam Hussein, or a Milosevic, or a Taliban regime? What means are likely to stop violence and bring criminals to justice? Calls for diplomacy and international law are well intended and important; they implicate a decent and civilized ethic of global order. But they are also vague and empty, because they are not accompanied by any account of how diplomacy or international law [it] can work effectively to address the problem at hand. The campus left offers no such account. To do so would require it to contemplate tragic choices in which moral goodness is of limited utility. Here what matters is not purity of intention but the intelligent exercise of power. Power is not a dirty word or an unfortunate feature of the world. It is the core of politics. Power is the ability to effect outcomes in the world. Politics, in large part, involves contests over the distribution and use of power. To accomplish anything in the political world, one must attend to the means that are necessary to bring it about. And to develop such means is to develop, and to exercise, power. To say this is not to say that power is beyond morality. It is to say that power is not reducible to morality. As writers such as Niccolo Machiavelli, Max Weber, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hannah Arendt have taught, an unyielding concern with moral goodness undercuts political responsibility. The concern may be morally laudable, reflecting a kind of personal integrity, but it suffers from three fatal flaws: (1) It fails to see that the purity of one's intention does not ensure the achievement of what one intends. Abjuring violence or refusing to make common cause with morally compromised parties may seem like the right thing; but if such tactics entail impotence, then it is hard to view them as serving any moral good beyond the clean conscience of their supporters; (2) it fails to see that in a world of real violence and injustice, moral purity is not simply a form of powerlessness; it is often a form of complicity in injustice. This is why, from the standpoint of politics--as opposed to religion--pacifism is always a potentially immoral stand. In categorically repudiating violence, it refuses in principle to oppose certain violent injustices with any effect; and (3) it fails to see that politics is as much about unintended consequences as it is about intentions; it is the effects of action, rather than the motives of action, that is most significant. Just as the alignment with "good" may engender impotence, it is often the pursuit of "good" that generates evil. This is the lesson of communism in the twentieth century: it is not enough that one's goals be sincere or idealistic; it is equally important, always, to ask about the effects of pursuing these goals and to judge these effects in pragmatic and historically contextualized ways. Moral absolutism inhibits this judgment. It alienates those who are not true believers. It promotes arrogance. And it undermines political effectiveness.
HTGR key to Russia relations

- Haynes ‘6 (Mark Haynes, Vice President of Energy Development for General Atomics, JULY 20, 2006   U. HEARING  BEFORE THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES)

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

Relations key to prevent nuclear wars

Allison  ‘11  (Director @ Belfer Center for Science and Int’l Affairs @ Harvard’s Kennedy School, Former Assistant Secretary of Defense, Robert D. Blackwill, Senior Fellow – Council on Foreign Relations   [Graham Allison, “10 Reasons Why Russia Still Matters”, Politico -- October 31 -- http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=161EF282-72F9-4D48-8B9C-C5B3396CA0E6]

That central point is that Russia matters a great deal to a U.S. government seeking to defend and advance its national interests. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin’s decision to return next year as president makes it all the more critical for Washington to manage its relationship with Russia through coherent, realistic policies. No one denies that Russia is a dangerous, difficult, often disappointing state to do business with. We should not overlook its many human rights and legal failures. Nonetheless, Russia is a player whose choices affect our vital interests in nuclear security and energy. It is key to supplying 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan and preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. Ten realities require U.S. policymakers to advance our nation’s interests by engaging and working with Moscow. First, Russia remains the only nation that can erase the United States from the map in 30 minutes. As every president since John F. Kennedy has recognized, Russia’s cooperation is critical to averting nuclear war. 
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Perm Do both

Process CPs are a voting issue- 

A-Kills topic education and plan focus- CP trades off with specific debates about the aff and advantage internal links that are core topic education

B- Steals the affirmative- we don’t get to leverage the aff against the CP which means the neg always wins- they destroy our ability to read add-ons 

C- Infinitely regressive- there are countless different processes to do the aff, which is unpredictable- forces an unfair research burden

D- There’s no AFF literature in the context of the plan vs the CP- the lit base is all one-sided, puts us at a disadvantage

Perm do the counterplan – its not competitive - The counterplan only questions how the plan should be implemented, not if it should

A. Should is not unconditional

Atlas Collaboration, 1999, 

[“Use of shall, should, may can,” http://rd13doc.cern.ch/Atlas/DaqSoft/sde/inspect/shall.html] 


'shall' describes something that is mandatory. If a requirement uses 'shall', then that requirement _will_ be satisfied without fail.  Noncompliance is not allowed. Failure to comply with one single 'shall' is sufficient reason to reject the entire product. Indeed, it must be rejected under these circumstances.     Examples:   "Requirements shall make use of the word 'shall' only where compliance is mandatory."   This is a  good example.     "C++ code shall have comments every 5th line."   This is a bad example. Using 'shall' here is too strong. should 'should' is weaker. It describes something that might not be satisfied in the final product, but that is desirable enough that any noncompliance shall be explicitly justified. Any use of  'should' should be examined carefully, as it probably means that something is not being stated clearly. If a 'should' can be replaced by a 'shall', or can be discarded entirely, so much the better.   Examples:   "C++ code should be ANSI compliant."   A good example. It may not be possible to be ANSI compliant on all  platforms, but we should try.     "Code should be tested thoroughly."   Bad example. This 'should' shall be replaced with 'shall' if this requirement is to be stated anywhere (to say nothing of defining what  'thoroughly' means). 


B. We just need to defend desirability 

American Heritage, 2009, “should,” http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/should 


Like the rules governing the use of shall and will on which they are based, the traditional rules governing the use of should and would are largely ignored in modern American practice. Either should or would can now be used in the first person to express conditional futurity: If I had known that, I would (or somewhat more formally, should) have answered differently. But in the second and third persons only would is used: If he had known that, he would (not should) have answered differently. Would cannot always be substituted for should, however. Should is used in all three persons in a conditional clause: if I (or you or he) should decide to go. Should is also used in all three persons to express duty or obligation (the equivalent of ought to): I (or you or he) should go. On the other hand, would is used to express volition or promise: I agreed that I would do it. Either would or should is possible as an auxiliary with like, be inclined, be glad, prefer, and related verbs: I would (or should) like to call your attention to an oversight. Here would was acceptable on all levels to a large majority of the Usage Panel in an earlier survey and is more common in American usage than should. · Should have is sometimes incorrectly written should of by writers who have mistaken the source of the spoken contraction should've. See Usage Notes at if, rather, shall.

Resolved is an opinion  

Webster’s ‘98 Revised Unabridged Dictionary, 1998 [dictionary.com]
Resolved: 5. To express, as an opinion or determination, by resolution and vote; to declare or decide by a formal vote; -- followed by a clause; as, the house resolved (or, it was resolved by the house) that no money should be apropriated (or, to appropriate no money).

Resolved can be conditional 

Clubs and Societies Board, of the Imperial College Union, 2k8 (Oct 27th, Minutes and Proceedings of the Second Ordinary Meeting, http://www.imperialcollegeunion.org/data/files/csb-minutes-27-10-08-2570.pdf)

RESOLVED: 1) To conditionally accept the proposal as a valid tour. 

Substantial is determined by context

Words and Phrases ‘2, Vol. 40A, 2002, p. 464. (DRGCL/A38

Cal. 1956. "Substantial" is it relative term, its measure to be gauged by all the circumstances surrounding the matter in reference to which the expression has been used.-Atchison, 'I'. & S. F. IZy. Co. v. Kings County Water Dist., 3(12 P.2d 1, 41 Ca1.2J 140.

“Increase” isn’t a mandate or immediate
Hening and Munford 1811 (“Reports of cases argued and determined in the Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia”, Ed. Isaac Riley, Volume IV, Google Books) 
Thursday, November 23. On the merits, Wickham argued that, by the word “increase,” children born after the death of the testator only passed; for at the time of the death and not until then, the will speaks. This is a question of intention. If the children living when the will was made had names, it would have been more natural to describe them by name, than by the word increase. But according to the general usage of the country, the word “increase” means the same as “future increase.” Parol 
The colon is meaningless – everything after it is what’s important

Webster’s Guide to Grammar and Writing – 2k (http://ccc.commnet.edu/grammar/marks/colon.htm)

Use of a colon before a list or an explanation that is preceded by a clause that can stand by itself. Think of the colon as a gate, inviting one to go on… If the introductory phrase preceding the colon is very brief and the clause following the colon represents the real business of the sentence, begin the clause after the colon with a capital letter.

Aff should define words in their plan text- otherwise would lose to process cp’s every round 

Certainty in nuclear policies is crucial to US China nuclear cooperation and relations- that's Lyon

Nuclear leadership depends on guaranteed congressional funding- that’s Spurgeon- the CP alters the normal process injecting uncertainty into the minds of other nations

Only guaranteed commitment can solve

Berry and Tolley ‘10 (professors of energy and economic policy [Professors R. Stephen Berry and George S. Tolley, “Nuclear Fuel Reprocessing Future Prospects and Viability”, University of Chicago Humanities, 11-29-2010, http://humanities.uchicago.edu/orgs/institute/bigproblems/Team7-1210.pdf]

The American and French nuclear power industries developed along divergent paths. The U.S. nuclear power industry as a whole experienced a rapid decline beginning in the 1970’s and culminating with the Three Mile Island accident in 1979 (TMI, a partial core meltdown in Reactor 2 at the Three Mile Island Nuclear Generating Station, remains as one of the most significant accidents in the commercial nuclear energy industry in the in the U.S.) 52. Following a period from the mid-1950’s to the mid 1970’s when the U.S. built more nuclear power plants than any other country (231 through 1974), the U.S. only built 15 after 1974 and none after 1977. 53 This shift away from nuclear power was reversed in the late 1990’s as nuclear energy was perceived as a sustainable energy solution to combat specific environmental concerns. In France, the nuclear power industry achieved a  successful implementation and was prospering for many years both before and after TMI. Further, in France, nuclear power generates more than 75% of France’s electricity while in the U.S. nuclear power has never accounted for more than 20% of its electricity. 54 These varying paths of nuclear power development in the U.S. and France stem largely from government’s credible commitment or lack thereof to the industry. By analyzing the political and regulatory frameworks present in the U.S. and France, it is possible to gain a further understanding of the nuclear power industries in the U.S. and France, but more importantly discern the potential frameworks to develop nuclear reprocessing in the U.S.   The differentiation in the U.S. and French nuclear industries was largely based on the government’s level of commitment over time. In the U.S., the government’s commitment to the industry was initially strong, but abated over time, while France’s government maintained a strong commitment over time. 55 The level of a government’s credible commitment to the nuclear energy industry and specifically nuclear reprocessing will play an important role in shaping the flow of capital into the technology. 56 As the industry is currently constructed, utilities are sensitive to licensing and construction costs, which may be difficult to predict based on a government’s ability to commit to the industry. Utilities must obtain construction licenses from regulatory bodies to build nuclear facilities. These investment decisions necessitate large sunk costs which must be incurred a number of years prior to operating the plant. The decision making process of the utility is ultimately influenced by uncertainty surrounding the regulatory process that can ease or complicate the process. This uncertainty increases the risk associated with these types of investments and disincentivizes investment in the technology. Therefore an “analysis of the differences in institutional environment attributes can further understanding of government’s credible commitment to the industry.” 57 In understanding the existing differentiation in the institutional environment for both the U.S. and France, it is possible to elucidate how these unique situations have created varying transaction costs for their respective industries.

The CP causes delay because:__________

Upcoming US-India nuclear summit is key to cement cooperation- have to act before October 11th

Haley ’8-27 (Contact: Kevin Haley Tel: 202-482-6434 Email: Kevin.Haley@trade.gov COMMERCE DEPARTMENT TO HELP SHOWCASE U.S. COMPANIES AT THE 2 nd INDO-U.S. NUCLEAR ENERGY SAFETY SUMMIT & EXPOSITION  http://local.ans.org/india/Event/html/imgs/pressreleaseindousnuclearenergy2012.pdf

WASHINGTON, D.C.,  August 27, 2012 – The U.S. Department of Commerce’s U.S. Commercial Service is pleased to announce that it has granted Trade Fair Certification status to the India Section of the American Nuclear Society (ANS) to host the 3 rd U.S. Nuclear Infrastructure Council’s official United States Exhibitor Pavilion at the 2 nd Indo- U.S. Nuclear Energy Safety Summit & Exposition October 11 -12, 2012 in Mumbai, India. Additional information about the show can be found at http://local.ans.org/india/Event/html/index.html The 2 nd Indo-U.S. Nuclear Energy Safety Summit & Exposition is the only internationally focused business development and selling venue in India concentrating on U.S. nuclear energy products and services. In 2011, this trade event included 22 exhibitors from the U.S. There are significant business development opportunities due to annual 9% increase in the demand for electricity. India has declared the build out of the nuclear energy generation sector as a national priority and is implementing modernization policies to ease the importation of foreign equipment. Market liberalization, increasing incomes and shifts in consumer demand also offer attractive business development opportunities for U.S. nuclear product and services exporters. The 2nd Indo-U.S. Nuclear Energy Safety Summit and Expo 2012 feature the only U.S. Pavilion for exhibition for U.S. nuclear technologies and services in India. The American Nuclear Society's India Section (ANS-IS) is the organizer of the event, which includes the only bi-lateral Summit co-organized with the Indian Department of Atomic Energy (DAE) and co-presented by the Indian Nuclear Society (INS). The Summit will feature Dr. Patrick Moore, co-founder and former leader of Greenpeace, leading a discussion with senior Indian and U.S. officials on achieving "Acceptance through Awareness" for clean nuclear energy in India. The U.S. Pavilion, hosted for the 3rd time by the U.S. Nuclear Infrastructure Council, will include up to 30 U.S. exhibition booths and an unlimited number of "literature library" exhibitors. Through certification, the U.S. Commercial Service recognizes the capability and exhibition experience of the India Section of the American Nuclear Society to organize a world class event for U.S. exhibitors to showcase products and services for the commercial nuclear sector. The show serves as an excellent venue for U.S. companies to establish and expand overseas distribution, generate sales leads, evaluate competitors to identify potential buyers and partners. The U.S. Commercial Service helps U.S. companies establish international business relationships. The agency’s global network includes locations in more than 100 U.S. cities and in American consulates and embassies in 80 countries. For more information, visit the U.S. Commercial Service at www.export.gov. The show organizer is ANS-IS President Corey McDaniel at 202-669-3429 or email: ans.india.section@gmail.com. 

HTGR’s are key to cement US-India nuclear coop- key to relations and energy security

Tellis ‘6 (U.S.-Indian Civilian Nuclear Cooperation and India’s Nuclear Arsenal Ashley J. Tellis, 2006 Ashley J. Tellis is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. While on assignment to the U.S. Department of State as senior adviser to the Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs, he was intimately involved in negotiating the civil nuclear agreement with India. Previously he was commissioned into the Foreign Service and served as senior adviser to the ambassador at the U.S. Embassy in New Delhi. He also served on the National Security Council staff as special assistant to the president and senior director for Strategic Planning and Southwest Asia. Prior to his government service, Tellis was senior policy analyst at the RAND Corporation and professor of Policy Analysis at the RAND Graduate School.

Fourth, the opportunity to import new nuclear reactors from abroad provides new benefits in terms of modern safety technologies, which have improved dramatically since the original CANDU and BWR designs were first introduced into India in the early 1970s. A large-scale expansion of nuclear electricity of the kind contemplated by the DAE in the future makes it imperative, both from an economic and a political point of view, that every reactor operating in India be equipped with the latest safety technology if nuclear energy is to remain a viable source of power over the long term. • Fifth, the access to new reactor technology from abroad promises to give India’s nuclear engineers exposure to new advanced designs that maximize efficiency, output, and safety and which could in principle be applicable to future designs developed by India’s own indigenous nuclear industry over time. • Sixth, India’s integration into the global nuclear industry’s research and development network would enhance the efforts of the country’s own domestic research and development community through information flows over the relevant backward linkages, thereby maximizing the DAE’s own ability to contribute toward the new global initiatives already underway in the areas of fusion research, waste management, and advanced and unconventional reactor designs. • Seventh, finally and perhaps most importantly, the U.S.-Indian civil nuclear cooperation agreement provides India with a structural hedge in case Bhabha’s three-stage program runs into either irresolvable technical problems—which are possible (the critics would say likely)—or serious implementation delays, unacceptable price overruns, economic infeasibility, or higher than anticipated startup troubles, some of which are almost certain to occur when a nation sets out upon such a risky and challenging path not trod by others. The U.S.-Indian civil nuclear cooperation agreement would, in this context, provide India with the option of simply staying with the first phase of its three-stage plan indefinitely or, more interestingly, open the door for India to access advanced new technologies, such as the high-temperature gas-cooled reactor, the molten salt reactor, and various accelerator driven systems, all of which exploit thorium for the production of electricity, but without the need for any intermediate-stage fast neutron reactors, which are technologically risky and probably uneconomical. On balance, therefore, Manmohan Singh’s desire for nuclear cooperation with the United States in particular and with the international community more generally has less to do with the immediate challenges of overcoming a transient scarcity of natural uranium caused by bottlenecks in his country’s nuclear fuel production infrastructure. Overcoming these impediments, the prime minister well knows, is important, but he also realizes that they can be surmounted—if not immediately, certainly well within the decade—by relatively small changes in India’s domestic resource allocation decisions. Even the larger problem of circumventing India’s limited natural uranium endowments can be arguably resolved in theory through Bhabha’s three-stage plan, albeit at horrendous cost and at substantial technical risk, although there is no evidence whatsoever that the size of these endowments per se has in any way constrained either India’s nuclear weapons program or its PHWR-based firststage of nuclear power production. What Manmohan Singh, therefore, appears to be after is looking for some means of assuring India’s energy security on the grandest scale imaginable so that, regardless of what happens in global energy markets over time, India and its teeming millions will always have access to the only practically inexhaustible source of clean energy now known to man—and, given the vagaries of Asian geopolitics, will have reliable access to this technology and others in partnership with the most powerful entity heretofore seen in the international system, namely the United States. Such opportunities to forge a critical geopolitical relationship do not come often in a lifetime. It would indeed be unfortunate, therefore, if the prospect now confronting Washington regarding a new global partnership with New Delhi were to be sacrificed because of some petty canard regarding the effect of imported natural uranium on India’s nuclear weapons program. 

Nuclear coop solves Indo-Pak war and prolif

Kumar ‘8 (The U.S.-India Nuke Deal: U.S. Needs and Ambitions  by Dr. Dheeraj Kumar, Sept, 2008 Strategic Insights is a bi-monthly electronic journal produced by the Center for Contemporary  Conflict at the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, California., Dr. Dheeraj Kumar completed his PhD on “Indo-U.S. Relations: The Context of Globalization”  from the Department of History, Banaras Hindu University, Varanasi, U.P., India. Presently, he is  working as a Lecturer of History at Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya

“India has agreed for the first time in thirty years to take on key global  non-proliferation commitments... Without this agreement, India, with its large and sophisticated  nuclear estates, would continue to remain unregulated by international rules governing commerce  in sensitive nuclear technologies.” The agreement also transforms what had been one of the most divisive issues in Indo-U.S.  relations for the past thirty years into a new opportunity for cooperation. “This will bring India into  the international nonproliferation mainstream and open new doorways for a cleaner and more  secure global energy future,” Burns said. “It also will allow India to develop much more quickly its  own civilian nuclear power industry, reducing demands on the world energy market... U.S.-Indian  cooperation on nuclear energy will therefore strengthen the international order in a way that  advances the interests of both the nuclear and the non-nuclear signatories of the Non  Proliferation Treaty.”[1] The 1990s convinced many reasonable people that India would never formally and unilaterally  cap its nuclear arsenal. The United States learned that denuclearizing India was an unachievable  objective: India insisted that its own disarmament would require global elimination of nuclear  weapons, and its unwavering position left little reason to doubt that. After India conducted a series of nuclear tests in 1998, the United States began a fundamental  reexamination of its policy. Yet there were other options that might have been more carefully  explored. Might India have agreed to set a future limit on its stockpile of nuclear materials? Might  it have agreed to subject all future power reactors to inspections? Might it have passed legislation  deepening its unilateral moratorium on nuclear tests? The U.S. administration did not ignore  these possibilities, but it ultimately made clear to New Delhi that it was willing to open nuclear  cooperation even if India refused additional restrictions. That decision reflected a certain realism  about the political situation in India, as many on the Indian right oppose any restrictions on the  Indian nuclear program. The Bush administration made a strategic judgment: a stronger U.S.-Indian relationship would  greatly improve America’s position in Asia and the world, but American barriers to nuclear  cooperation made stronger U.S.-India ties much harder to achieve. It offered India civil nuclear  cooperation. Dealing more directly with India on its nuclear program could, many judged, restrain  Indian nuclear activities, yield benefits in controlling sensitive Indian exports, and help prevent  nuclear war on the subcontinent. 

Indian energy insecurity causes great power wars

Kaplan ‘9 (Robert D. Kaplan, a National Correspondent for The Atlantic and a Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, in Washington, D.C., is writing a book on the Indian Ocean. He recently was the Class of 1960 Distinguished Visiting Professor in National Security at the U.S. Naval Academy., Center Stage for the Twenty-first Century. By: Kaplan, Robert D., Foreign Affairs, 00157120, Mar/Apr2009, Vol. 88, Issue 2, “Power Plays in the Indian Ocean”, LEQ)

Thanks to the predictability of the monsoon winds, the countries on the Indian Ocean were connected well before the age of steam power. Trade in frankincense, spices, precious stones, and textiles brought together the peoples flung along its long shoreline during the Middle Ages. Throughout history, sea routes have mattered more than land routes, writes the historian Felipe Fernández-Armesto, because they carry more goods more economically. "Whoever is lord of Malacca has his hand on the throat of Venice," went one saying during the late fifteenth century, alluding to the city's extensive commerce with Asia; if the world were an egg, Hormuz would be its yolk, went another. Even today, in the jet and information age, 90 percent of global commerce and about 65 percent of all oil travel by sea. Globalization has been made possible by the cheap and easy shipping of containers on tankers, and the Indian Ocean accounts for fully half the world's container traffic. Moreover, 70 percent of the total traffic of petroleum products passes through the Indian Ocean, on its way from the Middle East to the Pacific. As these goods travel that route, they pass through the world's principal oil shipping lanes, including the Gulfs of Aden and Oman--as well as some of world commerce's main chokepoints: Bab el Mandeb and the Straits of Hormuz and Malacca. Forty percent of world trade passes through the Strait of Malacca; 40 percent of all traded crude oil passes through the Strait of Hormuz. Already the world's preeminent energy and trade interstate seaway, the Indian Ocean will matter even more in the future. Global energy needs are expected to rise by 45 percent between 2006 and 2030, and almost half of the growth in demand will come from India and China. China's demand for crude oil doubled between 1995 and 2005 and will double again in the coming 15 years or so; by 2020, China is expected to import 7.3 million barrels of crude per day--half of Saudi Arabia's planned output. More than 85 percent of the oil and oil products bound for China cross the Indian Ocean and pass through the Strait of Malacca. India--soon to become the world's fourth-largest energy consumer, after the United States, China, and Japan--is dependent on oil for roughly 33 percent of its energy needs, 65 percent of which it imports. And 90 percent of its oil imports could soon come from the Persian Gulf. India must satisfy a population that will, by 2030, be the largest of any country in the world. Its coal imports from far-off Mozambique are set to increase substantially, adding to the coal that India already imports from other Indian Ocean countries, such as South Africa, Indonesia, and Australia. In the future, India-bound ships will also be carrying increasingly large quantities of liquefied natural gas (LNG) across the seas from southern Africa, even as it continues importing LNG from Qatar, Malaysia, and Indonesia. As the whole Indian Ocean seaboard, including Africa's eastern shores, becomes a vast web of energy trade, India is seeking to increase its influence from the Plateau of Iran to the Gulf of Thailand--an expansion west and east meant to span the zone of influence of the Raj's viceroys. India's trade with the Arab countries of the Persian Gulf and Iran, with which India has long enjoyed close economic and cultural ties, is booming. Approximately 3.5 million Indians work in the six Arab states of the Gulf Cooperation Council and send home $4 billion in remittances annually. As India's economy continues to grow, so will its trade with Iran and, once the country recovers, Iraq. Iran, like Afghanistan, has become a strategic rear base for India against Pakistan, and it is poised to become an important energy partner. In 2005, India and Iran signed a multibillion-dollar deal under which Iran will supply India with 7.5 million tons of LNG annually for 25 years, beginning in 2009. There has been talk of building a gas pipeline from Iran to India through Pakistan, a project that would join the Middle East and South Asia at the hip (and in the process could go a long way toward stabilizing Indian-Pakistani relations). In another sign that Indian-Iranian relations are growing more intimate, India has been helping Iran develop the port of Chah Bahar, on the Gulf of Oman, which will also serve as a forward base for the Iranian navy. India has also been expanding its military and economic ties with Myanmar, to the east. Democratic India does not have the luxury of spurning Myanmar's junta because Myanmar is rich in natural resources--oil, natural gas, coal, zinc, copper, uranium, timber, and hydropower--resources in which the Chinese are also heavily invested. India hopes that a network of east-west roads and energy pipelines will eventually allow it to be connected to Iran, Pakistan, and Myanmar. India is enlarging its navy in the same spirit. With its 155 warships, the Indian navy is already one of the world's largest, and it expects to add three nuclear-powered submarines and three aircraft carriers to its arsenal by 2015. One major impetus for the buildup was the humiliating inability of its navy to evacuate Indian citizens from Iraq and Kuwait during the 1990-91 Persian Gulf War. Another is what Mohan Malik, a scholar at the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, in Hawaii, has called India's "Hormuz dilemma," its dependence on imports passing through the strait, close to the shores of Pakistan's Makran coast, where the Chinese are helping the Pakistanis develop deep-water ports. Indeed, as India extends its influence east and west, on land and at sea, it is bumping into China, which, also concerned about protecting its interests throughout the region, is expanding its reach southward. Chinese President Hu Jintao has bemoaned China's "Malacca dilemma." The Chinese government hopes to eventually be able to partly bypass that strait by transporting oil and other energy products via roads and pipelines from ports on the Indian Ocean into the heart of China. One reason that Beijing wants desperately to integrate Taiwan into its dominion is so that it can redirect its naval energies away from the Taiwan Strait and toward the Indian Ocean. The Chinese government has already adopted a "string of pearls" strategy for the Indian Ocean, which consists of setting up a series of ports in friendly countries along the ocean's northern seaboard. It is building a large naval base and listening post in Gwadar, Pakistan, (from which it may already be monitoring ship traffic through the Strait of Hormuz); a port in Pasni, Pakistan, 75 miles east of Gwadar, which is to be joined to the Gwadar facility by a new highway; a fueling station on the southern coast of Sri Lanka; and a container facility with extensive naval and commercial access in Chittagong, Bangladesh. Beijing operates surveillance facilities on islands deep in the Bay of Bengal. In Myanmar, whose junta gets billions of dollars in military assistance from Beijing, the Chinese are constructing (or upgrading) commercial and naval bases and building roads, waterways, and pipelines in order to link the Bay of Bengal to the southern Chinese province of Yunnan. Some of these facilities are closer to cities in central and western China than those cities are to Beijing and Shanghai, and so building road and rail links from these facilities into China will help spur the economies of China's landlocked provinces. The Chinese government is also envisioning a canal across the Isthmus of Kra, in Thailand, to link the Indian Ocean to China's Pacific coast--a project on the scale of the Panama Canal and one that could further tip Asia's balance of power in China's favor by giving China's burgeoning navy and commercial maritime fleet easy access to a vast oceanic continuum stretching all the way from East Africa to Japan and the Korean Peninsula. All of these activities are unnerving the Indian government. With China building deep-water ports to its west and east and a preponderance of Chinese arms sales going to Indian Ocean states, India fears being encircled by China unless it expands its own sphere of influence. The two countries' overlapping commercial and political interests are fostering competition, and even more so in the naval realm than on land. Zhao Nanqi, former director of the General Logistics Department of the People's Liberation Army, proclaimed in 1993, "We can no longer accept the Indian Ocean as an ocean only of the Indians." India has responded to China's building of a naval base in Gwadar by further developing one of its own, that in Karwar, India, south of Goa. Meanwhile, Zhang Ming, a Chinese naval analyst, has warned that the 244 islands that form India's Andaman and Nicobar archipelago could be used like a "metal chain" to block the western entrance to the Strait of Malacca, on which China so desperately depends. "India is perhaps China's most realistic strategic adversary," Zhang has written. "Once India commands the Indian Ocean, it will not be satisfied with its position and will continuously seek to extend its influence, and its eastward strategy will have a particular impact on China." These may sound like the words of a professional worrier from Chinas own theory class, but these worries are revealing: Beijing already considers New Delhi to be a major sea power. As the competition between India and China suggests, the Indian Ocean is where global struggles will play out in the twenty-first century
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HTGR’s solve Iran Prolif

Rohrabacher ‘8 (HEARING  BEFORETHE  COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS  HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES  ONE HUNDRED TENTH CONGRESS  SECOND SESSION  JUNE 12, 2008  Serial No. 110–194,   Mr. Dana ROHRABACHER.) 

Let me note that we are not dealing with the Soviet Union any-  more; this is Russia. Let me say that after the fall of Communism,  I believe that the United States policies, and what we did to an  emerging democratic Russia, was pitiful and a blot on us, on the  United States.  We did not treat the newly democratic Russian Government and  their people who were struggling, economically struggling, to go  through this transition, we did not treat them as we should have,  did not reach out and try to do what was necessary to ease that  transition, as we should have. Instead, Russia was invaded by  scavengers and crooks from the West that just robbed the people  of their natural resources, et cetera.  Now, what happened during that time period was that we  pushed, by not opening up our own markets, much less the EU  opening their markets, we pushed Russia onto the fringe, and what  is the fringe? The fringe is having to deal with countries like Iran,  29  and it was during this time period that the Russians started their  dealings with Iran.  I remember that because I went, during the Clinton administration and the early months of the Bush administration, and pointed  out that Russia could not just simply withdraw from any economic  relationship with Iran unless we gave them an alternative.  I said, ‘‘Let us, for Pete’s sake, before they start building this thing, let us give the Russians an alternative to build plants in  Turkey or perhaps a nuclear power plant in Malaysia.’’ But, instead, the administration, both Clinton and Bush administrations,  chose to use the stick, just saying, ‘‘We are going to punish these  guys,’’ rather than offering an alternative to a country that was  economically just down and out.  Now, with that said, obviously, an Iranian bomb, a nuclear weap-  on, is not in our interests, nor in the interests, if I might say, Rus-  sia as well. I would hope that we do everything we can to cooperate  with the Russians rather than using the stick again, rather than  trying to punish them, to find ways of cooperating to reach our  goal. The stick did not work when Russia was down and out, and  it is not going to work now that they are actually economically well  off. So we should find incentives.  Now, let me suggest, Mr. Chairman, there is a technological way  out of this dilemma, and I recently, during the last break, I went  to Russia to talk to their nuclear power people. Okay?  Let me just note, before I go into my basic point, that they were  complaining again that the United States had made an agreement  on the sale of uranium, for example, and now Senator Domenici  has offered a bill in the Senate that totally negates the concessions  that they made and we made in those agreements over the sale of  uranium and will actually freeze them out of the legitimate uranium market.  How are they going to take that? How is it that we can expect them to deal with us honestly if that is the way we are dealing with them?  Now, there is the technological alternative, and let me put this on the record. There is a new type of nuclear reactor. It has been developed by General Atomics in California, in cooperation with the Russian nuclear agency. It is called a ‘‘high-temperature, gas-cooled reactor.’’  I keep reminding people of this. It has been ignored for years here. This reactor will not produce plutonium as a result. If we make that the standard reactor of what we are trying to do, there  will be no nuclear proliferation based on atomic power being used  to produce electricity.  We should demand that all of the cooperation we have, nuclear cooperation we have, with Russia, and with any other country, I  might add, will be based on this type of new technology rather than  the old technologies the water-cooled reactors, which will end up  with plutonium.  Now, let me suggest this—I know my time is running out here— that there are forces in this society that want to build the old technology. They are people who own the blueprints from this 50-year- old technology that ends up with plutonium. We have to overcome those forces in our society, and if we do, we have a technological  solution to this problem.

Iran prolif sparks nuclear war 

Wimbush ‘7 - Hudson Institute Senior Fellow, Center for Future Security Strategies Director (S. Enders, “The End of Deterrence: A nuclear Iran will change everything.” The Weekley Standard. 1/11/2007, http://www.weeklystandard.com/Utilities/printer_preview.asp?idArticle=13154&R=162562FD5A)

Iran is fast building its position as the Middle East's political and military hegemon, a position that will be largely unchallengeable once it acquires nuclear weapons. A nuclear Iran will change all of the critical strategic dynamics of this volatile region in ways that threaten the interests of virtually everyone else. The outlines of some of these negative trends are already visible, as other actors adjust their strategies to accommodate what increasingly appears to be the emerging reality of an unpredictable, unstable nuclear power. Iran needn't test a device to shift these dangerous dynamics into high gear; that is already happening. By the time Iran tests, the landscape will have changed dramatically because everyone will have seen it coming.  The opportunities nuclear weapons will afford Iran far exceed the prospect of using them to win a military conflict. Nuclear weapons will empower strategies of coercion, intimidation, and denial that go far beyond purely military considerations. Acquiring the bomb as an icon of state power will enhance the legitimacy of Iran's mullahs and make it harder for disgruntled Iranians to oust them. With nuclear weapons, Iran will have gained the ability to deter any direct American threats, as well as the leverage to keep the United States at a distance and to discourage it from helping Iran's regional opponents. Would the United States be in Iraq if Saddam had had a few nuclear weapons and the ability to deliver them on target to much of Europe and all of Israel? Would it even have gone to war in 1991 to liberate Kuwait from Iraqi aggression? Unlikely. Yet Iran is rapidly acquiring just such a capability. If it succeeds, a relatively small nuclear outcast will be able to deter a mature nuclear power. Iran will become a billboard advertising nuclear weapons as the logical asymmetric weapon of choice for nations that wish to confront the United States.  It should surprise no one that quiet discussions have already begun in Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Turkey, and elsewhere in the Middle East about the desirability of developing national nuclear capabilities to blunt Iran's anticipated advantage and to offset the perceived decline in America's protective power. This is just the beginning. We should anticipate that proliferation across Eurasia will be broad and swift, creating nightmarish challenges. The diffusion of nuclear know-how is on the verge of becoming impossible to impede. Advanced computation and simulation techniques will eventually make testing unnecessary for some actors, thereby expanding the possibilities for unwelcome surprises and rapid shifts in the security environment. Leakage of nuclear knowledge and technologies from weak states will become commonplace, and new covert supply networks will emerge to fill the gap left by the neutralization of Pakistani proliferator A. Q. Khan. Non-proliferation treaties, never effective in blocking the ambitions of rogues like Iran and North Korea, will be meaningless. Intentional proliferation to state and non-state actors is virtually certain, as newly capable states seek to empower their friends and sympathizers. Iran, with its well known support of Hezbollah, is a particularly good candidate to proliferate nuclear capabilities beyond the control of any state as a way to extend the coercive reach of its own nuclear politics.  Arsenals will be small, which sounds reassuring, but in fact it heightens the dangers and risk. New players with just a few weapons, including Iran, will be especially dangerous. Cold War deterrence was based on the belief that an initial strike by an attacker could not destroy all an opponent's nuclear weapons, leaving the adversary with the capacity to strike back in a devastating retaliatory blow. Because it is likely to appear easier to destroy them in a single blow, small arsenals will increase the incentive to strike first in a crisis. Small, emerging nuclear forces could also raise the risk of preventive war, as leaders are tempted to attack before enemy arsenals grow bigger and more secure.  Some of the new nuclear actors are less interested in deterrence than in using nuclear weapons to annihilate their enemies. Iran's leadership has spoken of its willingness--in their words--to "martyr" the entire Iranian nation, and it has even expressed the desirability of doing so as a way to accelerate an inevitable, apocalyptic collision between Islam and the West that will result in Islam's final worldwide triumph. Wiping Israel off the map--one of Iran's frequently expressed strategic objectives--even if it results in an Israeli nuclear strike on Iran, may be viewed as an acceptable trade-off. Ideological actors of this kind may be very different from today's nuclear powers who employ nuclear weapons as a deterrent to annihilation. Indeed, some of the new actors may seek to annihilate others and be annihilated, gloriously, in return.  What constitutes deterrence in this world? Proponents of new non-proliferation treaties and many European strategists speak of "managing" a nuclear Iran, as if Iran and the new nuclear actors that will emerge in Iran's wake can be easily deterred by getting them to sign documents and by talking nicely to them. This is a lethal naiveté. We have no idea how to deter ideological actors who may even welcome their own annihilation. We do not know what they hold dear enough to be deterred by the threat of its destruction. Our own nuclear arsenal is robust, but it may have no deterrent effect on a nuclear-armed ideological adversary. This is the world Iran is dragging us into. Can they be talked out of it? Maybe. But it is getting very late to slow or reverse the momentum propelling us into this nuclear no-man's land. We should be under no illusion that talk alone--"engagement"--is a solution. Nuclear Iran will prompt the emergence of a world in which nuclear deterrence may evaporate, the likelihood of nuclear use will grow, and where deterrence, once broken, cannot be restored. 

Oil DA

Demand lowering now—prices will fall

AP 6/14 (“OPEC moves to bridge Saudi-Iran rivalry” http://www.businessweek.com/ap/2012-06/D9VCSTB00.htm MGE)

Plentiful supply and weakening demand from the United States, China and the European Union have caused prices to sink more than 20 percent over recent months, with U.S. benchmark crude now about $83 a barrel and Brent, used to price international varieties of crude, below $100 a barrel. "Relative to a year ago, global demand for oil is weaker ... while supply is robust," analyst Stephen Schork said in a research note Wednesday. Iran and its backers have been usually defeated by Saudi Arabia -- OPEC's powerhouse that accounts for nearly a third of the organization's production -- and its Gulf supporters, and Naimi signaled ahead of Thursday's meeting that his country was not prepared to cut back output . "When customers come, what do you do?" he asked reporters. "They say we want oil -- what do you do? "You give it to them. That's the business we are in."
Oil prices headed toward collapse- Harvard study shows new oil sources are abundant, not a temporary bubble.

Vaughan 7/10/12 (Michael Vaughan, Former host of Report on Business Television’s daily business talk show and National Reporter for CBC Television and Radio in bureaus including Parliament Hill, Toronto and Halifax, “All aboard the oil price roller coaster”, 7/10/12, The Globe and Mail, http://www.theglobeandmail.com/globe-drive/green-driving/news-and-notes/all-aboard-the-oil-price-roller-coaster/article4386116/) ALT
Many economists argue that the decline in oil prices is temporary due to stalled economic growth in Europe, China and the United States. However, a study from Harvard says there’s been such a sharp increase in world oil production that the price of oil could “collapse” for the long term. The report is by Leonardo Maugeri, a former oil company senior executive who is now at the Kennedy School’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. He analyzed all the world’s major oil formations and exploration projects field-by-field. He concluded that oil production is growing so quickly in the United States and several other countries that global oil output capacity could grow by nearly 20 per cent from the current 93-million barrels per day to 110-million by 2020. “The shale/tight oil boom in the United States is not a temporary bubble, but the most important revolution in the oil sector in decades,” he says, while pointing out it will probably trigger similar exploration and development worldwide. His estimate is that the United States could still increase oil production by 3.5-million barrels per day and by 2020 become the second largest oil producer in the world after Saudi Arabia. The report states that the four countries with the highest potential in terms of production capacity growth are – in order – Iraq, United States, Canada, and Brazil. Much of this increased capacity comes from “unconventional sources” such as U.S. shale/tight oils, Canadian oil sands, Venezuela’s extra-heavy oils, and Brazil’s pre-salt oils. Maugeri says the shale oil fields in North Dakota and Montana alone could become the equivalent of the Persian Gulf. The report’s bottom line is that the new production could lead to a sharp, long term drop in oil prices. Maugeri believes if oil prices remain above $70 per barrel, sufficient investment will occur to sustain continued growth in production, possibly leading to oil overproduction after 2015.

Other factors are key to oil prices—Iran and US Fed

Chirichella 6/25 (Dominick, “Oil back on defensive” International Business Times, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/356073/20120625/oil-back-defensive.htm MGE)

Technically the spot WTI contract is struggling to get back above the $80/bbl level and is now in the third trading session in a row with the majority of trading taking place below $80/bbl. The next major level of technical support is around $75/bbl hit back in early October of 2011. Barring any major bullish turn of events the probability of testing that level is increasing. Brent has now been trading below its last support level of around $95/bbl for the last four trading sessions in a row. The next major support level for the spot Bent contract is in the $82 to $83/bbl area. Much like WTI barring any bullish news the likelihood of lower prices for both of these commodities from a technical perspective is increasing. The big wild cards at the moment that could have an impact on the direction of oil prices that we all need to watch very closely is OPEC/Saudi Arabian production levels and action by the US Fed and other major central banks in cranking up the money printing presses. I am not certain that Saudi Arabia and some of its close allies within OPEC are going to be ready to cut production in the very short term. I still believe that one of the main reasons why the Saudi's are producing at the current high levels is to help the west to put pressure on Iran along with the sanctions placed by the west. With negotiations still continuing (technical meeting next week in Turkey) and the EU Iranian crude oil purchase embargo set to officially start on July 1 I view the lower price for oil as another contributor to keeping Iran at the negotiating table. I expect high OPEC/Saudi Arabian crude oil production levels to continue well into July...even if prices fall further from current levels. The second variable out there is will the US Fed and/or other major central banks ramp up the printing presses and flood the world with a major quantitative easing program(s)? Certainly that would contribute to turning the current risk asset downtrend around...at least for a period of time. However, I do not see the US doing anything until the August Fed meeting in Jackson Hole at the earliest and that is only if the employment situation deteriorates further from current levels. The UK has continued to ease as has Japan and China. The place to watch is will China get even more aggressive and lower short term interest rates even further and/or actually announce a large stimulus program if in fact their economy is slowing even faster as alluded to in the NYT article. OPEC and quantitative easing remain on the radar as potential trend changers.
Nuclear power does not compete with oil 

Toth and Rogner, ‘6 (Ferenc (Senior Energy Economist in the IAEA's Planning and Economic Studies Section) and Hans-Holger (Section Head, Planning and Economic Studies Section at the IAEA), “Oil and nuclear power: Past, present, and future”, Energy Economics 28, 2006, pg. 22)
While the past expansion of nuclear energy occurred to the detriment of oil in the power sector, this is no longer the case today and highly unlikely to reoccur in the future. The respective market structures in which nuclear and oil operate now display little overlap and an expansion of nuclear power would not impinge on oil sales to power generation. Nuclear supplies base load to large grid-integrated markets where oil provides some peak supply, back-up capacity, small-scale and non-grid applications. Oil’s main markets are the low energy demand intensity rural and remote areas usually with little or no grid integration. In an environmentally unconstrained future, nuclear power competes primarily against coal and possibly natural gas, depending on how closely natural gas prices track oil market prices and whether or not gas infrastructures are in place. However, current trends towards electricity market liberalization relying more on private sector shareholder value maximization create economic barriers to the expansion of present-day nuclear plants because of their high up-front capital costs and long amortization periods. In the absence of public policy support and/or the emergence of innovative reactor designs that lower the costs and further improve operating safety, nuclear power’s market share might indeed follow a downward trajectory. Yet there is some evidence to the contrary. The order of the new Olkiluoto reactor in Finland is based on several studies, each confirming that nuclear generation is the best economic option to satisfy increasing demand for electricity (WNA, 2004). 

No backstopping

RCE ’12 (Real Clear Energy Editors, “OPEC's Spare Capacity Is at Lowest Since 2008”. May 29. http://www.realclearenergy.org/charticles/2012/05/29/opec_spare_capacity_lowest_since_2008_106572.html)

OPEC's spare crude oil production capacity is at the lowest level since 2008, according to figures from the Energy Information Administration. Excess capacity has been declining steadily since the last quarter of 2009 but is still nowhere near as low as it was from 2003 to the end of 2008. The blue bars on the graph indicate OPEC spare capacity, with the scale in millions of barrels on the left. Capacity is now 2.4 million barrels, down from 4.5 million in the last quarter of 2009 but well above the low point of less than 1 million barrels in 2004. The red line indicates the WTI crude oil price with the scale on the right, running from zero to $140 a barrel in 2010 prices. The price is now near $100 a barrel, the highest since 2009 but well below the peak of $123 in 2008. Low spare capacity is usually associated with high prices and vice versa, although there is no clear cause and effect. What low capacity does mean is that prices become inelastic as countries are unable to respond to supply squeezes, increased demand or unanticipated world events by ramping up production. Nearly all the world's spare capacity is in OPEC countries and most of that is in Saudi Arabia. EIA defines spare crude oil production capacity as potential oil production that could be brought online within 30 days and sustained for at least 90 days, consistent with sound business practices. This does not include oil production increases that could not be sustained without degrading the future production capacity of a field. What the current moderately low spare capacity indicates is that the world is on a tightrope with the uncertainty over the Iranian boycott. Prices are now high and there is not too much spare capacity available to bring them down. But the situation is not as bad as it was in 2008, when tight supplies sent oil over $120 a barrel.

Peak oil takes out the DA- their authors are biased

HIRSCH ’12 – Is a former senior energy program adviser for Science Applications International Corporation and is a Senior Energy Advisor at MISI and a consultant in energy, technology, and management. Hirsch has served on numerous advisory committees related to energy development (Hirsch, Robert L. “Commentary: Major oil companies on peak oil”. May 14, 2012. http://www.energybulletin.net/stories/2012-05-14/commentary-major-oil-companies-peak-oil)

Production from oil fields is known to peak and then decline. Oil production in a large and growing number of oil producing countries has peaked and declined. Because the world oil resource is finite, it is undeniable that world oil production will peak and decline also. However, it is extremely difficult to predict when decline might begin and how rapid the decline might be. If the decline rate were very small, then it could be argued that the ensuing stresses might be readily managed. With the exception of the French oil company Total, the International Oil Companies (IOCs) have denied concerns about the impending decline in world oil production, often called “Peak Oil.” Some possible explanations for the IOC position are as follows: 1) OPTIMISM BIAS. Oil companies have a bias to be optimistic and might justify their positions on the basis of the fact that giant and smaller oil fields continue to be found. 2) CONFIRMATION BIAS. Since other companies are taking the same position, it must be correct. 3) EVENT TIMING. Companies may believe that the decline will not happen soon, so talking about it now is counterproductive. 4) CONTRACT TERMS. A credible Peak Oil announcement could upset existing IOC contracts with oil producing countries, leading to more restrictive contract terms or contract terminations, resulting in a decline in company production and profitability.
Oil prices can’t solve Russian econ- alt causes and corruption
ENGLUND ’11 – Washington Post Staff Writer (Englund, Will. “Increase in oil revenue amid unrest in Arab world gives Russia some breathing room”. March 21, 2011. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2011/03/10/AR2011031001553.html)

But with increased oil revenue also comes the danger of complacency. Bureaucrats, defense contractors, pensioners and workers in construction and finance all stand to gain from the money coming in, along with the oil companies. But the cash also feeds corruption, encourages increased financial opacity and discourages attempts to shake up the system - all of which could spell trouble for Russia down the road. "All of the dominant groups in Russia get a share of the increased oil revenue," said Alexander Auzan, an economist and adviser to Medvedev. "Yet it contradicts their long-term interests." Largest oil producer It's a powerful prop for the status quo - which Auzan and others say is unsustainable. But as Sergei Guriev, head of the New Economic School in Moscow, pointed out, any change is going to involve a cost for someone, so why take the risk if the money is flowing in? Russia is currently the world's largest oil producer. When the price last spiked, in 2007, Moscow was flooded with money and people close to Putin were suggesting that Russia was genuinely self-sufficient and had no need to engage more deeply with the West. The economic crisis the following year brought that talk to an abrupt end, and Medvedev began pushing for a Western-oriented program of modernization and diversification away from dependence on energy exports. The Kremlin moved to stimulate the economy in 2008 by increasing government salaries and hiking pensions by 35 percent. Now it is stuck with those increases. With oil revenue providing 40 percent of the Russian budget, the Gaidar Institute for Economic Policy here has calculated that at any price less than $105 a barrel the government will be in the red. That tempers any inclination toward hubris, said Daniel Treisman, a political scientist at UCLA who follows Russian developments. The Kremlin was looking at a difficult financial crunch, with parliamentary elections coming late this year and a presidential election next March, so the timing of this rise in revenue is more a relief than a goad to aggressive behavior. "We don't need high prices," said Leonid Grigoriev, an economist and former World Bank adviser. "We need good relations, a long-term market and reasonable prices," which he put in the $70-to-$90 range. Russia will not turn its back on the West, by any means, he said. But, especially in an election year, its leaders may be more vocal in pointing up differences with the West. In 2010, Russia had enough problems at home that it was actively trying to avoid them abroad; now, with money to address domestic issues, that caution may not be so evident. Treisman, like many others, did not think much would ever come of Medvedev's modernization plans - it's not the sort of change, he said, that can be ordered from the top down. But the oil bulge makes the Westernization of the Russian economy less likely. It helps big companies - which, Grigoriev said, already dominate the economy to a much greater extent than in other developed countries - and it hurts small ones, where jobs and creativity tend to be nurtured. Information technology firms, with high labor costs, will suffer, Guriev said, and they are central to Medvedev's vision for the future of Russia. 

No offense – Russia will insulate themselves for small dips

REUTERS ’12 (Reuters. “Russia tightens budget to reduce oil price risk”. July 6, 2012. http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/07/06/russia-budget-idUSL6E8I6A1Y20120706)

Russia will keep a tight grip on budget spending to reduce an excessive reliance on oil and gas revenues, according to a draft three-year budget plan reviewed by the new government on Friday.¶ The fiscal strategy cuts projections for both revenues and spending, rowing back on fast spending growth that has helped Russia to resist global economic weakness and smoothed President Vladimir Putin's return to the Kremlin.¶ It also targets a balanced budget by 2015, although a fiscal rule being phased in to reduce the government's dependence on oil and gas taxes is far less strict than the one in place before the global slump of 2008-09.¶ "Experts are already calling next year's budget tough, and probably with justification," Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev told a cabinet meeting.¶ Russia, the world's largest oil producer, relies on oil and gas taxes to cover half of its federal revenues and has been able to ramp up spending in recent years as crude prices have held over $100 per barrel.¶ With the global economy weakening and oil prices wobbling, the latest draft fiscal plan envisages that in 2013 the federal government would spend 13.4 trillion roubles ($408 billion), while anticipating revenues of 12.3 trillion roubles.¶ FISCAL RULE¶ That arithmetic would trim both sides of the fiscal equation, compared to expansive spending plans made before December's parliamentary election and the presidential election in March that returned Putin for a third presidential term.¶ The projections are 300-400 billion roubles lower than in the previous three-year budget plan, in line with a budget rule designed to reduce its sensitivity to oil price fluctuations.¶ Whereas the budget was previously based on the forecast oil price, the new plan bases income and expenditures on the average oil price during previous years.¶ "This is a serious instrument that will allow us to minimise the dependence of our budgetary system on the price of hydrocarbons and of course preserve internal stability," Medevedev said.¶ The fiscal plan envisages that in 2013, expenditures would be based on the average oil price over the previous five years, rising to 10 years by 2018.¶ If the actual oil price is above this long-run average, extra revenues would not be spent, but saved in Russia's Reserve Fund, designed to protect the budget against oil price shocks.¶ Current budget plans assume an average oil price of $97 per barrel in 2013 and $101 per barrel in 2014. In contrast, the new fiscal rule implies an oil price of $92 in 2013, $93 in 2014 and $94 in 2015, Finance Minister Anton Siluanov told the cabinet.¶ Despite the lower oil price assumption, the projected federal deficits were unchanged, amounting to 1.5 percent of gross domestic product in 2013, falling to a modest deficit of 0.1 percent by 2015.¶ Siluanov said that while next year's budget plan envisages a rise in nominal expenditures, spending would remain flat in real terms, with only small rises pencilled in for 2014 and 2015.¶ "All additional expenditures have to be found from structural reforms, within the framework of the existing significant accumulated volume of budget expenditures," he said.

No impact to Russian economy

Blackwill, 09 – former associate dean of the Kennedy School of Government and Deputy Assistant to the President and Deputy National Security Advisor for Strategic Planning (Robert, RAND, “The Geopolitical Consequences of the World Economic Recession—A Caution”, http://www.rand.org/pubs/occasional_papers/2009/RAND_OP275.pdf, WEA)

Now on to Russia. Again, five years from today. Did the global recession and Russia’s present serious economic problems substantially modify Russian foreign policy? No. (President Obama is beginning his early July visit to Moscow as this paper goes to press; nothing fundamental will result from that visit). Did it produce a serious weakening of Vladimir Putin’s power and authority in Russia? No, as recent polls in Russia make clear. Did it reduce Russian worries and capacities to oppose NATO enlargement and defense measures eastward? No. Did it affect Russia’s willingness to accept much tougher sanctions against Iran? No. Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov has said there is no evidence that Iran intends to make a nuclear weapon.25 In sum, Russian foreign policy is today on a steady, consistent path that can be characterized as follows: to resurrect Russia’s standing as a great power; to reestablish Russian primary influence over the space of the former Soviet Union; to resist Western eff orts to encroach on the space of the former Soviet Union; to revive Russia’s military might and power projection; to extend the reach of Russian diplomacy in Europe, Asia, and beyond; and to oppose American global primacy. For Moscow, these foreign policy first principles are here to stay, as they have existed in Russia for centuries. 26 None of these enduring objectives of Russian foreign policy are likely to be changed in any serious way by the economic crisis.
No impact to Russian economic decline

COUNTRY FORECAST SELECT 3-8-2010 (Economist Intelligence Unit, Lexis)
However, although Russians are dissatisfied with the economic situation, this does not yet appear to have affected significantly the popular standing of either Mr Medvedev or Mr Putin. Although the impact of economic crises on social stability usually occurs with a lag, it is nevertheless doubtful that a rise in social discontent could threaten the leadership--Boris Yeltsin managed to survive politically through the crisis in 1998, despite being in a much weaker position. Although some independent labour groups have emerged, most trade union organisations are close to the government. The authorities face little threat from a weak opposition. The liberals in Russia are in disarray and are not represented in parliament. The Communist Party of the Russian Federation (CPRF)--the only true opposition party in parliament--is a declining force.

Heidegger

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

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

Maximizing life is key- all lives have value

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

- Nisana ‘6 (Utilisation of waste heat from GT‑MHR and PBMR reactors for nuclear desalination  Saied Dardoura, Simon Nisana*, Francoise Charbitb "CEA, Cadarache, F‑13108, Saint Paul‑lez‑Durance, France Tel. +33 (4) 42 25 4628; Fax: +33 (4) 42 25 3635; email: simon.nisan@cea.fr bUniversité Paul Cezanne, LPPE, F‑13090 Aix‑en‑Provence, France  Received 9 March 2006; Accepted 23 March 2006  

The gas turbine‑modular helium cooled reactor (GT‑MHR) is currently being developed by an international consortium; the pebble bed modular reactor (PBMR) is to be constructed in South Africa. In both these reactors, circulating helium that has to be compressed in two successive stages cools the reactor core. For thermodynamic reasons, these compression stages require pre‑cooling of the helium to about 26°C through the use of pre‑cooler and intercooler helium‑water heat exchangers. Considerable thermal power (300 MWth) is thus dissipated in the pre​cooler and the intercooler. This thermal power is then evacuated to the heat sink. Depending upon the specific designs, the temperature ranges of the water in these exchangers could be between 80 and 130°C. This is an ideal range for desalination in a multiple‑effect distillation (MED) plant, which can be coupled between a mixer (of the flows from the pre‑cooler and the intercooler) and the switch‑ cooling unit, evacuating the heat to the heat sink (sea or river). It is thus interesting to evaluate the desalination costs of such a system, utilising virtually free heat. The usual code for desalination cost evaluation is the DEEP software, developed by the International Atomic Energy Agency. Actual versions of DEEP do not have models for GT‑MHR and the PBMR providing heat for desalination. This paper describes the successive steps that led CEA to the development of these models from basic thermo​dynamic considerations and their integration in the new, CEA version of the DEEP code. The models are then applied to a realistic case study based on the TUINDESAL project [1]. It is shown that the desalination cost of a GT‑MHR + MED system is 34% lower than that of a gas turbine, combined cycle plant + MED system, for a fossil fuel price of about 21 $!bbl and a discount rate of 8%. Under the same conditions, this cost is 2% lower for the PBMR + MED systems1. Introduction  Water is indispensable for the very existence of [hu]mankind and for human development. Water is not only a natural resource, but is also a component of prosperity: water being the most impor​tant consumer article in the world, its worldwide availability should be guaranteed to all. However, it is now generally recognised that in the decades to come, many regions of the planet will face water scarcity or water stress. In this context, desalination is considered as a complementary, economically attractive and sustainable solution to meet ever‑increasing water demands. Desalination by nuclear reactors is particularly attractive in view of the low costs and its environmentally friendly characteristics, as has been discussed previously [1]. Two of the most com​monly used desalination processes are multiple​effect distillation (MED) and reverse osmosis (RO). MED uses mainly thermal energy and some electricity to drive the auxiliary systems. RO uses only electrical (or mechanical) energy. In both cases, part of the useful energy is diverted to produce desalted water. If the desalting capa​city is high, this energy loss could be very significant. An alternative, providing virtually free heat to be used with the MED process, is based on the utilisation of gas‑cooled, high temperature reactors. Thus, for example, in the two such reactors currently being developed the gas turbine‑modular helium cooled reactor (GT‑MHR) and the pebble bed modular reactor (PBMR) circulating helium, which has to be compressed in two successive stages, cools the reactor core. For thermodynamic reasons, these compression stages require pre‑cooling of the helium to about 26°C through the use of the pre‑cooler and intercooler helium‑water heat exchangers. Considerable ther​mal power (300 MWth) is thus dissipated in the pre‑cooler and the intercooler. This thermal power is then evacuated to the heat sink. Depending upon the specific designs, the tem​perature ranges of the water in these exchangers  could be between 80 and 130°C. This is an ideal range for desalination for a MED plant, which can be coupled between a mixer (of the flows from the pre‑cooler and the intercooler) and the switch‑ cooling unit, evacuating the heat to the heat sink, (sea or river). This paper describes the successive stages that led to the development of physical and mathe​matical models enabling the calculation of desali​nation costs of the GT‑MHR and the PBMR providing free heat (Fig. 1).  2. Modelling approach  It is obvious that the performances of an integrated nuclear desalination system are mainly dependent on those of the nuclear reactor, pro​viding the required desalination energy. An inte​grated system is an optimal combination of an energy source and an appropriate desalination process, producing both electricity and water and constituting a component of an overall strategy for alleviating water shortages at a given site. The basis of any modelling of the coupled system is thus to correlate the thermodynamic perfor​mances of the reactor (power produced, turbine efficiency, waste heat produced and evacuated, output temperature of the cooling water, etc.) to the characteristics of the site (essentially, the temperature of the heat sink) and the charac​teristics of the MED plant. This is realised in three main steps: • modelling of principal reactor components, relevant to the integrated system; • characteristics of the intermediate circuit, required for safety reasons, and linking the reactor to the desalination process; • characteristics of the desalination process itself.  Because the two gas‑cooled HTRs (GT‑MHR and PBMR) are actually under development, we have endeavoured to use, where possible, simple and general thermodynamic principles, such as   

The decision to not act and critique in the face of nuclear extinction allows annihilation to occur

- Santoni ’85 (Ronald E. Santoni, Phil. Prof @ Denison, 1985, Nuclear War, ed. Fox and Groarke, p. 156-7

Zimmerman wrongly, I contend, equates “resistance” with “denial” when he says that “as long as we resist and deny the possibility of nuclear war, that possibility will persist and grow stronger.” He also wrongly perceives “resistance” as presupposing a clinging to the “order of things that now prevails.” Resistance connotes opposing, and striving to defeat a prevailing state of affairs that would allow or encourage the “worst to occur.” I submit, against Zimmerman, that we should not, in any sense, be willing for nuclear war or omnicide to occur. (This is not to suggest that we should be numb to the possibility of its occurrence.) Despite Zimmerman’s elaborations and refinements his Heideggerian notion of “letting beings be” continues to be too permissive in this regard. In my judgment, an individual’s decision not to act against and resist his or her government’s preparations for nuclear holocaust is, as I have argued elsewhere, to be an early accomplice to the most horrendous crime against life imaginable – its annihilation. The Nuremburg tradition calls not only for a new way of thinking, a “new internationalism” in which we all become co-nurturers of the whole planet, but for resolute actions that will sever our complicity with nuclear criminality and the genocidal arms race, and work to achieve a future which we can no longer assume. We must not only “come face to face with the unthinkable in image and thought” (Fox) but must act now - with a “new consciousness” and conscience - to prevent the unthinkable, by cleansing the earth of nuclear weaponry. Only when that is achieved will ultimate violence be removed as the final arbiter of our planet’s fate. 

Alternative fails- we can never change technological thought

- Rohkramer ‘5 (Rohkrämer, 05 – History and Philosophy professor at Lancaster University (Thomas, How Green Were the Nazis: Martin Heidegger, National Socialism, and Environmentalism, p. 184-5) 
Heidegger's topic was, then, rather common, but the grounding within the framework of Heidegger's philosophy made it highly original. Whereas previous cultural critics saw technology either as a tool that humans have to learn to use properly for the right purposes or as a demonic force that threatens to enslave humankind, Heidegger broke with them over the idea of regarding either humans or technology as autonomous agents. Humans are not transcendent subjects who use technology freely as a tool, hut have been born into and shaped by the technical world. On the other hand, technology cannot be an autonomous agent either: this view, a misplaced personification, ignores the fact that humans created the technical world, that they are part of it and have developed a "technological mentality" within the process of technological modernization. If all this is the case, then we cannot study technology from the outside or step out of the technological world, because its logic is part of our fundamental thought structure. Heidegger thus maintained his argument from "The Age of the World Picture" that our whole horizon of truth is scientific and technological; consequently, we cannot "unchoose" technology, as this would involve stepping out of the life- world that is historically given to us. Our horizon of truth makes us think and act technologically; we may work on realizing the limitations of this perspective, which Heidegger came to regard as imposing a partial blindness, and on altering this way of seeing the world, but we cannot simply step out of it. 

The alts rejection of human management of the environment ensures extinction

- Berliner ‘8 (Michael S., P.h.D in philosophy from Boston University)

Earth Day approaches, and with it a grave danger faces mankind. The danger is not from acid rain, global warming, smog, or the logging of rain forests, as environmentalists would have us believe. The danger to mankind is from environmentalism. The fundamental goal of environmentalism is not clean air and clean water; rather, it is the demolition of technological/industrial civilization. Environmentalism's goal is not the advancement of human health, human happiness, and human life; rather, it is a subhuman world where "nature" is worshipped like the totem of some primitive religion. In a nation founded on the pioneer spirit, environmentalists have made "development" an evil word. They inhibit or prohibit the development of Alaskan oil, offshore drilling, nuclear power--and every other practical form of energy. Housing, commerce, and jobs are sacrificed to spotted owls and snail darters. Medical research is sacrificed to the "rights" of mice. Logging is sacrificed to the "rights" of trees. No instance of the progress that brought man out of the cave is safe from the onslaught of those "protecting" the environment from man, whom they consider a rapist and despoiler by his very essence. Nature, they insist, has "intrinsic value," to be revered for its own sake, irrespective of any benefit to man. As a consequence, man is to be prohibited from using nature for his own ends. Since nature supposedly has value and goodness \in itself, any human action that changes the environment is necessarily immoral. Of course, environmentalists invoke the doctrine of intrinsic value not against wolves that eat sheep or beavers that gnaw trees; they invoke it only against man, only when man wants something. The ideal world of environmentalism is not twenty-first-century Western civilization; it is the Garden of Eden, a world with no human intervention in nature, a world without innovation or change, a world without effort, a world where survival is somehow guaranteed, a world where man has mystically merged with the "environment." Had the environmentalist mentality prevailed in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, we would have had no Industrial Revolution, a situation that consistent environmentalists would cheer--at least those few who might have managed to survive without the life-saving benefits of modern science and technology. The expressed goal of environmentalism is to prevent man from changing his environment, from intruding on nature. That is why environmentalism is fundamentally anti-man. Intrusion is necessary for human survival. Only by intrusion can man avoid pestilence and famine. Only by intrusion can man control his life and project long-range goals. Intrusion improves the environment, if by "environment" one means the surroundings of man--the external material conditions of human life. Intrusion is a requirement of human nature. But in the environmentalists' paean to "Nature," human nature is omitted. For environmentalism, the "natural" world is a world without man. Man has no legitimate needs, but trees, ponds, and bacteria somehow do. They don't mean it? Heed the words of the consistent environmentalists. "The ending of the human epoch on Earth," writes philosopher Paul Taylor in Respect for Nature: A Theory of Environmental Ethics, "would most likely be greeted with a hearty 'Good riddance!'" In a glowing review of Bill McKibben's The End of Nature, biologist David M. Graber writes (Los Angeles Times, October 29, 1989): "Human happiness [is] not as important as a wild and healthy planet . . . . Until such time as Homo sapiens should decide to rejoin nature, some of us can only hope for the right virus to come along." Such is the naked essence of environmentalism: it mourns the death of one whale or tree but actually welcomes the death of billions of people. A more malevolent, man-hating philosophy is unimaginable. The guiding principle of environmentalism is self- sacrifice, the sacrifice of longer lives, healthier lives, more prosperous lives, more enjoyable lives, i.e., the sacrifice of human lives. But an individual is not born in servitude. He has a moral right to live his own life for his own sake. He has no duty to sacrifice it to the needs of others and certainly not to the "needs" of the nonhuman. To save mankind from environmentalism, what's needed is not the appeasing, compromising approach of those who urge a "balance" between the needs of man and the "needs" of the environment. To save mankind requires the wholesale rejection of environmentalism as hatred of science, technology, progress, and human life. To save mankind requires the return to a philosophy of reason and individualism, a philosophy that makes life on earth possible. 
2AC- Elections- Obama Good- Current

Romney Wins

Hobin ’12 (Romney Win Predicted By Famously Accurate Election Model Thursday, 23 Aug 2012 05:10 PM By Patrick Hobin http://www.newsmax.com/Newsfront/romney-election-prediction-colorado/2012/08/23/id/449588

If an analysis that has correctly predicted the winners of the last eight presidential races is to be believed then Mitt Romney will be elected the 45th president of the United States in November, the Boulder Daily Camera reported. University of Colorado political science professors have predicted the outcome of presidential elections since 1980, and have been right each time. They are forecasting Romney to win 52.9 percent of the popular vote compared with 47.1 for Obama, the Camera reported. The professors, Kenneth Bickers and Michael Berry, conducted a state-by-state analysis using economic data. It shows that President Barack Obama will only win 218 votes in the electoral college. He needs 270 to be re-elected. 

Voter ID laws thump the da- empirically causes voter suppression

Intervening events including terrorism thump 

Friedman ’12 (5-24-12, Uri, associate editor at Foreign Policy.  “5 World Events That Could Swing the U.S. Election,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/05/24/five_world_events_that_could_swing_the_us_election?page=full

The prevailing political wisdom is that the economy -- not foreign policy -- will determine who becomes the next president of the United States. When voters were asked in a Washington Post-ABC News poll this week what the single most important issue was for them in choosing a president, 52 percent said jobs and the economy (and they're evenly split on whether Barack Obama or Mitt Romney would do a better job on the latter). To put that figure in perspective, the second most-cited issue was "Health care/repealing Obamacare" at a mere 7 percent, while foreign-policy issues such as terrorism and the war in Afghanistan each mustered a measly 1 percent of responses. In January, the Pew Research Center concluded that the American public is more concerned with domestic policy than at any point in the past 15 years. But every politician lives in fear of that 3 a.m. phone call that can upend the best-laid campaign plans. Here are five global events that could send the U.S. election careening along a very different path than the one it's traveling down today. A SHOWDOWN WITH IRAN World powers are currently wrapping up a second round of contentious nuclear talks with Tehran and the European Union is preparing to roll out an oil embargo on Iran in July. But if this diplomatic tack fails to wring meaningful concessions from Iran, there's an outside chance that Israel -- or, in a less likely scenario, the United States and its allies -- will conclude before November that military action is the only way to halt Iran's nuclear advances (some have even suggested that it's in the interests of Israeli leaders to strike Iran's nuclear facilities in the run-up to the U.S. election). Americans see Iran as the country that represents the greatest threat to the United States, and a recent Pew poll found that 63 percent of Americans are willing to go to war if necessary to prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons -- a measure that Romney has promoted more aggressively than Obama, though both candidates have said that all options are on the table. Some market analysts estimate that a military conflict with Iran could push gas prices in the United States to between $5 and $6 per gallon, alienating voters and jeopardizing the country's fitful economic recovery. And there's a reason why the National Journal's Charlie Cook has dubbed Iran the "wild card" this campaign season: The last five times gas prices have spiked during a U.S. presidential campaign, the incumbent party has lost the election. As the New York Times put it in January, the standoff with Iran presents Obama "with choices that could harm either the economic recovery or his image as a firm leader." The prospect of a Greek anti-austerity party winning new elections in June has sparked widespread fear that Greece will default on its debt and exit the eurozone, which could spread contagion in southern Europe and plunge the global economy back into recession. But there's a debate about the extent to which the European debt crisis will influence the U.S. election. If a Greek exit precipitates the collapse of the eurozone, Brookings Institution scholar William Galston argues in the New Republic, it will be disastrous for Europe and the United States. But he adds that U.S. GDP growth would probably slow and the unemployment rate would likely stagnate even if the European monetary union remains intact after Greece's departure. "These developments would make it harder for Obama to argue that we're heading in the right direction, and ... I suspect that economic growth at these depressed levels would mean victory for Mitt Romney," he writes. Or, as the Washington Post's Ezra Klein noted earlier this year, Obama's reelection "will be largely decided by the state of the economy. And the state of the economy will largely be decided by events in Europe. And Europe's not looking so good." But others argue that Greece won't drop out of the eurozone before November, if it does so at all, or that the American financial system isn't particularly vulnerable to a Greek exit. The United States has not suffered a major terrorist attack during Obama's presidency, and the administration has foiled several plots -- most recently an attempt by al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula to bomb a U.S.-bound plane. The president has taken out several high-profile terrorists through drone strikes and touted the killing of Osama bin Laden as one of his signal achievements -- much to Mitt Romney's chagrin. But an attack on American soil could instantly shatter the armor Obama has built up on national security, reverse the public's declining concern about terrorism, and transform the campaign. And such a scenario isn't out of the question. Two of the most high-profile attacks in recent years -- the Christmas Day bombing attempt in 2009 and the Times Square bombing attempt in 2010 -- were thwarted by luck as much as anything else, with the perpetrators failing to detonate their explosives (and, in the case of the Times Square bomber, a street vendor spotting a smoking SUV). As the Washington Post's Chris Cillizza and Aaron Blake recently pointed out, foreign policy has proven pivotal in only one of the last five presidential elections: the 2004 contest, which was the first race after the worst terrorist attack on American soil in U.S. history. And we all know how that one turned out. THE UNKNOWN UNKNOWN There's a reason we call the "October surprise" what we do -- sometimes (though admittedly not often) we simply don't know what will tilt the results of a race until Election Day is upon us. The term "October surprise" dates to 1972, when National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger declared less than two weeks before the presidential election that peace was "at hand" in Vietnam -- comments that were credited with helping President Richard Nixon resoundingly defeat George McGovern (though in truth, Nixon didn't need much help). During the 1980 election, Ronald Reagan's campaign worried that President Jimmy Carter would strike an eleventh-hour deal to free American hostages in Iran (instead, they were released shortly after Reagan was sworn in as president). In 2004, John Kerry blamed his loss to George W. Bush on a video released by Osama bin Laden just days before the vote ("We were rising in the polls up until the last day when the tape appeared," the Massachusetts senator lamented). In others words, we have a ways to go until November, and anything from security in Afghanistan to violence in Syria to elections in Venezuela (ominously scheduled for October) could emerge as a potential game-changer. When the 2008 presidential election got underway, everyone assumed that foreign policy -- specifically the war in Iraq -- would be the dominant issue in the campaign. And then the global financial crisis hit, propelling the economy to the top of the agenda. It's too early to rule out the reverse happening in 2012.

We control uniqueness, personality outweighs policies, and it’s too late to change the election
Beinart ‘12 (2012 Peter Beinart nytimes.com Peter Alexander Beinart is an American political pundit. A former editor of The New Republic, he has written for Time, The New York Times, The New York Review of Books among other periodicals, and is the author of three books. Wikipedia “Obama Does Not Always Get Good Job Ratings but His Likeability May Be the Key to a Win” http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/07/13/obama-does-not-always-get-good-job-ratings-but-his-likeability-may-be-the-key-to-a-win.html

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

Nuke power wins the election- key to Florida AND jobs

Whitman, 12 -- former New Jersey governor (Christine Todd, former EPA administrator, CASEnergy co-chair, and Karen Avilla, Hispanic Elected Local Officials president, "Nuclear energy = green jobs, economic growth in Fla., beyond," Orlando Sentinel, 6-22-12, articles.orlandosentinel.com/2012-06-22/opinion/os-ed-nuclear-energy-florida-jobs-062212-20120621_1_nuclear-energy-green-jobs-hispanic-community, accessed 9-4-12, mss)

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

Fiat solves the link- squashes opposition

Plan gets bundled and balanced in the annual energy appropriations bill

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

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

Obama can dodge the link- can just not take a stance or blame it on congress

Energy can’t hurt Obama- 

Kotkin ’12 (Joel Kotkin is executive editor of NewGeography.com and is a distinguished presidential fellow in urban futures at Chapman University, and contributing editor to the City Journal in New York 03/01/2012 “IS ENERGY THE LAST GOOD ISSUE FOR REPUBLICANS?” http://www.newgeography.com/content/002698-is-energy-last-good-issue-republicans

With gas prices beginning their summer spike to what could be record highs, President Obama in recent days has gone out of his way to sound reassuring on energy, seeming to approve an oil pipeline to Oklahoma this week after earlier approving leases for drilling in Alaska. Yet few in the energy industry trust the administration’s commitment to expanding the nation’s conventional energy supplies given his strong ties to the powerful green movement, which opposes the fossil-fuel industry in a split that’s increasingly dividing the country by region, class, and culture. But Republicans, other than the increasingly irrelevant Newt Gingrich, have failed to capitalize on the potent issue, instead lending the president an unwitting assist by focusing the primary fight on vague economic plans and sex-related side issues like abortion, gay marriage, and contraception. The GOP may be winning over the College of Cardinals, but it is squandering its chance of gaining a majority in the Electoral College, holding the House, and taking the Senate.

DOE does the plan- takes blame and hides under the rader

Romney no different from Obama- and won’t engage in new wars

Singh ’12 [Robert, Professor of Politics at Birkbeck, University of London, “Welcome to the Post-American World: Barack Obama, US Foreign Policy and the 2012 Election”, http://www.worldfinancialreview.com/?p=1747] 

Against all this, of course, one must set Obama’s likely opponent. Although not exactly edifying, the Republican Party campaign has seen – with the exception of neo-isola​tionist Ron Paul – a fairly predictable conservative critique of Obama’s foreign policies set out. Obama is portrayed as weak, naive and feckless with American power, “apologising” for America’s historic ills and errors, and failing to stand squarely with traditional allies such as the UK and Israel against long-standing foes such as Iran and Syria. Not supporting the Green Movement in Iran in 2009, and failing to articulate the forceful promotion of democratic values and human rights in Russia, China and elsewhere, Obama is condemned for what one of his White House officials infelicitously termed “lead​ing from behind.” How much purchase such criticisms have is questionable. Even if he was not vociferous in its celebration early on, as his presidency has progressed, Obama has come to embrace at least the rhetoric of American exceptionalism much more forcefully. Earlier this year – allegedly influenced by the re​cent publications of neo-conservative scholar, Robert Kagan – Obama even went so far as to expressly deny that America is in decline and to reassert the position of the US as the “indis​pensable nation” that Madeleine Albright had controversially declared back in 1998. Moreover, the conservative attack on Obama would per​haps have greater force were it not for two factors. First, any fair accounting of the Obama record must note the marked and, to many supporters and opponents alike, surprising con​tinuity of his administration with its ill-loved predecessor. While the administration rejected early on the language of a “war on terror”, its logic was preserved. In fact, one can make a case that the administration has been even more aggressive than that of George W. Bush in using drone strikes to carry out assassinations, infringing Pakistani (not to mention Yemeni and Somali) sovereignty, and in maintaining rendition, deten​tion, military commissions and the pursuit of “state secrets” doctrines. Obama may be uncomfortable with the mantle of a “war president”, but it is difficult credibly to label him as weak when it comes to his willingness to use military force. It is per​haps another irony of the administration that some of its more notable accomplishments have come from advancing the Bush agenda more effectively than did Bush, while some of its more problematic or stalled policies have been Obama innovations (such as the “soft security” agenda of energy independence and combating climate change, as well as the “global nuclear zero” non-proliferation agenda, which has ceased momentum and threatens to crater under the growing nuclear ambitions of Iran, North Korea and Pakistan). Second, once we get past the heated campaign rhetoric of an election year, would a Republican foreign policy look markedly different after January 2013 to the current Democratic one? Again, symbolism needs to be distinguished from substance here. Mitt Romney has certainly castigated Obama on international matters from China and trade to non-proliferation. The key areas where one might anticipate a difference, though, are probably Israel and Iran. On the former, a Romney White House would likely prove far more congenial to the Netanyahu administration, whose relations with Obama have been fraught and icy. On the latter, Romney would be more likely to countenance an Israeli strike on Iran’s nuclear facilities, and possibly aid one with US forces, than the current incumbent. Beyond these important areas, though, it is difficult to see how a Romney administration – confronting the same budgetary constraints at home and similar geo-political challenges abroad – would make decisive departures in US foreign policy to contain China, weaken Russia, embolden the EU or pacify the Middle East. 

2AC- Chem Industry Add-on

HTGR’s are key to the chemical industry 

Gibbs and Mills ’11 (High Temperature Gas-Cooled Reactor Projected Markets and Preliminary Economics August 2011 Revision 1 Idaho National Laboratory Next Generation Nuclear Plant Project Idaho Falls, Idaho 83415 http://www.inl.gov Prepared for the U.S. Department of Energy Office of Nuclear Energy Under DOE Idaho Operations Office Contract DE-AC07-05ID14517 Phillip Mills, Engineering Director, Greg Gibbs, Project Director

The NGNP Project is developing and enabling the initial commercial deployment of the high temperature gas-cooled reactor (HTGR) technology to supply high temperature process heat to industrial processes as a substitute for the burning of premium fossil fuels, such as natural gas. Commercial applications for HTGR technology evaluated by the NGNP Project include electricity generation, supplying steam and high-temperature gas to a wide range of industrial processes, and the production of industrial gases (hydrogen and oxygen) for use in petrochemical, refining, coal-to-liquid fuels, chemical, and fertilizer plants. As a non-CO2 emitting substitute for the burning of carbon fuels, the HTGR can offset significant quantities of industry-generated CO2 emissions. The use of the HTGR technology as an energy substitute for natural gas in many of these applications and for conversion of coal to synthetic fuels and chemical process feedstock improves the security of the U.S. energy supply by reducing reliance on imports, reducing the energy price volatility that has been experienced over the last few decades (e.g., wide swings in the prices of oil, natural gas, and coal), and extending the life of nonrenewable energy resources for use within more productive and efficient applications where no current alternatives are available. Market studies have identified a large market potential for the HTGR technology. The highest priorities include the displacement of natural gas and other hydrocarbons for process steam/electricity cogeneration applications (e.g., petrochemical production, petroleum refining, and ammonia production), enhanced oil recovery and upgrading (e.g., from oil sands and oil shale), synthetic transportation fuel and feedstock production from coal and biomass, hydrogen production supporting all the above potential applications, and metals production. Technical evaluations have been completed to show the viability of integrating the HTGR technology with conventional processes in these market sectors. Trade studies have shown the potential for integrating the HTGR technology into conventional processes for supplying steam, electricity, and high-temperature gas in co-generation applications; for production of hydrogen and for the use of it in the production of gasoline in methanol-to-gasoline processes; and production of diesel fuel in coal and biomass-to-liquid fuel conversion processes in the synthesis of ammonia.

Chem industry key to solve extinction

Baum ’99 (editor-in-chief of the American Chemical Society's Chemical and Engineering News 1999 (Rudy M. Baum, C&E News, “Millennium Special Report,” 12-6-99, http://pubs.acs.org/hotartcl/cenear/991206/7749spintro2.html) 

The pace of change in today's world is truly incomprehensible. Science is advancing on all fronts, particularly chemistry and biology working together as they never have before to understand life in general and human beings in particular at a breathtaking pace. Technology ranging from computers and the Internet to medical devices to genetic engineering to nanotechnology is transforming our world and our existence in it. It is, in fact, a fool's mission to predict where science and technology will take us in the coming decade, let alone the coming century. We can say with finality only this: We don't know.   We do know, however, that we face enormous challenges, we 6 billion humans who now inhabit Earth. In its 1998 revision of world population estimates and projections, the United Nations anticipates a world population in 2050 of 7.3 billion to 10.7 billion, with a "medium-fertility projection," considered the most likely, indicating a world population of 8.9 billion people in 2050. According to the UN, fertility now stands at 2.7 births per woman, down from 5 births per woman in the early 1950s. And fertility rates are declining in all regions of the world. That's good news.   But people are living a lot longer. That is certainly good news for the individuals who are living longer, but it also poses challenges for health care and social services the world over. The 1998 UN report estimates for the first time the number of octogenarians, nonagenarians, and centenarians living today and projected for 2050. The numbers are startling. In 1998, 66 million people were aged 80 or older, about one of every 100 persons. That number is expected to increase sixfold by 2050 to reach 370 million people, or one in every 24 persons. By 2050, more than 2.2 million people will be 100 years old or older!   Here is the fundamental challenge we face: The world's growing and aging population must be fed and clothed and housed and transported in ways that do not perpetuate the environmental devastation wrought by the first waves of industrialization of the 19th and 20th centuries. As we increase our output of goods and services, as we increase our consumption of energy, as we meet the imperative of raising the standard of living for the poorest among us, we must learn to carry out our economic activities sustainably.  There are optimists out there, C&EN readers among them, who believe that the history of civilization is a long string of technological triumphs of humans over the limits of nature. In this view, the idea of a "carrying capacity" for Earth—a limit to the number of humans Earth's resources can support—is a fiction because technological advances will continuously obviate previously perceived limits. This view has historical merit. Dire predictions made in the 1960s about the exhaustion of resources ranging from petroleum to chromium to fresh water by the end of the 1980s or 1990s have proven utterly wrong.   While I do not count myself as one of the technological pessimists who see technology as a mixed blessing at best and an unmitigated evil at worst, I do not count myself among the technological optimists either. There are environmental challenges of transcendent complexity that I fear may overcome us and our Earth before technological progress can come to our rescue. Global climate change, the accelerating destruction of terrestrial and oceanic habitats, the catastrophic loss of species across the plant and animal kingdoms—these are problems that are not obviously amenable to straightforward technological solutions.  But I know this, too: Science and technology have brought us to where we are, and only science and technology, coupled with innovative social and economic thinking, can take us to where we need to be in the coming millennium.  Chemists, chemistry, and the chemical industry—what we at C&EN call the chemical enterprise—will play central roles in addressing these challenges. The first section of this Special Report is a series called "Millennial Musings" in which a wide variety of representatives from the chemical enterprise share their thoughts about the future of our science and industry.  The five essays that follow explore the contributions the chemical enterprise is making right now to ensure that we will successfully meet the challenges of the 21st century. The essays do not attempt to predict the future. Taken as a whole, they do not pretend to be a comprehensive examination of the efforts of our science and our industry to tackle the challenges I've outlined above. Rather, they paint, in broad brush strokes, a portrait of scientists, engineers, and business managers struggling to make a vital contribution to humanity's future.  The first essay, by Senior Editor Marc S. Reisch, is a case study of the chemical industry's ongoing transformation to sustainable production. Although it is not well known to the general public, the chemical industry is at the forefront of corporate efforts to reduce waste from production streams to zero. Industry giants DuPont and Dow Chemical are taking major strides worldwide to manufacture chemicals while minimizing the environmental "footprint" of their facilities.  This is an ethic that starts at the top of corporate structure. Indeed, Reisch quotes Dow President and Chief Executive Officer William S. Stavropolous: "We must integrate elements that historically have been seen as at odds with one another: the triple bottom line of sustainability—economic and social and environmental needs." DuPont Chairman and CEO Charles (Chad) O. Holliday envisions a future in which "biological processes use renewable resources as feedstocks, use solar energy to drive growth, absorb carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, use low-temperature and low-pressure processes, and produce waste that is less toxic." But sustainability is more than just a philosophy at these two chemical companies. Reisch describes ongoing Dow and DuPont initiatives that are making sustainability a reality at Dow facilities in Michigan and Germany and at DuPont's massive plant site near Richmond, Va.  Another manifestation of the chemical industry's evolution is its embrace of life sciences. Genetic engineering is a revolutionary technology. In the 1970s, research advances fundamentally shifted our perception of DNA. While it had always been clear that deoxyribonucleic acid was a chemical, it was not a chemical that could be manipulated like other chemicals—clipped precisely, altered, stitched back together again into a functioning molecule. Recombinant DNA techniques began the transformation of DNA into just such a chemical, and the reverberations of that change are likely to be felt well into the next century. Genetic engineering has entered the fabric of modern science and technology. It is one of the basic tools chemists and biologists use to understand life at the molecular level. It provides new avenues to pharmaceuticals and new approaches to treat disease. It expands enormously agronomists' ability to introduce traits into crops, a capability seized on by numerous chemical companies. There is no doubt that this powerful new tool will play a major role in feeding the world's population in the coming century, but its adoption has hit some bumps in the road. In the second essay, Editor-at-Large Michael Heylin examines how the promise of agricultural biotechnology has gotten tangled up in real public fear of genetic manipulation and corporate control over food.

