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1NC Shell

Slow transition coming now—oil companies okay with that. 
Inside Energy 10, [“Sit-down with Saudis could test Chu's oil acumen,” February 22nd, L/N] HURWITZ

"In the past, it was like, 'We need every drop of oil, and we don't want you to push us into a recession by holding back supply,' " Flynn said. "The economic crisis changed everything. He didn't have to tell OPEC to keep pumping oil because demand fell off the map." Frank Verrastro, director of the Center for Strategic and International Studies' Energy and National Security Program, said the market is oversupplied with oil right now, so the global economy is less likely to see the price spikes that occurred during late 2007 and into summer 2008. Oil is currently trading near $80 a barrel, far off the lows reached in late 2008, and though fuel demand is rising as the economy rebounds, further increases in oil prices could hamper the recovery. "The concern is if there's not economic growth, OPEC is going to have to ratchet back," Verrastro said. "But I don't think they need the US to tell them that." During his visit, Chu is likely to emphasize the Obama administration's support for alternative energy, but acknowledge that the US is still largely reliant on Middle East oil, Verrastro said. Still, Verrastro, who had counseled the administration's energy transition team prior to its inauguration last year, said he expects some give and take on both sides. "All of these states know that a transition is coming," he said. "The question is how fast and how disruptive. I think the administration has been very clear that they would like it to happen sooner, but realistically, it's going to take a long time." Prior to the UN climate negotiations in Copenhagen last year, where the US pressed for international measures to combat climate change by reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases, a Saudi official denied that humans influenced the climate. Although Chu and the Saudis disagree on climate change, the discussions during his trip are not likely to involve climate negotiations, according to David Pumphrey, the deputy director of the CSIS energy and national security program. "I think the discussion probably goes around what are the new technologies, rather than a climate-change discussion," he said. Verrastro said the Middle East may actually be eager to discuss Chu's push on alternative energy, despite its long dominance in oil and gas. In Saudi Arabia, Chu is scheduled to visit the King Abdulaziz City for Science and Technology, and in the UAE, Chu will tour Masdar City, the world's first carbon-neutral zero-waste city. "There's certainly a number of areas that are ripe for cooperation," Verrastro said. "The US-Saudi dialogue is going to be centered a lot on technology exchanges. The Saudis are interested in efficiency improvements, solar [and carbon capture and sequestration]." 

Shift away from oil dependence causes Saudi Arabia to flood the market to tank oil prices 

Morse and Richard ‘2 (Edward and James, Executive adviser at Hess energy trading company, former deputy assistant secretary of state for international energy policy and portfolio manager at Firebird Management, an investment fund active in eastern Europe, Russia, and Central Asia. “The battle for energy dominance”, foreign affairs 81.2, AM)

A simple fact explains this conclusion: 63 percent of the world's proven oil reserves are in the Middle East, 25 percent (or 261 billion barrels) in Saudi Arabia alone. As the largest single resource holder, Saudi Arabia has a unique petroleum policy that is designed to maximize the benefit of holding so much of the world's oil supply. Saudi Arabia's goal is to assure that oil's role in the international economy is maintained as long as possible. Hence Saudi policy has always denounced efforts by industrialized countries to wean themselves from oil dependence, whether through tax policy or regulation. Saudi strategy focuses on three different political arenas. The first involves the ties between the Saudi kingdom and other OPEC countries. The second concerns Riyadh's relationship with the non- OPEC producers: Mexico, Norway, and now Russia. Finally, there is Saudi Arabia's link to the major oil-importing regions -- most importantly North America, but also Europe and Asia. Given the size of the Saudi oil sector, the kingdom has a unique and critical role in setting world oil prices. Since its overriding objectives are maximizing revenues generated from oil exports and extending the life of its petroleum reserves, Riyadh aims to keep prices high as long as possible. But the price cannot be so high that it stifles demand or encourages other competitive sources of supply. Nor can it be so low that the kingdom cannot achieve minimum revenue targets. The critical balancing act of Saudi foreign policy, therefore, is to maintain oil prices within a reasonable price band. Stopping oil prices from falling below the minimum level requires cooperation from other OPEC countries and occasionally from non-OPEC producers. Preventing oil prices from rising too high requires keeping enough spare production capacity to use in an emergency. This latter feature is the signal characteristic of Saudi policy. The kingdom can afford to maintain this spare capacity because of the abundance of its oil reserves and the comparatively low cost of developing and producing its reserve base. In today's soft market, in which Saudi Arabia produces around 7.4 mbd, the kingdom has close to 3 mbd of spare capacity. Its spare capacity is usually ample enough to entirely displace the production of another large oil-exporting country if supply is disrupted or a producer tries to reduce output to increase prices. Not only does this spare capacity help the kingdom keep prices in check, but it also serves to link Riyadh with the United States and other key oil-importing countries. It is a blunt instrument that makes policymakers elsewhere beholden to Riyadh for energy security. This spare capacity is greater than the total exports of all other oil-exporting countries -- except Russia. Saudi spare capacity is the energy equivalent of nuclear weapons, a powerful deterrent against those who try to challenge Saudi leadership and Saudi goals. It is also the centerpiece of the U.S.- Saudi relationship. The United States relies on that capacity as the cornerstone of its oil policy. That arrangement was fine as long as U.S. protection meant Riyadh would not "blackmail" Washington -- an assumption that is more difficult to accept after September 11. Saudi Arabia's OPEC partners must also cooperate with the kingdom in part to prevent Riyadh from producing a glut and having prices collapse; spare capacity also serves to pressure key non-OPEC producers to cooperate with Saudi Arabia when necessary. But unlike the nuclear deterrent, the Saudi weapon is actively used when required. The kingdom has periodically (and brutally) demonstrated that it can use its spare capacity to destroy exports from countries challenging its market share. This tactic is the weapon that Saudi Arabia could use if Moscow ignores Riyadh's requests for cooperation. Saudi Arabia has triggered its spare capacity twice in recent history, once when prices were especially low. Both cases demonstrated that the kingdom will accept those low prices so long as it suffers less than its targets do. In 1985, Saudi Arabia successfully waged a price war designed to force other oil producers to stop "free riding" on Saudi oil policy. That policy meant that those states had to cooperate with the kingdom by reining in production enough to allow Saudi Arabia to produce the minimum level that it targeted. Oil prices fell by more than half within a few months, and Saudi Arabia immediately regained the market share it had lost in the preceding four years, mainly to non-OPEC countries.
That turns the case 
Longmuir and Alhajji 7 (Gavin-- petroleum engineer affiliated with the International Petroleum Consultants Association and Af-- energy economist and professor at Ohio Northern University,  “West should consider ramifications of its off-oil rhetoric”,  Oil & Gas Journal. Tulsa: Feb 12, 2007. Vol. 105, Iss. 6; pg. 26, 3 pgs) 

Environmental and political enthusiasm in the West for getting rid of oil as an energy source may have major unintended consequences through its impact on decisions by a handful of key oil exporters. Such consequences could paradoxically include increased Western dependence on oil and higher energy prices. An energy crisis is imminent if oilexporting countries believe Western rhetoric and decide to reduce their investment in capacity expansions at a time when the West is failing to find a suitable substitute. In this case, consumers will pay a dear price for the ill-considered statements of their leaders. If, by contrast, oil producers attempt to counter a policy-induced decline in demand and kill oil substitutes by raising production to lower crude oil prices, or if demand actually declines, a different set of problems might emerge. Either scenario could wreak havoc on the economies in the Middle East, supposedly one of the least stable areas in the world. The cost of such political instability in terms of lives, money, and pollution will render all the positive results from weaning consuming countries off oil negligible. If oil-consuming countries wish to lead the world safely to a future without fossil fuels, they will have to consider energy-market realities and how to meet the revenue needs of current oil exporters, as well as how to ensure adequate oil supplies during the transition and investment sufficient to develop new energy-supply technologies. The new energy vision must adhere to market realities. Otherwise, market forces will soon defeat these efforts. 
***LINKS
Link—Massive Market Shift 
No transition now – only the plan changes this

Sheikh 10¸ Canadian Journalist, staff writer at Arabian Business [“Saudi Arabia cautiously turns over green leaf,” April 28th, L/N] HURWITZ
The promise of green energy has intrigued the Middle East, where concern about future reserves runs deep, but Saudi Arabia's recent plan for a multibillion-dollar investment in traditional oil projects underscores lingering concern about betting on renewables. Riyadh plans to spend $170 billon over the next five years on energy and oil refining efforts; the country's state-owned oil company, Saudi Aramco, will bankroll little more than half this endeavor, according to the Saudi Gazette. The energy giant called it unrealistic for Saudi Arabia to plow into alternative energy sources when the No. 1 cash crop of oil has built its wealth, the report states. "I don't think that's surprising," said Eurasia Group energy analyst Will Pearson of the guarded approach, adding that Saudi Aramco has long been hesitant given the state's status as the world's leading oil producer. Without a "huge, revolution[ary], game-changing technology," an abrupt shift in the "fuel mix" is doubtful, said Pearson, who puts more stock in green technologies gradually scooping up market share. Given the abundance of other resources, the Saudi government is more likely to make such nascent energy sources a smaller part of its overall budget, he argued. Despite trepidation, the Gulf country has been drawn to the "relatively unproven technologies" of biofuels and electric vehicles even though, for the most part, "people are going to be dependent on the oil sector for transport," Pearson told OilPrice.com. Given its access to sunlight, Saudi Arabia has great potential to become a major solar player but has not made "too much concrete progress so far," he said. Saudi Arabia is also taking aim at clean water. In a nation where water is scarce, Riyadh plans to build a desalination plant to deliver cheaper, cleaner water. Yet growing pains are bound to accompany this push away from traditional oil and gas, analysts warn. "You have to come up with the right regulatory regime," Pearson said. While some companies are already doing "quite well" in this young energy category, traditional fossil fuels are still a less costly option, he said. An international carbon price would help but "I don't think there's been a lot of progress on that," he said. The bottom line is that the new industry has to beat traditional hydrocarbons, said Molly Williamson, a consultant and scholar at the Middle East Institute in Washington focused on Middle East and energy issues. "If you develop an alternative energy source that is effective, that is available, that is reliable, but it is the equivalent of $12 a gallon for gasoline, it's not going to make it," she charged.
Link—US demand

U.S. demand is the single most important factor keeping oil prices high.

Zakaria 4, Fareed, PhD in political science from Harvard and former managing editor of Foreign Affairs [“Don’t Blame the Saudis,” 9/6, http://www.fareedzakaria.com/ARTICLES/newsweek/090604.html] HURWITZ

But the more lasting solution to America's oil problem has to come from energy efficiency. American demand is the gorilla fueling high oil prices--more than instability or the rise of China or anything else. Between 1990 and 2000 the global trade in oil increased by 9.5 billion barrels. Half of that was accounted for by the rise in U.S. imports.  America is consuming more because it is growing more--but also because over the past two decades, it has become much less efficient in its use of gasoline, the only major industrial country to slide backward. The reason is simple: three letters--SUV. In 1990 sport utility vehicles made up 5 percent of America's cars. Today they make up 55 percent. They violate all energy-efficiency standards because of an absurd loophole in the law that allows them to be classified as trucks.

Lowering U.S. oil demand will collapse oil prices, hurting producers

Georgia 1, Paul, Environmental Policy Analyst at the Competitive Enterprise Institute [“Energy Independence: It Doesn’t Work,” http://www.cei.org/gencon/019,02192.cfm] HURWITZ

Because America is such a large user of oil, policies that suppress U.S. energy use lower the world price for oil. And high-cost producers of oil, such as those here, are hurt more by lower prices than low cost producers, such as those in the Middle East and Latin America. Yet environmentalists and their cohorts in Congress, support raising CAFE standards even further, partly in the name of energy independence.

Link—Government action
High Prices will only lead to a transition if the government doesn’t intervene

Owens 11 ( Mackubin Thomas-- professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College and editor of Orbis, the journal of the Foreign Policy Research Institute,  “The upside of high oil prices; Market forces will generate alternatives - if the feds don't intervene”, Washington Times, March 16, 2011, Lexis)
The price of crude oil currently hovers around $100 per barrel. This price matches highs reached two years ago and - adjusted for inflation - in early 1980s. Because of turmoil in the Middle East and North Africa, it is likely that the price will rise further. High oil prices can wreak havoc on American businesses and consumers. But if they lead to improved energy efficiency and to greater investment in alternative sources of energy, such as natural gas and nuclear power generation, they contribute, albeit in a clumsy and painful way, to reducing our dependence on hostile and unreliable oil-producing countries. The positive features of higher prices manifest themselves in two ways. First, in a market economy, higher prices signal that demand for a good is outstripping supply, providing producers with incentives to increase production of that good in the hopes of maximizing profits. Second, higher prices provide incentives for producers and consumers to shift to relatively cheaper substitutes. For instance, a alternative that is uneconomical when the price of oil stands at $50 a barrel may be a viable substitute when oil is $100 a barrel. Unfortunately, current U.S. government policies short-circuit the market, negating the two positive features of higher oil prices. Regarding the first, state and federal governments effectively hamstring the ability of domestic oil producers to increase output by denying them access to substantial reserves. For example, producers are prohibited from exploiting federal lands that are not in parks in the West, Alaska and under the waters off our coasts. Those areas hold an estimated 635 trillion cubic feet of recoverable natural gas - enough to meet the needs of the 60 million American homes fueled by natural gas for more than a century - and an estimated 112 billion barrels of recoverable oil - enough to produce gasoline for 60 million cars and fuel oil for 25 million homes for 60 years. Regarding the second, high oil prices have led advocates of "renewable" energy to push for a shift to "green" energy sources, such as wind and solar. But even with the price of oil in the vicinity of $100 a barrel, such alternatives remain uneconomical without massive government subsidies. Heavily subsidized alternates are not true substitutes in the economic sense. The mantra of those who stress "renewable" sources of energy is "energy independence." But in this age of global interdependence, energy independence is a chimera. What the United States should be seeking is "energy security," the goal of which is to increase the supply of energy by exploiting all of the sources available to us, rather than pursuing the mirage of energy self-sufficiency. A sensible U.S. energy policy based on the principle of energy security would leverage both functions of the pricing system in a market economy. First, the government should lift most restrictions on domestic production of oil while continuing to import oil from Canada, Mexico and other reliable oil suppliers. Second, the government should get out of the way of producers trying to shift to true substitutes for oil - not illusory and uneconomical alternatives like wind and solar, but economically viable alternatives such as nuclear power, oil from shale, the conversion of coal into liquid fuels, and the exploitation of the vast deposits of unconventional natural gas available domestically. Freeing up domestic energy resources and exploiting economical substitutes for oil will do today what the same steps have done in the past: cause oil prices to fall, thereby enhancing U.S. energy security. 

Renewable energy is coming now, but it will only be widely adopted with government action 

REVE 7/13 (Spanish Alternative Energy Think Tank, “Renewable energy meet 16 percent of global consumption in 2010

,”  http://www.evwind.es/noticias.php?id_not=12406, AM)

“The continuing rise of renewable energy is good news for the global economy, energy equity and the climate, and shows that, despite the global recession, real world growth in renewables was just 7% behind the predictions of Greenpeace’s Energy [R]evolution. Moreover, the REN21 findings show that global ambition for a world powered by renewable energy is not only desirable, it is also achievable.” The REN 21 report illustrates how investment in renewable energy leapt by a third last year to $211 billion dollars, a five-fold increase on 2004. Renewable energy policies continued to be a major driver for growth, and have doubled since 2005, to over 110 in early 2011. “Renewable energy is proving itself to be a safe bet for investors, and continues to see substantial growth, even in the face of global recession and price wars over oil scarcity”, said Teske. “However, governments must not be complacent: the transition to a green economy can only be achieved with the support of policies that favour renewable energy.” The world’s top two biggest carbon emitters, the US and China, are conversely leading the field in renewable energy installation, according to the REN 21 report. “Investment in renewable energy should not simply be seen as an alternative to making the huge strides needed to phase out fossil fuels and reduce global emissions, when we are still at a tipping point in the battle to stop runaway climate change. Both developed and developing countries still have a long way to go in ending subsidies for climate polluters and to fully embrace a clean, secure renewable energy future.”

Link—Slow Transition Key
The oil markets can transition to sustainable energy

Longmuir and Alhajji 7 (Gavin-- petroleum engineer affiliated with the International Petroleum Consultants Association and Af-- energy economist and professor at Ohio Northern University,  “West should consider ramifications of its off-oil rhetoric”,  Oil & Gas Journal. Tulsa: Feb 12, 2007. Vol. 105, Iss. 6; pg. 26, 3 pgs) 

Major oil producers have several long-term, market-oriented, economically viable, and sustainable options to ensure their economic growth, prevent a worldwide energy crisis, and reduce emissions. They might, for example, invest heavily in CO^sub 2^ sequestration and various emissions-reduction technologies. This investment might include CO^sub 2^ for enhanced oil recovery. This is a transitional option that guarantees the availability of energy supplies and a steady stream of oil revenues while it reduces emissions from fossil fuels. oil exporters might reasonably expect importers to pay a higher price for this "greener" oil. Oil-producing countries also might seek to become leaders in nonfossil fuels through direct investment in projects or by research funding. oil-producing countries in North Africa and the Middle East, for example, have the large areas of vacant land and consistent sunshine required by two of the alternative energy sources most amenable to technological breakthrough: photovoltaics and biofuels. An interesting question is whether Western politicians now intolerant of oil from those regions might respond in the same manner to alternative energy from the same places. In the shorter term, oil exporters might lobby consuming-nation governments for loopholes in antioil laws, invest in the downstream businesses of consuming countries to help meet oil demand and gain local political influence, or fund unconstrained scientific research into global climate processes. Some such activities obviously might strain ethics and, from the perspective of oil exporters, backfire. 
Link—Alternative energy

Alternative energy causes a flood 

ETS ‘8 (Petro-politics Expert Marcel: Saudis Have Oil But Not Enough; OPEC May Flood Market To Hurt New Techs, 1-28, http://energytechstocks.com/wp/?p=793, 7-3-11, AM)

During a lengthy conversation, Marcel, who is an associate fellow at UK-based Chatham House, one of Europe’s leading foreign policy think-tanks, told EnergyTechStocks.com that she wasn’t optimistic that oil shortages can be avoided, despite growing recognition of the problem in major oil-consuming nations. Marcel further said that the Saudi national oil company – Saudi Aramco – appears worried about fuel cell vehicles and other attempts by the world to wean itself off oil, and that should it and other OPEC members feel threatened, they would “play hardball,” flooding the market in an attempt to derail the new technologies. Marcel said that after 36 separate interviews with oil company officials, she believes Saudi Arabia probably has about 75 years of reserves remaining at current production rates, and that the Kingdom is capable of raising daily production from around nine million barrels a day currently to a sustained 12.5 million per day, which is its plan. At the same time, Marcel said she understands why, given the Kingdom’s self-imposed secrecy surrounding its oil industry, the world keeps asking, “Why should we trust them?”
Opec will flood the market

Kole 7, William, AP Writer [“Despite Rising Prices, OPEC Appears to be in No Rush to Raise its Output Targets,” 9/8, http://nwitimes.com/articles/2007/09/08/business/business/doc7e79bb33cb7ec6f28625734f00723bfd.txt] HURWITZ

If you remember what happened in the 1970's (look it up if you don't) you will find the biggest fear OPEC has. It is that oil prices will go up and stay high long enough to fuel investment into conservation and alternative energy sources to the point that a critical mass is reached and the need for their oil is greatly diminished or replaced by other energy sources they don't control. That's exactly what started happening in the 1970's and it took OPEC opening up the tap to make oil cheap again over a decade to reverse the trends. The result was that interest in conservation and alternative energy waned and investments dried up in the face of cheap oil again. We are once again nearing that point and you can expect to see OPEC flood the market again if they see us getting serious with conservation and alternative energy sources that compete with, or worse yet, actually replace demand for their oil. OPEC walks the fine line between price and demand and wants to keep us hooked up to their oil like a bunch of junkies on drugs while making as much money as possible.

Alternative energy investment causes OPEC to flood the market.

Goodstein 7, David, PhD, Vice Provost and Professor of Physics and Applied Physics at Caltech [“OPEC Accepts No Substitute,” December, Nature Physics] HURWITZ

For decades, it has been the explicit policy of OPEC to keep the price of oil within certain limits: not too low, of course, to preserve revenue; but also not too high, because that would encourage investment in alternative fuels. The implicit threat is this: if you put money into developing an alternative to oil, we will open the spigot, flood the market with cheap oil and wipe out your investment. In other words, the war with Iraq may also have been about preventing investment in alternative fuels.

Saudi perception of demand reduction will trigger a price drop.

Meyer and Swartz 8, Gregory, Adjunct Professor at the University of Phoenix, Spencer, Staff Writer for the Wall Street Journal [“ENERGY MATTERS: Saudi Fears Of High Oil Prices Fade With Demand,” 5/5 http://www.cattlenetwork.com/Content.asp?contentid=218898] HURWITZ

This shift towards a higher price floor creates openings for competing energy sources.  Saudi Arabia's role in the global oil market has sometimes been likened to the Federal Reserve, calibrating its output depending on market signals. Critical to this unique standing has been Saudi maintenance of a cushion of "spare capacity," now estimated at about two million barrels a day. For much of the recent period, the kingdom has refrained from tapping into all or most of its spare capacity.  Within oil industry circles in places like Houston, the Saudi power has also carried a somewhat ominous connotation. Faced with growing production from the U.K., Mexico and other non-OPEC countries in the mid-1980s, Saudi Arabia flooded the market in an effort to drive out high-cost production and reassert its dominant market share.  The 1986 oil price crash ushered in more than 15 years of mostly-lower crude prices, instilling a memory of economic hardship on the western oil industry that continues to be reflected in Big Oil's caution during these heady times. The shift to lower petroleum prices also impeded the development of renewable energy for about two decades.  In his book, The Prize, Daniel Yergin compared the Saudi tactic in the 1980s to power plays by John Rockefeller and other heavyweights in the history of oil who have used a "good sweating" to drive out competitors.  "No one is worrying about over-supply," Yergin said in an interview. Instead, the market is preoccupied with meeting growth in China, India and other fast-developing economies.  "What (the Saudis) have discovered is that the tolerance level in consumers is higher than they thought," said Thomas Lippman, an adjunct scholar at the  Middle East Institute, a Washington research institute.  Given the specter of higher demand in Asia and the increased cost of bringing on new oil production, many analysts believe the long-term price of oil is in the $45-$60 a barrel range. Recent comments by Naimi suggest the Saudi official sees an even higher floor than that.  "A line has been drawn now below which prices will not fall," Naimi said in March in an interview with PetroStrategies, a French energy publication. Citing the marginal costs of biofuels and Canadian tar-sands, Naimi defined the floor as "probably between $60 or $70."  Naimi in April said Saudi Arabia was putting off a plan to expand oil capacity beyond 12.5 million barrels because of concerns about demand growth. "Unless we see really genuine demand, we have to pause right now and see what happens," Naimi told Petroleum Argus.  Some energy analysts say the Saudi move suggested a more sober outlook on oil prices. "If they see a lot of risk on the demand side then you could see very low prices and potentially a lot of underutilized capacity down the road," said Ken Medlock, a fellow at Rice's Baker Institute.  

Saudi Arabia will over-supply the market if they fear alternative energy

Meyer and Swartz 8, Gregory, Adjunct Professor at the University of Phoenix, Spencer, Staff Writer for the Wall Street Journal [“ENERGY MATTERS: Saudi Fears Of High Oil Prices Fade With Demand,” 5/5 http://www.cattlenetwork.com/Content.asp?contentid=218898] HURWITZ

The Saudi national most vocal in outlining the potential threat of renewable energy has been former petroleum minister Sheikh Ahmed Zaki Yamani, who held Naimi's job from 1962 to 1986. Perhaps Yamani's most oft-quoted statement was his prediction that "The Stone Age did not end for lack of stone, and the Oil Age will end long before the world runs out of oil." The comment has been cited as early as the 1970s, but Yamani has continued the mantra.   Speaking last week, Yamani said his advice to OPEC is "to increase production and lower prices because this is harmful midterm (and) long term to OPEC itself," according to a report in Energy Intelligence. "It will increase the activities to find alternative sources of energy, and OPEC will remain helpless at that time."  Yamani was unavailable for an interview, but the Centre made available its Executive Director, Fadhil Chalabi, who was Acting Secretary General of OPEC in 1983-1988. Chalabi said leading OPEC producers are being short-sighted in seeking ever-higher oil prices. While demand growth has been impressive in developing countries so far, Chalabi warned that China's use of coal, nuclear energy and other sources will displace oil.  "It's a matter of time," Chalabi said. 

OPEC will flood the market in response to competition with oil

Campbell 2, Colin, Oil Depletion Analysis Centre, London [“Population and Environment,” November, Proquest] HURWITZ

Oil is traded on international markets at a price set by the marginal barrel, giving rise to an unpredictable volatility that obscures the underlying trends of supply and demand. Prices collapsed in 1998 from a combination of unseasonably warm weather; an Asian recession that reduced the demand for swing Middle East production; the devaluation of the Russian ruble, encouraging Russian exports; and under-estimation of supply by the International Energy Agency, which misled OPEC. Furthermore, there were more sinister motives to talk down the long-term price of oil, as oil companies and their financial advisers planned acquisitions and mergers, which successfully concealed their real predicament from the stock market. Budgets were slashed and staffs purged in a climate of uncertainty. There was an improvident draw on stocks as demand overtook supply. The OPEC countries, for their part, did everything possible to foster the notion that they could flood the world with cheap oil at the flick of a switch. It was a strategy aimed to inhibit investments in gas, non-conventional oil, renewable energy or energy saving that they feared might undermine the market for their oil, on which they utterly depend. Their populations are growing fast in an economy dominated by oil.

Moves to promote alternative energy cause OPEC to flood the market and collapse the price

Brandon, 2002. Hembree Delta Farm Press, [“OPEC as the Cheshire Cat,” 11/16 http://deltafarmpress.com/mag/farming_opec_cheshire_cat/] HURWITZ

But just when it appears something will in fact be done toward increasing domestic energy supplies, getting serious about alternative sources, and making a long-term commitment toward reducing our dependence on foreign oil — well, miraculously, prices go down. OPEC magnanimously increases supply, refineries begin humming, and once again thoughts of a national energy policy fade like the Cheshire cat. Only the cat's grin is left. And the cat is OPEC and the energy industry. They've seen it all before. They know they have only to wait; that we in the United States have a short memory, and that as long as they toss us a sop of energy “bargains” from time to time, we'll moan and groan and pay their price the rest of the time.

Saudi Arabia will flood the market in response to decreased U.S. demand or alternative energy development

Stelzer 4, Irwin Senior fellow at the Hudson Institute [Sunday Times, 8/1, L/N] HURWITZ

One British executive repeated what several Americans told me at a private dinner in Washington: "Prices go up, and prices go down." The fear of a price collapse induced by a decline in demand, the outbreak of peace and the consequent removal of the $ 7-$ 10 per barrel risk premium, or a move by Opec to open the taps to deter investment in alternative energy, is a real deterrent to long-term investment.

OPEC will flood the market to prevent alternative energy development

Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, 2000 [11/15, Lexis] HURWITZ

OPEC generally wants lower prices to encourage long-term growth in demand, discourage development of alternative energy sources and limit investment in non-OPEC oil fields. The group is concerned, however, that prices will sink if they produce too much oil, as they did in 1998 and sent the market to around $10 a barrel.

Increasing U.S. energy independence causes Saudi Arabia to flood the market and reduce prices to 5 dollars a barrel.

Deseret News, 2003. [3/18, Lexis] HURWITZ

The only time during the past three decades that U.S. oil imports have declined substantially was between 1979 and 1983 when they fell by 40 percent. One reason was the deepest recession since the Great Depression, which cut demand for energy. But another was that oil prices rose sharply in the wake of the Iranian revolution of 1979, when fears rose again of a cut-off in oil, and remained high for several years afterward. Automobile and light-truck fuel efficiency increased by about 15 percent between 1979 and 1983, as the U.S. first began enforcing the standards. Many Americans dumped gas guzzlers for smaller cars. At the same time, President Reagan ended oil-price controls, setting off a boom in domestic drilling and arresting, through the mid-1980s, the downward spiral in U.S. oil output. OPEC was spooked. Prices hit $40 a barrel in 1979 -- $100 a barrel at today's prices, after accounting for inflation -- and were expected to double during subsequent years, to the delight of Algeria, Iran and others interested in boosting revenue. But Saudi Arabia, which has the world's largest oil reserves, worried that high prices would backfire. And to reduce U.S. imports, President Carter championed an $88 billion plan to develop synthetic oil from abundant U.S. reserves of coal and shale.  So Saudi Arabia started selling oil at prices several dollars a barrel lower than the OPEC $34-a-barrel standard. Then, in 1985, as the cartel was facing increasing competition from Alaskan and North Sea oil fields, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait engineered a price crash. After a meeting in which OPEC decided to go after market share rather than prop up prices, Sheik Yamani, the Saudi oil minister, said to several reporters, let's see how the North Sea can produce oil when prices are at $5 a barrel.  At low prices, the Persian Gulf countries have an unbeatable edge. In the mid-1980s, it cost them a couple of dollars a barrel to produce oil. It cost about $15 to produce a barrel off the coast of Britain and Norway or in the U.S.  The move was a warning to the U.S.: Forget about energy independence. Besides being the world's largest consumer and importer of oil, the U.S. is also one of the largest producers. The price decline, to about $12 a barrel, was so devastating to the economies of Texas, Louisiana and other oil-rich states that then-Vice President George H.W. Bush toured the Persian Gulf in 1986, urging countries to rein in their output and raise prices. "Isn't that what you wanted? A free price in oil," OPEC's president, Rilwanu Lukman of Nigeria, goaded Bush when the two met in Kuwait. Bush eventually reached an understanding with Saudi Arabia's King Fahd, to limit production and seek a 50 percent rise in oil prices to a target price of $18 a barrel (or $30 a barrel in today's terms). Over the years, OPEC has adjusted its target range and now generally aims for between $22 and $28 a barrel.  OPEC's strategy has largely worked. Since the mid-1980s, the U.S. thirst for oil has increased. President Carter's synthetic-fuel program couldn't compete with the new OPEC prices and was ridiculed for its massive, money-losing projects. Although the U.S. has deep reserves of coal and natural gas, neither can be tapped economically to make gasoline, the primary use for petroleum.

Link—Space tech

Space tech cuts oil imports

Bova 8 (Ben, President Emeritus of the National Space Society, 10-20, http://www.benbova.com/ presidentltr1.htm, 7-6-11, AM)

But you will have an asset that has been overlooked by previous administrations: the powerful technology that we have forged over half a century of space exploration. You can and should use our hard-earned capabilities in space to solve down-to-Earth problems. Space technology can help to cut our dependence on oil imported from overseas while at the same time generating whole new industries that could create millions of new jobs. Using our space assets properly could make you the most popular President since John F. Kennedy.
Link—Anything that is not Saudi Arabian oil

Any challenge triggers the impact—even alternative oil sources make the Saudis nervous. 
Levant 6/19/11 (Ezra, Columnist for Sun Media newspapers and the anchor of a daily news commentary show on the Sun News Network. Ezra was the publisher of the Western Standard magazine and has written for Sun newspapers going back to his days as a student. A lawyer by profession, Ezra is also the author of several best-selling books including 2009's "Shakedown" about Canada's human rights commissions and 2010's "Ethical Oil: The case for Canada's oilsands,” “Saudis have West over a Barrel,” http://www.torontosun.com/2011/06/17/saudis-have-west-over-a-barrel, AM)
An OPEC billionaire has publicly said what everyone long suspected, but just hadn’t heard out loud before: Saudi Arabia doesn’t want the world to develop unconventional sources of oil, like Canada’s oilsands. Saudi Prince Al-Waleed bin Talal, the world’s 26th richest man, worth more than $19 billion, told CNN he’s worried if oil prices stay around $100 a barrel, the West will look for other sources of oil and Saudi Arabia would lose its dominant position. “We don’t want the West to go and find alternatives,” he said, “because, clearly, the higher the price of oil goes, the more they have incentives to go and find alternatives.” Give the sheik full marks for honesty. Saudi Arabia has the West just where they want us. They don’t want us getting any big ideas that would reduce our dependence on his dictatorship, and terrorist states like Iran. It’s like when the head of Russia’s state-controlled natural gas company, Gazprom, denounced new technologies to produce shale gas, saying he was worried about the safety of “American housewives.” No, Gazprom executives and Vladimir Putin are not concerned about human rights and environmentalism in Russia, let alone the West. They’re concerned about competition that would free America and Europe from reliance on Putin’s natural gas. The Saudi sheik didn’t condemn the oilsands by name — he just condemned what he called “alternative” sources of oil. But he couldn’t have been talking about anyone else. 

***UNIQUENESS
Uniqueness—Link Uniqueness

Real Transition now is impossible—too much land needed

Bryce 11 (Robert—Mfa @UT Austin and a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, “ The Gas Is Greener”, New York Times, June 7, 2011, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/08/opinion/08bryce.html)

IN April, Gov. Jerry Brown made headlines by signing into law an ambitious mandate that requires California to obtain one-third of its electricity from renewable energy sources like sunlight and wind by 2020. Twenty-nine states and the District of Columbia now have renewable electricity mandates. President Obama and several members of Congress have supported one at the federal level. Polls routinely show strong support among voters for renewable energy projects — as long as they don’t cost too much. Enlarge This Image Ted McGrath Related Times Topic: Solar Energy But there’s the rub: while energy sources like sunlight and wind are free and naturally replenished, converting them into large quantities of electricity requires vast amounts of natural resources — most notably, land. Even a cursory look at these costs exposes the deep contradictions in the renewable energy movement. Consider California’s new mandate. The state’s peak electricity demand is about 52,000 megawatts. Meeting the one-third target will require (if you oversimplify a bit) about 17,000 megawatts of renewable energy capacity. Let’s assume that California will get half of that capacity from solar and half from wind. Most of its large-scale solar electricity production will presumably come from projects like the $2 billion Ivanpah solar plant, which is now under construction in the Mojave Desert in southern California. When completed, Ivanpah, which aims to provide 370 megawatts of solar generation capacity, will cover 3,600 acres — about five and a half square miles. The math is simple: to have 8,500 megawatts of solar capacity, California would need at least 23 projects the size of Ivanpah, covering about 129 square miles, an area more than five times as large as Manhattan. While there’s plenty of land in the Mojave, projects as big as Ivanpah raise environmental concerns. In April, the federal Bureau of Land Management ordered a halt to construction on part of the facility out of concern for the desert tortoise, which is protected under the Endangered Species Act. Wind energy projects require even more land. The Roscoe wind farm in Texas, which has a capacity of 781.5 megawatts, covers about 154 square miles. Again, the math is straightforward: to have 8,500 megawatts of wind generation capacity, California would likely need to set aside an area equivalent to more than 70 Manhattans. Apart from the impact on the environment itself, few if any people could live on the land because of the noise (and the infrasound, which is inaudible to most humans but potentially harmful) produced by the turbines. 

Transition wont happen now and higher prices kill the economy

Micheletti 11 (Arthur—MBA from Santa Clara University and Chief Economist and Investment Strategist at Bailaird Investment Management,  “The Impact and Sustainability of Today’s Higher Oil Prices”, March 22, 2011, Balaird, http://www.bailard.com/pdf/SustainabilityOf2011OilPrices_Mar11.pdf)
In the long run, more energy will be needed, particularly in developing countries as they strive to boost living standards toward western levels. Theoretically, there is an ample long-term supply of fossil fuels. The U.S. has substantial proven and technically recoverable reserves of oil, coal and natural gas. However, the debate over energy security and environmental concerns has slowed their development. Alternative sources are being heavily promoted, but remain cost inefficient and have technical hurdles to overcome. These “renewables” will likely remain a small but growing part of our energy consumption over the next twenty-five years. Looking forward, the development of both fossil fuels and renewable alternatives could help secure our energy independence for a long time in the future.  Oil prices have been rising since a 26 year-old, unemployed, college educated Tunisian man set himself on fire on December 17, 2010. Mohamed Bouaziaii was attempting to commit suicide after the police confiscated his fruit and vegetable stand and then allegedly abused him because he lacked a permit to operate his business. His desperate act lit the fuse that toppled the regime of President Ben Ali of Tunisia and led to the ouster of Hosni Mubarak in Egypt and civil war in Libya. Throughout the Middle East, young adult unemployment is high and rising, food prices are surging, and government corruption remains endemic. This dangerous mix has created an environment ripe for revolution. The following chart shows the recent 23.5% hike in oil prices from $85 per barrel on December 17th to $105 per barrel on March 11th. This increase is raising concerns that oil prices are starting a parabolic upswing as they did in 2007 to 2008, when the price of oil rose 190% from $50 per barrel to $145 per barrel.  Rising oil prices act as a tax on energy users and tend to be followed by serious slowdowns or outright recessions. Every significant rise (defined as at least one standard deviation above the four-year moving average) in the price of oil since 1972 has been followed by a recession in the U.S. fifteen months later. From 1983 to 2000, the U.S. benefited from lower oil prices, which created a tailwind for the economy. We are now facing a significant headwind from oil prices for the second time in three years. 

Uniqueness—Oil 
Cost efficiencies are causing a boon in the market—BP proves

Gruen 11 (Abby-- Energy reporter at SNL Financial, “BP Alternative Energy to invest $2B in renewables in 2011”,  SNL Energy Power Daily. Charlottesville: Apr 07, 2011, Proquest) 

BP plc plans on investing $2 billion globally in renewable energy in 2011, including in wind, biofuels, solar and energy storage technologies, according to Katrina Landis, CEO of BP's alternative energy division. BP Alternative Energy International Ltd. was formed in 2005 with a 10-year plan for investing $8 billion in low-carbon power businesses. By the end of 2010, BP Alternative Energy had spent $5 billion. The division was rumored to be for sale by the global oil company in July 2010, though BP denied that it ever considered a sale. "We have found areas where we think we can grow competitive, scalable businesses," Landis said April 5 at the Bloomberg New Energy Finance Conference in New York. Based on its successful track record meeting its return criteria, the company expects to go "well beyond" the $8 billion in 10 years, Landis said. BP has been involved in solar energy for more than 35 years and has 10 wind farms with more than 1,300 MW. "In my three years in alternative energy, I have seen the cost of wind and solar power go down to such a degree that in high-cost markets, they can compete," Landis said, adding that in some areas costs still need to come down. BP is looking into using batteries at its wind farms, she said. "We are aware of batteries being used in one or two wind farms today," Landis said. "We are invested in a Chinese battery manufacturer, to invest in the development of that technology. We would expect that in the next few years, battery technology will be viable in a wind farm." BP is also heavily invested in developing biofuel technologies, specifically for Brazilian sugarcane ethanol, U.S. cellulosic ethanol and biobutanol. "You are going to see more conventional energy players investing in biofuels," said Landis. Low natural gas prices will not impact the development of biofuels, but the uncertainty in government support will, she said. "As you are trying to incentivize the development of an industry, the players need to understand the rules of the game," Landis said. Several of BP's European solar farms are stalled due to cuts in subsidies. "In Germany, it is very clear what the feed-in tariff means. In other countries where we have had subsidies change retroactively, it is very hard for an investor to live with," Landis said. 

Uniqueness—Slow transition now 
Transition is slow

Williams 10 (Andre-- Founder and Principal Consultant at Energy Relations, “Green Insider: What’s Slowing Our Transition to Alternative Energy?”, September 16, 2010,  http://www.blackenterprise.com/2010/09/16/green-insider-whats-slowing-our-transition-to-alternative-energy/)

For quite a while now, we have been watching and waiting for a new green economy to instigate massive changes to the way we produce and consume energy. We’ve seen the enormous wind turbines across deserts and rooftops lined with solar panels, but has this movement actually penetrated mainstream America? In 2009, wind power accounted for only 8% of our nation’s total consumption and solar power was a mere 1%, according to the Energy Information Administration. And while many public or commercial transportation fleets have chosen to make the move to natural gas, most individuals still own conventional gas-powered vehicles. Despite the acknowledgment of our dire oil addiction, about 2/3 of all the United State’s oil use is for transportation. So don’t expect to see a huge change any time soon. Do you plan to purchase an electric car next year? 

The oil companies have time—political will, economics, and tech. feasibly make it unlikely for years

Williams 10 (Andre-- Founder and Principal Consultant at Energy Relations, “Green Insider: What’s Slowing Our Transition to Alternative Energy?”, September 16, 2010,  http://www.blackenterprise.com/2010/09/16/green-insider-whats-slowing-our-transition-to-alternative-energy/)

While it is evident that we are making efforts to move toward a more green economy, many adjustments must be made before we can fully make a definite change in the way Americans produce and consume energy. Here are three questions that need to be answered before we can make alternative energy an everyday reality. • How long will it take to retrofit our power grids? The United States currently lacks the infrastructure to support alternative energy. As you read this article, an investigation is being conducted on natural gas pipelines that ruptured and caused a deadly fire to engulf a California neighborhood. These pipelines, which took decades to construct, deliver natural gas that powers homes and businesses across America and are part of 1.8 million miles of pipeline. Smartgrids have been discussed, and many companies are laying the groundwork to construct mechanisms to move power across the country, but currently the United States does not have the infrastructure to make this transition. • Who will foot the bill? The transition to more alternative forms of energy will be costly. Many energy producers have invested heavily in the research and development of new technologies that support renewable energy, but most have been reluctant to fully implement these ideas into their business strategies. These producers understand the risks involved in making the transition and are weary of how their businesses will be affected. They could either choose to incur the costs associated with these upgrades or defer to the other option of passing it on to energy consumers. • How do we pass green energy legislation? Current policies don’t support a green economy. Many green energy advocates are pushing for a combination of policies that will help move the country toward more alternative forms of energy, but getting these measures approved have been difficult. Last year, the Climate Change Conference in Copenhagen (COP15) brought back the discussion of “cap and trade” but Congress soon lost interest in moving any legislation forward. 

Oil Companies are set for a multi year growth—this is insulated from Prices

Tse 6/28 (Andrea--M.A.  in Journalism @ Columbia Univeristy, Forme  nonferrous metals reporter at American Metal Market. She also has been a broadcast journalist, having worked at CNN International, Voice of America and Television Broadcasts Limited in Hong Kong Read, The Street, http://www.thestreet.com/print/story/11166942.html)

Oil prices may be falling, but the industry is gearing up for longer-term growth, offering investors a potentially prime opportunity to profit from the energy sector. A study of capital budget expectations of more than 400 oil and gas companies published by the Barclays Capital commodities research team showed that global exploration and production spending in the industry will surpass a half a trillion dollars in 2011. Spending should rise 16% to $529 billion this year compared with $458 billion last year. This is a positive sign for oil prices. The report attributes the robust year-over-year increase to large spending increases in both North America, up 16.2%, and outside North America, up 15.5%. In December, Barclays forecast a smaller increase of 11% globally, 7% in North America and 12% outside North America. The bigger budgets alongside higher oil prices and the expectation of rising oil prices are consistent with historical trends, the authors of the report said. "The correlation between exploration and production spending and inflation-adjusted oil prices is significant and we expect a high oil price environment to persist over the next several years driven by ... continued difficulty finding and developing large reserves, increased demand especially in emerging markets and tight spare capacity." "This is setting the stage for further growth in spending in 2012 and beyond, and 2011 is likely to mark the first year of the restarting of multi-year, double-digit growth in global exploration and production spending." 

Oil companies ensure a slow transition

Smil 8 (Vaclav-- author of Energy at the Crossroads and Energy in Nature and Society (MIT Press), Distinguished Professor at the University of Manitoba,   “Mooreâ€™s Curse and the Great Energy Delusion”, http://www.goldismoney2.com/showthread.php?14464-Moore%E2%80%99s-Curse-and-the-Great-Energy-Delusion)

During the early 1980s some aficionados of small-scale, distributed, â€œsoftâ€� (todayâ€™s â€œgreenâ€�) energies saw America of the first decade of the 21st century drawing 30 percent to 50 percent of its energy use from renewables (solar,wind, biofuels). For the past three decades we have been told how natural gas will become the most important source of modern energy: widely cited forecasts of the early 1980s had the world deriving half of its energy from natural gas by 2000. And a decade ago the promoters of fuel cell cars were telling us that such vehicles would by now be on the road in large numbers, well on their way to displacing ancient and inefficient internal combustion engines. These are the realities of 2008: coal-fired power plants produce half of all U.S. electricity, nuclear stations 20 percent, and there is not a single commercial breeder reactor operating anywhere in the world; in 2007 the United States derives about 1.7 percent of its energy from new renewable conversions (corn-based ethanol, wind, photovoltaic solar, geothermal); natural gas supplies about 24 percent of the worldâ€™s commercial energyâ€”less than half the share predicted in the early 1980s and still less than coal with nearly 29 percent; and there are no fuel-cell cars. This list of contrasts could be greatly extended, but the point is made: all of these forecasts and anticipations failed miserably because their authors and promoters ignored one of the most important realities ruling the behavior of complex energy systemsâ€”the inherently slow pace of energy transitions. â€œEnergy transitionsâ€� encompass the time that elapses between an introduction of a new primary energy source oil, nuclear electricity, wind captured by large turbines) and its rise to claiming a substantial share (20 percent to 30 percent) of the overall market, or even to becoming the single largest contributor or an absolute leader (with more than 50 percent) in national or global energy supply. The term also refers to gradual diffusion of new prime movers, devices that replaced animal and human muscles by converting primary energies into mechanical power that is used to rotate massive turbogenerators producing electricity or to propel fleets of vehicles, ships, and airplanes. There is one thing all energy transitions have in common: they are prolonged affairs that take decades to accomplish, and the greater the scale of prevailing uses and conversions the longer the substitutions will take. The second part of this statement seems to be a truism but it is ignored as often as the first part: otherwise we would not have all those unrealized predicted milestones for new energy sources. 
Even if there is a transition, status quo alt energy still relies on oil

Cobb 8 (Kurt—freelance writer in issues related to peak oil and alternative energy, “ Will the Rate-of-Conversion Problem Derail Alternative Energy?”, May 23, 2008, http://transitioncygnet.org/resources/On%20The%20Science%20Of%20Energy%20Transition.pdf) 
The first thing to understand is that the fossil fuel alternatives which we normally think about--nuclear power, wind, solar, and biomass--are all heavily dependent on fossil fuels for their production. For example, if biomass--say, corn for making ethanol-is grown in the conventional way, it requires the application of copious amounts of pesticides and herbicides made from oil as well as nitrogen fertilizer derived from natural gas. Running the farm machinery, transporting the crop, processing it at the ethanol plant and then transporting it to the refiners who blend it with gasoline and from there on to the service stations, all of these require considerable fossil fuel. (Particularly fossil-fuel intensive are the ethanol plants themselves which are now turning to coal for power.) 

Economic Modeling shows the  oil companies have over 100 years to transition

Malyshkina and Niemeier 10 (Nataliya and Deb, University of California, Davis, The Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, “ Future Sustainability Forecasting by Exchange Markets: Basic Theory and an Application”,  Environ. Sci. Technol., 2010, 44 (23), pp 9134–9142) 

Our estimate T ≈ 131 years for the time until a replacement of gasoline and diesel (beginning at 2009) is about 2.6 times larger than the time until “the development of alternative ways of meeting the needs that are served by resource consumption” that was assumed by Graedel and Klee (3). Also our estimate is significantly longer than the 20 to 50 years previously suggested by several energy experts for the time horizon until a considerable fraction of oil is replaced (e.g., refs 10,11,22,28−30). There are a number of possible reasons for the large range. For example, there are often subtle but persistent price signals embedded in long-term investment decisions and stock price fluctuations. In 2008 the International Energy Agency (IEA) reported that investment in renewable generation “fell proportionately more than that in other types of generating capacity” (31). In fact, the IEA predicted that for 2009, renewable investment could drop by as much as one-fifth. There are also examples in the past in which experts and scientists were overly optimistic about the diffusion of new technologies (8). In particular, a controlled thermonuclear fusion for energy production was initially expected within few decades from the first successful test of an H-bomb in 1952. However, despite more than 50 years of extensive research, no commercial fusion reactor is expected until the second half of the 21st century (32). Finally, differences in estimates of T can emerge as a result of variations in values assigned to the factors underpinning such estimates (e.g., the extent to which new technologies are expected to penetrate the market). 

Slow transition now

OGN 10 Oil and Gas News [“The future is closer for some alternative forms of energy” 12/28, L/N] HURWITZ

Advanced biofuels, CSP, and solar PV will see accelerating adoption and growth and are on track to change the global energy mix far earlier than is often assumed. Their costs are falling rapidly, and they are on the path to becoming cost competitive within the next five to ten years, if not sooner. Onshore wind power will see steady adoption and continued growth. It is already cost competitive with conventional energy sources in some instances, and its costs will continue to fall. Without breakthrough declines in energy storage costs, however, the inherent challenges posed by the intermittent nature of onshore wind and solar PV will limit their ultimate penetration. EVs will also see steady adoption, becoming economically attractive for lead segments by 2020. But broader adoption will require significant declines in battery costs. Major infrastructure and other hurdles will also have to be overcome. In contrast to onshore wind, offshore wind will struggle to move beyond purely subsidy-driven growth. Offshore wind's overall adoption will be slow except in a few countries willing to continue heavy subsidies. Clean coal through CCS will have very slow adoption and won't be viable for the next decade or two. The technology is vital for cutting carbon emissions from coal-fired power plants. But it will develop slowly for a number of reasons, including slow progress toward demonstrating large-scale viability and moving down the cost curve. "There is no question that conventional energy sources will constitute the bulk of the world's energy for at least the next couple of decades," says Balu Balagopal, a Houston-based senior partner at BCG and a coauthor of the report. 

Uniqueness—AT Obama 
Obama doesn’t change anything—political battles still make it impossible 

Dallas Morning News 11 ( “The battle for clean energy”, 2/8/11,  http://www.dailycamera.com/ci_17320978)

Unfortunately, he chose a way that further widens battle lines between so-called clean and dirty technologies in an increasingly unproductive ideological clash that shuts down reasonable compromises and meaningful investment in the steps this nation must take to become more energy diverse and secure. While the president essentially pledged the government to fund innovative energy research, he did so by demonizing oil companies. This plays to his political base, but it makes no pragmatic sense. Oil companies are a necessary part of the nation's energy present and, along with new alternative technologies, must form part of the future energy solution. Even if you think it's a good idea, his mocking promise to end $4 billion a year in subsidies to the oil industry to redirect those funds into alternative energy subsidies doesn't begin to carve out a middle ground for a comprehensive national energy plan. And there is just as much antipathy from the environmental community, some of whose members contend that natural gas and "clean coal" aren't really clean because both are fossil fuels and that nuclear energy isn't clean because waste disposal remains problematic. By that standard, are electric vehicles -- the president wants 1 million on the streets by 2015 -- really clean, when their generating sources aren't? Such myopic debates have caused comprehensive energy legislation to die repeated deaths in Congress. And it doesn't help the nation's energy picture when the president sends mixed messages to the oil industry -- first announcing support for offshore drilling last spring, then axing new exploration leases from the Interior Department's next five-year plan. Oil and natural gas must be part of a national energy strategy, as well as nuclear energy and cleaner technologies. As a nation, we must recognize that the possible can't become the casualty of the perfect. If it does, we'll never create the critical mass and targeted purpose necessary for a truly significant transformation in the way we think about, produce and use energy. America's energy habits and economic insecurity will not improve without a national commitment and bold leadership from the White House and Congress. The country should be in a must-win dash to secure its energy future. Unfortunately, we remain stuck in the starting gate. 

Uniqueness—No global renewables now

Slowing down globally now

Kaminski 7/19/11 (Isabella, “Global alternative energy investments fell by 28% ,” http://www.renewableenergyfocus.com/view/19488/global-alternative-energy-investments-fell-by-28/, AM)

The GlobalData study, Alternative Energy Quarterly Deals Analysis – M&A and Investment Trends, Q1 2011, found that the value of investments in alternative energy dropped by 28%, while the number of deals dropped by 15%. The sector recorded 180 deals worth US$42 billion in Q1 2011, compared to 211 deals worth $58b in Q4 2010. According to the report, however, the large difference in deal value was primarily due to Ecopetrol’s $18.1b bond announcement recorded in Q4 2010. Excluding the Ecopetrol deal, investments in the alternative energy market remained almost unchanged with $40b in Q4 2010 and $42b in Q1 2011. The majority of new investment focused on wind, hydro and solar energy with $16.6b, $16b and $14.3 b respectively in Q1 2011. According to the report, the mixture of emerging countries and developed nations is creating a healthy environment for renewables through policy changes, tax incentives and grants. Overall, North America and the Asia Pacific region reported a decrease in the number and value of deals in Q1 2011, while Europe reported a a significant increase in deal value with $39.3b in Q1 2011, compared to $30.1b in Q4 2010. Investments in the rest of the world, including South and Central America and the Middle East and Africa, decreased from $52.6b in Q4 2010 to $36.6b in Q1 2011. 

Uniqueness—Transition Slow Now—America 

America hooked now—lobbyists and inconsistent funding are ruining progress. 

Podesta 7/14 (John, President and CEO of the Center for American Progress and Chair and Counselor of the Center for American Progress Action Fund, “The Global Clean Energy Race: Ontario's Opportunity ,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/07/podesta_canada_speech.html, AM)

Yet there is much the United States can learn from Ontario as well, for despite the president’s leadership and the progress being made in the states, when it comes to clean energy America has faltered. The sad truth is too many politicians in the United States, led by big oil and coal companies along with others who profit from the status quo, are still looking backward in a futile effort to preserve an outdated, 19th century economic model. As a result, U.S. policies to boost clean electricity remain largely an array of short-term or state-based measures that, at best, add up to an on-again-off-again approach to clean energy investment. To be frank, if the United States doesn’t adopt more policies to invest across the value chain—if we don’t develop a comprehensive policy that focuses also on commercialization, production, deployment, and export—we will look up in 10 years and find ourselves not the great leader on clean energy, but the great buyer of it.

Uniqueness—America hooked now—Heavy subsidization 

We’re hooked now—subsidies and lobbying efforts 

Beck 7/15 (Thomas, member of the American Institute of Architects, US Green Building Council, American Solar Energy Society, Colorado Geo Energy Heat Pump Association and Estes Park Sunrise Rotary, “The Real Cost of Oil,”  http://www.eptrail.com/ci_18477947?source=most_viewed, AM)

In addition to what we pay for direct consumption of fossil fuels, there are those oil company subsidies and tax breaks that we`ve heard so much debate about in recent months. So what`s the story there? David Kocieniewski of the New York Times points out that tax breaks are available at almost every stage of the exploration and extraction process, making the oil production industry one of the most heavily subsidized. The most recent study by the Congressional Budget Office revealed that capital investments, like oil field leases and drilling rigs, are taxed at an effective rate of nine percent, while businesses in general are taxed at a rate of about 25 percent. Kocieniewski notes that tax credits available to small and midsize oil companies can literally have the effect of yielding a higher rate of return on those investments after taxes than before. Tax breaks to the oil industry average about $4 billion per year. But oil companies don`t just passively enjoy these tax breaks we U.S. citizens so generously extend to them. Far from it. For example, the Deepwater Horizon drilling platform that exploded in 2010, creating the worst at-sea oil spill in American history, was owned by Transocean. The company is registered in the Marshall Islands, which substantially reduces its U.S. tax obligation. Once headquartered in Houston, Transocean moved its corporate offices to the Cayman Islands in 1999, then to Switzerland in 2008, further avoiding U.S. taxes, while they exploit, profit from and damage U.S. resources -- then sell their product back to us. British Petroleum (BP), who was leasing the rig, was able to write off a $225,000 daily deduction on the lease through an oil industry tax break. Even though an oil company may be held responsible for the cost of cleaning up spills, you can bet that`s a write-off. In addition to their tax breaks, we continue to pay on multiple levels. Federal and state government workers, whose salaries we pay, often must get involved in clean-up processes, provide emergency management and oversight of clean-ups. Governments are often responsible for testing, sampling and monitoring water, soil and ecosystems that are impacted by the spill, sometimes for years after the oil company has returned to business as usual. Natural resources and habitat can be damaged to the point that they will not recover for years, even decades. Can we put a value on the inspiring natural beauty and diversity of this country? Various industries -- likely not subsidized -- reel in the wake of an oil spill, some never to recover. Businesses, homes, hopes and futures are lost. The Obama administration has proposed various legislative measures that would cut tax breaks to oil companies -- up to $20 billion over the next decade. But they continue to fail. According to the Center for Responsive Politics, a nonpartisan organization, which monitors political spending, the oil and natural gas industry has spent $340 million on lobbyists since 2008. The oil industry claims that cutting subsidies would lead to a drop in production and loss of jobs. A 2009 economic study by the treasury department concluded that "oil prices and potential profits were so high that eliminating the subsidies would decrease American output by less than half of one percent." The Center for American Progress noted that tax breaks are being extended "to highly profitable companies to do what they would be doing anyway." Some oil tax breaks originated almost a century ago and were intended to encourage exploration when technology was unsophisticated, costly and often produced only dry holes. Other tax breaks are a consequence of international politics, such as a 1950s effort to limit Soviet influence in the Middle East, in which the State Department allowed a reclassification of royalties charged by foreign governments to American oil drillers; those payments were treated as taxes, entitling companies to subtract them from U.S. tax bills. This practice is estimated to cost $8.2 billion in tax revenues over the next decade. Despite the high profits of and high pressure from oil companies, they did not create this situation. Regardless of your opinion of President Obama, he did not create this situation. We and our representatives allow these incentives to continue. Is your industry subsidized? Are you struggling financially? Why should the U.S. lose revenue to outdated and unnecessary tax breaks for the oil industry? A recent blog by the highly respected Rocky Mountain Institute noted that, "Today, we are dependent on an inefficient and unstable energy system. The U.S. relies on energy sources that threaten our economy, national security, and natural environment." It goes on to discuss, however, ways that we can transition to an energy system based on clean, renewable energy, resulting in "a more prosperous and secure future." 

Uniqueness—Meeting production now 

Herron 7/13/11 (James, for the Wall Street Journal, “Oil Production: Running to Stand Still
,” http://blogs.wsj.com/source/2011/07/13/oil-production-running-to-stand-still/?mod=google_news_blog, AM)

Data from the International Energy Agency published Wednesday amply demonstrates the key problem with world oil supply today—we are running faster and faster just to stand still. In June, Saudi Arabia responded to rising oil demand, against the protests of fellow OPEC members, by pumping an extra 700,000 barrels a day of oil, according to IEA data. This is no mean feat—equivalent to more than half U.K. oil output—and takes Saudi oil production to its highest level in almost five-and-a-half years. So what effect did this major effort have on the crucial balance between oil supply and demand? Very little. The gap between how much oil the world needs for the third quarter and total OPEC production shrank from just 1.5 million barrels a day in May to 1.3 million barrels a day June. Oil prices are also close to the peaks they reached in early June, before the Saudis raised production and prior to the IEA’s release of 60 million barrels of emergency oil stocks over 30 days. Just how could two such dramatic actions deal merely glancing blows to the oil price? The answer lies in three long-standing problems: Oil supply from countries outside OPEC for 2011 was revised down by 0.2 million barrels a day because of “prolonged production outages” in a number of important oil producing regions, the IEA said. Such disappointment is an increasingly common occurrence as non-OPEC producers struggle with aging oil fields, complex technical problems and hard-to-access resources. Oil demand in the developing world “is continuing to run ahead of supply” and high prices are having limited effects because of subsidies and rising incomes that offset the impact of more expensive oil, the IEA said. More oil is increasingly being consumed at source. The Saudis pumped an extra 0.7 million barrels a day in June, but half of this was consumed domestically, by refineries and power plants, according to the IEA. The amount of crude oil Saudi Arabia burns in its power plants has more than tripled in the last five years and ultimately may cap future exports, it said. Once the summer peak in oil demand is over, these problems may ease. However, in the long-term they seem likely to become even more pressing.
Uniqueness—capacity being developed now
Capacity is being built now by the biggest oil producers—future-predictive

BI 6/29 (Business Insider, “The Oil Market Is Warning Of A Double Dip Recession,” http://www.businessinsider.com/opec-spare-capacity-rig-count-and-the-big-picture-2011-6, AM)

There has been much speculation on these blog pages about the existence of OPEC spare capacity. The oil rig count for Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Abu Dhabi and Qatar (SKAQ) provides some clues. The sharp rise in operational oil rigs in February 2011 suggests to us that usable spare capacity does not exist and that new useful capacity (light sweet?) must be built by drilling new wells. This takes time. It also suggests that there is goodwill among these OPEC members to try and boost supply to tame oil prices. OPEC spare capacity The chart of OPEC spare capacity shows spare capacity running at around 4.5 mmbpd. It seems quite clear that if SKAQ could simply turn on taps to produce more usable oil then they would not be scrambling rigs right now. If the spare capacity does in fact exist, then it must be of sour and heavy grades of crude that cannot substitute for the loss of 1.6 mmbpd light sweet crude from Libya. Different types of wells Baker Hughes provide three categories of wells: oil, gas and miscellaneous. For SKAQ, plotted in the chart up top, the miscellaneous column is empty, hence we are looking at simple split between oil and gas. Wells can be drilled for 4 main functions: 1) Exploration 2) Production wells 3) Work overs - intervention to improve well performance 4) Water (gas) injection - to maintain reservoir pressure It has to be assumed that the oil rig count encompasses all of these functions. Exploration wells will not lead to increased production in the short to medium term. But drilling production wells, workovers and injection wells will lead to an increase in production if the combined new production capacity is in excess of declines for a given country. Understanding the rig count We quite often find that when we have an idea for a simple post that the data are far more complex than we expected it to be. This is such a case. Key observations: 1. Oil production from the SKAQ countries has been stable at around 14±1 mmbpd since 2003, this despite rig count varying and rising from 40 to 90 operational oil rigs. 2. Spare capacity shows much wider variance from about 1.5 mmbpd in 2004 to > 6.5 mmbpd in 2009. It may therefore be deduced that these OPEC member states produce according to their quotas. They drill wells when needed to develop new fields etc, and these are kept in reserve until declines dictate they are brought on stream to maintain production levels. The thing that distinguishes these prolific OPEC producers from the more conventional OECD operators is that they still have an inventory of discovered assets to drill and are therefore able to offset declines in one area with new production and thus maintain stable production profiles. This situation may persist for a fair while yet. The bigger picture And so what of the much vaunted failure of Saudi Arabia to meet the shortfall produced by Libya going off line and the recent announcement of the IEA that it was to raid OECD strategic reserves? Understanding exactly what is going on and what is about to happen requires a careful look at data and markets that are increasingly manipulated by government. The chart below (Figure 3) shows oil price (weekly average Brent) and petroleum products (gasoline, heating oil etc) supplied to the US market. The latter may provide a proxy for economic health. Note the sharp decline in petroleum products accompanying the 2008 crash! Demand for petroleum products in the USA showed weak growth in the period July 2009 to Dec 2010, peaking in that month. Since then, throughout 2011, demand for petroleum products has been in decline with signs of lower highs and lower lows on the chart. The 52 week MA has turned down. Is this a leading indicator of recession? Broadening the outlook to look at OECD petroleum demand shows the 12 month moving average turning down (Figure 4). The top of the recent price spike (so far) was $126.59 on April 28th. Prices fell back since then but showed temporary revival mid June following the disorganised break up of the OPEC meeting. The revival was short lived, and on Thursday 23rd June, Brent was clinging to its $110 support when the IEA announced their raid on the OECD SPRs, sending Brent sharply lower. Where does Libya fit into this picture? In 2010 Libya produced 1.659 mmbpd of mainly light sweet crude and much of that has been lost to the market. The civil conflict got properly underway mid February and at the time added around $10 to already sharply rising oil price. Our speculation is that global demand was already slowing at this time, with certain OECD economies already buckling under rising and high oil prices. Hence the loss of Libyan oil may have coincided with slowing demand, and it has not yet been necessary for OPEC to officially cut supplies to support price since the Libyan conflict has already done this job for them. Note that demand for petroleum products has fallen by >1mmbpd in the US alone so far this year. Our speculative reading of the current situation therefore is that a second recessionary dip may already be underway in certain oil importing OECD countries, with slowing demand creating over supply and weak price. Meanwhile, the SKAQ countries have responded to OECD appeals and have increased drilling activity to create more spare capacity. And the IEA has signaled their intent to flood this market with oil.
Uniqueness—Plenty of Spare Capacity

Flooding capacity available—future growth slowdown makes that uniquely true 

Platts 6/27/11 (London-based Newswire, “OPEC tells EU it continues to offer adequate spare capacity,” http://www.platts.com/RSSFeedDetailedNews/RSSFeed/Oil/6225130, AM)
OPEC told the European Union on Monday that it expected the momentum of the global economic recovery to moderate this year and that oil demand could be lower as a consequence. In any case, the oil producer group said, OPEC members have an adequate level of surplus crude production capacity that they will continue to make available to world oil markets. "The momentum [of the rebound in the global economy] is expected to moderate this year, due to such issues as debt burdens, particularly in some parts of the EU region, inflationary pressures in major economies and prolonged unemployment, thus creating downward risks with regard to the level of oil demand in the near future," OPEC said in a statement issued jointly with the EU after talks between senior officials in Vienna. "On the supply side, the physical market continues to be supported by above-average trend growth in major producing regions, as well as sufficient stock levels. Additionally, OPEC continues to offer an adequate level of spare capacity for the benefit of all," the statement said. OPEC failed to reach agreement on crude production levels at its acrimonious June 8 meeting. Saudi Arabia, citing the OPEC secretariat's own projections of higher demand in the second half of this year, had proposed that the group's estimated April production of 28.8 million b/d be increased by 1.5 million b/d. That was opposed by Iran, Algeria, Angola, Ecuador, Libya and Venezuela. Saudi Arabian oil minister Ali Naimi said at the time that the kingdom and other Gulf Arab producers would increase production to ensure that world oil markets were not left short. Earlier Monday, a Gulf source said quotas agreed in late 2008 no longer counted as they had not been renewed at the June meeting. OPEC was represented at the meeting with the EU by OPEC president Mohammad Aliabadi, acting oil minister of Iran; Falah Alamri, Iraq's OPEC governor; and OPEC secretary-general Abdalla el-Badri. EU representatives included Tamas Fellegi, president of the EU Energy Council and Hungary's national development minister; Maciej Kaliski, Poland's deputy economy secretary; and Gunther Oettinger, EU energy commissioner.
***IMPACTS
2NC Internal link—Flood murders other oil producers 

Saudi flood would also destroy all other oil producers 

Mohamedi ‘3 (Fareed, Chief Economist at PFC Energy, “Add Added In the Wake of War: Geo–strategy, Terrorism, Oil and Domestic Politics,” Middle East Policy, 10.1, Ebsco, AM)

A more aggressive strategy - and actually a better strategy for the Saudis in many ways over the longer term and for OPEC - would be to crash oil prices and not agree to accommodate Iraq. To do what they did in '99 and inadvertently discovered had some advantages: push the burden onto non-OPEC producers - the high-cost producers - and over time induce a decline in non-OPEC production, and then come back and take that share of demand for themselves. That would require a fairly low oil price, $14-$15 a barrel. You may ask, how can the oil producers' economies take that? They can barely take it at $30 a barrel. If you look at the macroeconomic situation in some of the Gulf countries - Saudi Arabia and Iran, even Algeria - they have accumulated a lot of assets and paid down a lot of their debt. Financially, they're doing a lot better than they were just a few years ago. To a certain extent, they have the war chest to do this if they have the will and the guts. In sharp contrast, this would be disastrous for Indonesia, Russia, Venezuela and Nigeria. None of these countries can take that type of low oil price for a period of 18 months to two years.

[INSERT OTHER COUNTRY MODULES FROM THE OTHER OIL DA]
2NC Saudi Arabia will flood

Empirically confirmed—will to use and effective

Morse and Richard ‘2 (Edward and James, Executive adviser at Hess energy trading company, former deputy assistant secretary of state for international energy policy and portfolio manager at Firebird Management, an investment fund active in eastern Europe, Russia, and Central Asia. “The battle for energy dominance”, foreign affairs 81.2, AM)

Then, in the 1990s, OPEC member Venezuela challenged Saudi Arabia by deciding to maximize its production. Although Venezuela had an OPEC quota of 2.3 mbd, Caracas embarked on an ambitious policy designed to eventually triple its production capacity. Caracas knew it could not do this on its own, so it reopened its nationalized resource sector to foreign investment. By the winter of 1996-97, Caracas was producing 3 mbd, knocking Saudi Arabia from its position as number one supplier to the United States. In response, Riyadh first tried reasoning with Caracas. When diplomacy failed, Saudi Arabia raised its production by close to 1 mbd and induced the oil price collapse of 1998. Riyadh's actions were tough but effective. By engineering a price drop, it had to withstand a painful drop in income -- but it achieved its main goals. Saudi Arabia reasserted its OPEC leadership, reestablished itself as the prime supplier of oil to the United States, and induced non-OPEC producers Mexico and Norway to support OPEC's revenue-maximizing goals.
Fear of alternative energy will cause Saudi over-supply dropping oil to $50—they have the capability.

Hamilton and Chinn 7, James, Professor of Economics at the University of California, San Diego, Menzie, Professor of Public Affairs and Economics at the University of Wisconsin [“Saudi Oil Production Cuts,” 2/17, http://www.econbrowser.com/archives/2007/02/saudi_oil_produ_1.html] HURWITZ

The first possibility is that the Saudis could still pump 10 mbd or more today if they wanted to, but they are cutting back production and exploring like mad because they put an extremely high value on having 2-3 mbd of excess capacity. If so, the recent price behavior suggests that the reason they would seek such capacity is not because they want to stabilize the price, but because it puts them in an incredibly powerful negotiating position. For example, the ability at any time to flood the market could be used at an opportune moment to undercut expensive alternatives such as oil sands that require an oil price over $50.

2NC OPEC will flood
It’ll happen – political motives

Kisswani 10, Khalid, Gulf University for Science &Technology [“OPEC and Political Considerations when Deciding on Oil Extraction” November 11th, http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/27030/1/MPRA_paper_27030.pdf] HURWITZ
Political decisions may produce short-term deviations from the economic path. For example, destructive events, such as wars or revolutions, may remove capacity from production, and generate unexpected jumps in the price of oil. This is noticed in the oil market through the Iraq-Iran War, the Iranian Revolution, and the Gulf War. The behavior of OPEC in most cases is explained and tested using economic models that portray the behavior of economic agents. The fact that the cooperation within OPEC is among countries (members), not between firms, could cause these models to be incapable of fully explaining OPEC‘s behavior. Recognizing the fact that OPEC‘s members are national governments not private businesses requires that economic analysis of cartels must be blended with political analysis. The rationale of governments is different from the rationale of firms. Governments have a more complex set of interests and tend to emphasize security interests. Furthermore, governments are more complex organizations that contain more potential for internal conflicts over aims and means. Finally, governments have to pay attention to aspects at the social level in a way that firms do not (Willet, 1979). Wirl (2008) investigated different models that can help to explain oil price changes. One approach is political motives. This approach applies political reasoning to OPEC decision makers. The assumption is that politicians are much less concerned about profits than businessmen, since political markets may reward decisions that harm the economy.4 Politicians must strive for popular support, so unity can become an important part of their goals. Countries considered as allies to the West (e. g. Saudi Arabia) have repeated with increasing emphasis their intention to use oil as a weapon to change American and European policy toward the Arab-Israeli conflict. This gives political reward to the leaders of OPEC countries who need popular support, by playing on anti-Western sentiments. Wirl formulates a model that assumes OPEC decision makers maximize the net present value of benefits, which consists of current profit and political support. Political support is represented by harming‘ the West, a strategy that pays off in many Middle East and Latin American countries. 

2NC AT Controlled flood 
Saudi Arabia won’t be able to control the price crash

Oil and Gas Journal, 2000. [“OPEC eyes another output hike to cut oil prices,” 7/24, Lexis] HURWITZ

The move to boost production likely will trigger a scramble for markets that could cause a tumble of oil prices back to $ 20/bbl, said Fred Leuffer, senior managing partner and oil analyst at Bear, Sterns & Co. The proposed increase would boost OPEC's total production to 25.9 million b/d from the 25.4 million b/d that group members agreed to in June when they raised production by 708,000 b/d. Saudi officials had earlier indicated that they would undertake an increase of 500,000 b/d -- unilaterally, if necessary -- in an attempt to drive down high prices. Under the quotas proposed by Rodriguez, the Saudis would bear the brunt by adding 162,000 b/d of production to a total 8.4 million b/d. "The flood gates are now open. Saudi Arabia's decision to produce more oil means OPEC unity is out the window. The race is on to see which countries can capitalize on these high oil prices while they last," said Leuffer in a report issued last week. He said every OPEC member except Nigeria has cheated on its new production quota in the last 2 months. Saudi officials would like to push back world oil prices to a level of $ 25/bbl to prevent the US from increasing domestic oil exploration and development of alternative energy sources. But it is difficult to engineer a market price reduction, as other nations try to cash in before oil prices drop, Leuffer warned. "Once oil prices start to fall, it will be hard to stop them," he said.

2NC Turns case 
Market adaptation ensures it turns the case 

Longmuir and Alhajji 7 (Gavin-- petroleum engineer affiliated with the International Petroleum Consultants Association and Af-- energy economist and professor at Ohio Northern University,  “West should consider ramifications of its off-oil rhetoric”,  Oil & Gas Journal. Tulsa: Feb 12, 2007. Vol. 105, Iss. 6; pg. 26, 3 pgs) 

The main threat to sustainability of energy supplies is not a terrorist attack on energy facilities or the imposition of an oil embargo by an oil producing country. These threats are shortterm events that can be dealt with quickly and effectively through various measures that include the use of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, increased production, and diversion of oil shipments. The main threat to sustainability of energy supplies in the medium term is the mismatch between investment in production capacity and energy infrastructure, on one hand, and growth in demand for energy, on the other. One of the most plausible scenarios is a relative decline in investment supporting additional production capacity in the oil-producing countries in response to calls around the world to reduce or even eliminate dependence on oil. An energy crisis in this case is imminent if those who are calling for eliminating dependence on oil fail to provide the ultimate replacement in a timely manner. Most likely, these efforts will fail to replace oil within a reasonable time. Most of the efforts to replace oil are not market-driven and are heavily subsidized. They cannot sustain the pressure of markets in the long run.
Low prices crush alt energy

IBT 11 (International Business Times, “Why lower Saudi oil prices kill alternative energy”, May 30, 2011, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/154524/20110530/saudi-arabia-oil.htm)
The biggest obstacle to alternative energy is money. Saudi Prince Al-Waleed bin Talal seems to understand this. In a CNN interview, he admitted Saudi Arabia wants lower oil prices because it doesn’t “want the West to go and find alternatives.” (Photo: Reuters)<br>The logo of an electric car is painted on the road during the opening ceremony of the first Latin American public charging station Enlarge (Photo: Reuters) The logo of an electric car is painted on the road during the opening ceremony of the first Latin American public charging station Related Articles Why OPEC Is Dying Saudi Arabia Follows Through on Threat to Pump More Oil Get Global Markets Emails&Alerts Covers the leading players in the finance industry Sample Alternative energy hasn’t taken off in the US because its development largely depends on the private sector. Currently, it’s simply cheaper buy oil from countries like Saudi Arabia, so not many private companies bother to develop alternative sources. For example, if Saudi oil average $80 per barrel in the long-term, why bother extracting oil from oil sands and oil shale if doing so cost $85 per barrel? Why turn to electric cars if the whole ordeal – the research, electric cars, and electric grid – cost more than filling up convention cars with imported fossil fuel? Get More IBTimes Must Read The Dark Knight RisesThe Real Dark Knight Rises Trailer to be Released Today: IMDB Earth from Apollo 17.Half of Earth’s Internal Heat Stems From Radioactive Decay: Study Sponsorship Link Image Ad Morningstar beats the S&P since 2001 On the other hand, if oil skyrockets to $200 per barrel, it would make absolutely sense to develop oil sands, oil shale, and electric cars. Experts generally put the threshold at which alternative energy becomes viable at a long-term sustained price of $80 per barrel. A recent Federal Reserve research, for example, puts the figure for oil sands at $70 per barrel in 2005 terms, which translates to $77.5 in 2010. According to Al-Waleed, Saudi Arabia probably estimates the threshold to be $80 per barrel. The cost of many alternative energy sources is front-loaded. For example, once a solar farm is constructed and the electric grid is built, the cost of harvesting additional electricity becomes extremely cheap. The danger for oil producers like Saudi Arabia is that once a sustained period of high oil prices induces the Western private sector to invest the upfront costs of setting up alternative sources, the price of energy will be lowered permanently. The optimal strategy for Saudi Arabia, therefore, is to avoid a sustained period of high oil prices. For Western countries, the optimal strategy to bite the bullet, pay the upfront cost, and save money in the long-run with cheap alternative energy sources. Western capitalism, however, can be short-sighted and decentralized; if oil prices stay reasonablely low, not enough players in the private sector will have the resolve to eat the enormous upfront costs of developing alternative energy sources. 

Low oil prices turn the aff 

Auto Evolution 11 (Online magazine about automobile industry,  Daniel Patrasc,  “Saudi Prince: Low Oil Prices May Stop West from Shifting to Alternative Energy”, May 30, 2011, http://www.autoevolution.com/news/saudi-prince-low-oil-prices-may-stop-west-from-shifting-to-alternative-energy-35945.html)
A price somewhere in the $70-$80 area would be to the liking of Saudi Prince Al-Waleed bin Talai, grandson of the man who founded modern Saudi Arabia, not because it would help the already huge fuel spending of countless nations, but because it would slow down the rate at which some of the wealthiest western nations are adopting new, green technologies. This statement, made by the Prince in an interview with CNN, reflects, probably for the first time, the unease with which oil producing countries are regarding the explosion of green technologies. Seen until recently as a simple passing mood, the determination with which countries like the US are embracing alternative fuels and power sources has convinced countries like Saudi Arabia that the until now overstated reduction in foreign oil dependence is not just talk. Far from being an official position, but coming from the mouth of one directly involved, the statement may have some impact on the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) meeting which is scheduled to take place on June 8. At the same time, more pressure begins to come from the International Energy Agency (IEA), who has begun asking oil producing countries to at least increase the supply of oil, in order to stop what might become a big problem for the global economy. 
Lower Prices crush the economy and turn case
Bryce 7 (Robert—Mfa @UT Austin and a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, “ The Politics of Cheap Oil” January 17, 2007, http://www.petroleumworld.com/SF07012801.htm)

Let's leave aside the fundamental, undeniable truth that America will never be energy independent. Instead, let's focus on the many reasons why a sustained period of $30 or $40 oil will hurt America's long-term interests. Lower prices would further damage Iraq's economy. Amid the torrent of bad news in Iraq, higher oil prices have been among the few positive news developments, allowing the country to amass sizable funds for the rebuilding effort. Iraq's oil output has plummeted since Bush and the neocons rushed to invade the country in March 2003. But that falling output has been offset, at least partially, by higher prices. And given that Iraq will ­ for good or ill ­ be America's colonial possession in the Persian Gulf for the foreseeable future, higher oil prices are far better than lower prices. Cheaper oil will mean higher consumption in developing countries like China and India. The Chinese government has repeatedly increased the price of gasoline in an effort to slow that country's insatiable thirst for oil. Cheaper crude would reduce China's oil import bills and thereby allow greater consumption with little cost. If they Chinese decide to allow the yuan to float against the dollar, then their oil becomes even cheaper. And that would allow the Chinese economy to grow even faster ­ growth that will further fuel China's rise as a global power. A long period of cheap petroleum could result in instability in key countries in the Middle East. This runs directly counter to the neocon gospel. If the U.S. could, magically, be energy independent, Friedman and his fellow travelers claim that global crude prices will collapse. That will mean, according to Friedman, that the rulers of repressive oil-rich countries would be forced to "open up their economies and their schools and liberate their women." He might be right. Or he could be disastrously wrong. And if that instability does occur, A.F. Alhajji, an energy economist and professor of economics at Ohio Northern University, says "the West cannot turn a blind eye to such conflicts." Indeed, the U.S. could not stay on the sidelines if a key ally like Saudi Arabia or Kuwait were to get embroiled in a nasty internal conflict due to an economic crisis caused by low prices. Just to drive that point home, Gaffney and Woolsey and their ilk love to bash the Saudis. Would they be happier, if, thanks to their push for energy independence and cheap oil, Saudi Arabia's king, Abdullah, who is a moderate and a staunch ally of the U.S., were to be deposed and replaced by a group of Wahhabi clerics who hate the U.S. as well as everything modern? Cheap crude would short-circuit the push for greater automotive fuel efficiency. American motorists ­ who've become accustomed to $3 per-gallon gasoline ­ have, of late, been buying more fuel-efficient vehicles. If crude (and therefore, gasoline) prices continue to fall, they will happily return to their Hummers, big pickups, and SUVs. And that will, once again, set up a scenario that will allow foreign automakers like Toyota, Nissan and Honda to capture even larger shares of the auto industry when gasoline prices rise again, and they will. Cheap crude will short-circuit the push for renewable energy. We've seen this before. The surge in oil prices that occurred after the 1973 oil embargo didn't last. As prices softened, so, too, did the interest in solar power, wind power and other technologies. The best hope for the renewable energy sector is a sustained period of high prices for fossil fuels of all types, from coal to natural gas. Low-cost oil would increase emissions of greenhouse gases. One can argue all day about what's causing global warming. But if policymakers want to embrace Kyoto or other anti-warming initiatives, cheap oil is the last thing they should want. A collapse in oil prices would mean a collapse in America's domestic oil production. We've seen this movie before, too. In the early 1980s, Dallas and Houston were in a frenzy fueled by high-priced oil and a river of cheap money provided by crooked savings and loan operators. Everyone was convinced that high prices were here to stay. That illusion ended with the oil price crash of 1986 , which, by the way, was largely precipitated by unrestricted production from Saudi Arabia. The crash resulted in bankruptcies from Midland to Tulsa. Idle drilling rigs were cut up and sold for scrap. Skilled oilfield workers left the industry for good. Cheap oil increases America's reliance on foreign oil. Back in 1985, when America's domestic oil production was on the upswing, OPEC countries supplied 41 percent of America's imported oil. By 1990, with domestic production decimated, OPEC's share had climbed to 60 percent. If a stint of low crude prices persists, the U.S. domestic oil industry will, once again, fall on hard times. That will mean foreign producers, who generally have lower production costs, will be able to gain market share at the expense of domestic producers. Given these many facts, perhaps Clinton, Obama, Pelosi, Woolsey, Friedman, et al. can explain how cheap oil, and the potential collapse of the domestic oil and gas industry will help America be energy independent. The punchline here is obvious: Be careful what you wish for. Cheap oil could hurt America just as much as expensive oil. In fact, it might hurt more. 

Lower prices devastate the market

Washington Times 9 (Tom LoBianco, “Low oil prices seen stalling clean energy”,  February 24, 2009, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/feb/24/low-oil-prices-seen-stalling-clean-energy/) 
Former President Bill Clinton and former Vice President Al Gore warned Monday against letting low oil prices lure consumers back into gas-guzzling cars, thereby stalling efforts to develop clean energy sources. Mr. Gore warned that the country’s “political will” to invest in renewable energy projects and break its dependence on oil has waxed and waned as the price of oil has fluctuated over the decades. “We need to get the market to work for us by putting a price on carbon,” Mr. Gore said. Mr. Clinton said that his home state of Arkansas’ attempts to cut back on using fossil fuels routinely have been stymied when the price of oil dropped. “Every time oil dropped, people said give me my Hummer back,” the former president said. The price of oil peaked at around $147 a barrel last year, pushing the price of a gallon of gas to more than $4 across the nation, but fell sharply as the global economy tanked dropping to just more than $30 a barrel. Lawmakers, environmentalists and energy experts have generally stated that the volatility of oil prices has made it hard to develop a national energy strategy which reduces carbon-dioxide emissions and fortifies national security. Some energy analysts have proposed establishing a price floor for oil through a government tax, but the concept has been given little credence on Capitol Hill. President Obama’s transportation secretary, Ray LaHood, floated the idea of changing how the gas tax was administered last week, but was quickly shot down by the White House. Mr. Clinton and Mr. Gore talked during an expansive conference hosted by the Center for American Progress Action Fund and focused on how to reduce the nation’s dependence on oil, invest in renewable energy sources and build out an expansive “smart” energy grid. While there’s broad support in Washington for cutting back the amount of oil the nation imports, lawmakers have split over whether to allow expanded drilling for oil at home. The Obama administration put the brakes on a last-minute Bush administration policy which would have allowed for expansive drilling for oil and natural gas offshore, and canceled leases to allow for drilling in Utah. The administration has said that domestic oil production will be part of a broader energy plan to wean the nation off of foreign oil. Environmentalists have asked Congress to reinstate a ban on offshore drilling that lawmakers allowed to lapse last year, but House Natural Resources Committee Chairman Nick J. Rahall II, West Virginia Democrat, has said that it is unlikely to happen. The committee plans to examine offshore drilling this week. 

2NC Turns case—Rebound effect

Global rebound effect overwhelms any emissions the plan reduces before OPEC floods the market
Stoft ’10 (Steven, PhD in economics from UC Berkeley, “Renewable Fuel and the Global Rebound Effect,” Global Energy Policy Center, PDF, AM)

Displacement of fossil fuel by renewable fuel is only the first step in reducing GHG emissions. To succeed, displacement of fossil fuel from vehicles in the U.S. must prevent the pumping of oil, mostly in foreign countries, and especially in countries that belong to OPEC. In spite of the fact that the displacement effect provides the primary environmental benefit reported in the RIA, EPA provides no explanation of how it works and no estimate of how strongly it will affect supply. It simply assumes without comment that displacement will affect only supply and not demand. That is, the EPA’s analysis tacitly assumes that every barrel of oil displaced from local consumption will cause some mix of global oil producers to reduce their total output by exactly one barrel. Of course, to some unknown extent, local displacement will reduce global oil production. This effect works through the decrease in the world oil price noted by the EPA, as quoted above. This means that the supply‐ reduction effect works through exactly the same price channel as the demand‐increase effect which the EPA implicitly sets to zero in its calculations. The extent to which the price of oil affects producers is measured by “supply elasticity,” and the effect on consumers is measured by the “demand elasticity.” Both tend to be low in the short‐run and high in the long run. These elasticities are taken into account by the Oil Supply Metrics Model, which calculated the oil price reduction reported in the RIA. When David Greene and Paul Leiby (2005) presented this model to US DOE, they listed the short‐run supply and demand elasticities as 0.06 and 0.10 respectively, and the long‐run supply and demand elasticities as 0.6 and 0.7 respectively. 1 Note that in both cases demand is more elastic than supply. If this were the whole story, slightly more displaced oil would end up being consumed than would end up reducing production by suppliers. In other words, the global rebound effect would be greater than 50 percent. Such a rebound effect could easily reverse the environmental benefits of many renewable fuels. But there is one more piece to the story. Supply elasticity estimates usually do not include OPEC’s reaction to the world price of oil. It may be that OPEC cuts production more than other producers in response to a price decrease. Unfortunately OPEC’s behavior is not well understood, which is why this report relies on many different expert judgments in order to estimate the global rebound effect

More evidence—excess supply makes it very attractive. 

Stoft ’10 (Steven, PhD in economics from UC Berkeley, “Renewable Fuel and the Global Rebound Effect,” Global Energy Policy Center, PDF, AM)

The EPA has found that renewable fuels will reduce the world price of oil by about $1.06. This is not quite a 1 percent reduction, but it is caused by less than a 1 percent increase in the world’s supply of liquid fuel. So the price effect is fairly strong. In fact, as shown in Table 1, it is strong enough that a 1 percent increase in fuel reduces price by about 1.2%. That means the world will save more money on fossil fuel costs, thanks to the RFS2, than it spends buying the extra renewable fuel. For example if fuel costs $100 per barrel and the world is using 100 Mb/d of fossil fuel (plausible values for 2022), then increasing production of renewable fuel by 1 Mb/d would reduce the price of 100 Mb/d of fossil fuel by about $1.20/bbl, saving the world’s consumers $120 million per day on fossil fuel. The renewable fuel, however, would only cost $100 million a day. This much is a direct consequence of the $1.06 world‐oil‐price reduction reported by the EPA and the energy content of the extra renewable fuel produced under the RFS2. Given the size of the fossil‐fuel cost savings it seems inevitable that significantly more fossil fuel will be consumed. It’s like having a sale, and the whole point of a sale is to induce consumers to buy more. Of course, many of the ways to use more gasoline—such as buying an SUV–take a while to have their effect. So the initial impact of the sale might appear to be rather limited. But this is likely not the case. The $1.06 price drop is itself a long term effect and according to Leiby (2010, Figure 2) the short‐run price effect is many times greater. In fact, recent experience indicates that a few percent excess supply due to reduced consumption can drop the price of oil by $100 in six months. So while consumers may be slow to take advantage of lower prices, the price effect should start quickly and make up for their slowness. So the short‐run rebound effect may be no less than the long‐run rebound effect. Finding that long‐run impact from the cost savings requires knowing how consumers respond to a change in price—that is, knowing their demand elasticity. The background documents for the EPA’s RIA show that the long‐run global demand elasticity for fossil fuel is about 30%. This means that out of the $100 million a day saved worldwide in our current example, about $30 million a day will be spent buying more fuel—and almost all of that will be fossil in nature, just because most liquid fuel is fossil fuel. This $30 million a day spent on fossil fuel, and the resulting emissions, is very roughly what the EPA analysis will be missing by 2022.

2NC AT We’re a small decrease so we don’t link

This means you don’t solve your aff AND still link the disad. 

Stoft ’10 (Steven, PhD in economics from UC Berkeley, “Renewable Fuel and the Global Rebound Effect,” Global Energy Policy Center, PDF, AM)

The first fallacy holds that renewable fuel production is just too small to affect the world oil market, so it cannot increase international oil demand. This is wrong on two counts. First, if small displacements of fossil fuel had no impact on the world oil market, they would affect neither supply nor demand and the displaced fuel would simply increase the global inventory of liquid fuel. By 2022, inventory would be increasing by over 500 million barrels a year. But changes in inventory that are 100 times smaller are big enough to make the news because they do change the price of oil, as illustrated by the following excerpts from a 2009 news report: “Oil tops $72 on inventory drop. … Crude for October delivery rose 2.23%, or $1.58. … The Energy Information Administration said crude stocks dropped 4.7 million barrels in the week ended Sept. 11 [2009].” 2 In spite of this, owners of particular ethanol plants may argue that their particular effect is negligible. There are two correct responses to this argument. First of all, as the cited news story shows, the argument is simply incorrect. Even one typical ethanol plant will produce, over its lifetime, more than the 4.7 million barrels that caused $1.58 change in the world price of oil. And, since that change affects essentially the entire world’s supply of oil, it has an enormous impact. The second response is that even the smallest ethanol plant is like one airplane passenger. Each passenger on a plane may be right in claiming that the plane would have flown without them. They can then conclude they caused no fuel use. With this logic we can prove that almost no passengers cause any fuel to be used. Nonetheless we know that if they all stayed home, no planes would fly. On average, they do cause fuel to be used—we just can’t tell which passengers cause a whole flight to be added, and which cause no change. The only reasonable way to deal with this uncertainty is to assign each passenger an average effect, which is just how carbon footprints are calculated. So for both reasons—because even small ethanol producers do have an impact, and because average impacts should be used in any case—there is no justification for claiming renewable fuel sources are too small to matter. They all matter proportionally.

2NC AT Long timeframe

Increased supply rapidly triggers demand even before OPEC reacts. 

Stoft ’10 (Steven, PhD in economics from UC Berkeley, “Renewable Fuel and the Global Rebound Effect,” Global Energy Policy Center, PDF, AM)

The global rebound effects estimated in this paper are long‐run effects. This means they take 10 or 20 years to fully materialize. But that view is misleading. The long‐run effect does take that long to develop, but the short and medium run effects will likely be quite similar, and perhaps stronger. To see this, one must look at the market’s price response, as well as at demand elasticity. The long‐run price response estimated by EPA is $1.06 per barrel. But the short‐run price‐response is five or ten times greater. In fact, between July 2008 and December 2008, demand dropped 3% and price dropped by $100/bbl. So even though short‐run demand elasticity is very low, short‐run price response is very high. This means that the global rebound effect may have its full long‐run strength right from the start. Another approach to this is to compare supply and demand elasticities. Those reported above (Green and Leiby 2005) show short‐run demand exceeding short‐run supply by a greater proportion than it does in the long‐ run. This indicates that the short‐run rebound effect is stronger than the long‐run rebound effect. However, this does not take into account OPEC and the speed of its reaction. But for small gradual changes that reaction may well be slow. So nothing in this report should be taken to indicate that the short‐run rebound effect is any weaker than the long‐run rebound effect
2NC High Prices good impact

Higher prices are better for the environment and economy

Krause 10 (Clifford-- M.A. degree in history from the University of Chicago in 1976 and an M.S. degree in journalism from the Columbia University Graduate School of Journalism, Energy writer for NYT and Canda Bereau Chief,  "Oil Prices Find a Sweet Spot for the World Economy" , New York Times, March 31, 2010, Gale Reference Library) 

Memories are still fresh of the chaotic climb to $147 a barrel only two summers ago, accompanied by gasoline costing $4.11 a gallon. The spike led to accusations from drivers and politicians that oil companies were price-gouging. Then crude prices plummeted along with the economy, to around $34 a barrel just over a year ago, only to double again in a matter of months as confidence began to recover. And there the price has stayed, more or less, since August, reaching a rough stability in the $70 to $83 range. Economists and government officials say that if prices remain in that band, it could benefit the world economy, the future security of energy supplies and even the environment. The price is high enough to drive investment in future oil production and in supplies of alternative energy, they note, but low enough that consumers can bear it. ''It's a sweet spot,'' said Kenneth S. Rogoff, a Harvard professor of international finance. ''It's not too low that it's crushing demand for renewable energy sources or causing debt and fiscal crises in oil-exporting countries. And it's not so high that it's driving African countries deeper into poverty and threatening the recovery in the U.S. and Europe.'' Gasoline prices have stabilized along with oil prices, with the average national price for a gallon of regular gasoline ranging from $2.50 to $2.80 since June. Prices are expected to go as high as $3 a gallon during this summer's driving season. That is a relatively high price by historical standards, but it is more tolerable than in the summer of 2008, when prices exceeded $4 a gallon for weeks, and rose above $4.50 in a few states. Oil prices have jumped somewhat this week, but they are still within the band they have occupied for months. Light, sweet Texas crude closed on Tuesday at $82.37 a barrel. Energy experts say that several far-flung global developments have converged to put supply and demand in relative equilibrium, at least for the time being. Members of the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries have remained fairly disciplined in complying with their announced production cuts. Meanwhile, among non-OPEC producers, growing oil output in Brazil, Russia and the Gulf of Mexico has counterbalanced production declines in the North Sea, Alaska, Venezuela and Mexico. On the demand side, growing appetites for oil in China, India and other developing nations have been offset by declining demand in the United States and Europe, because of their slowing economies, conservation efforts and growing use of biofuels. ''The current price range provides a geopolitical benefit,'' said David L. Goldwyn, the State Department coordinator for international energy affairs. ''With ample capacity in oil, and commercial inventories at five-year highs, markets are well positioned to absorb any potential supply disruption, even without resorting to strategic stocks.'' 

2NC High Prices Good—The aff 

Turns case—more investment in alt energy

Krause 10 (Clifford-- M.A. degree in history from the University of Chicago in 1976 and an M.S. degree in journalism from the Columbia University Graduate School of Journalism, Energy writer for NYT and Canda Bereau Chief,  "Oil Prices Find a Sweet Spot for the World Economy" , New York Times, March 31, 2010, Gale Reference Library) 

Stable, relatively high prices also may encourage conservation. Energy experts note that American drivers still have an incentive to buy efficient vehicles with gasoline prices at $2.80 a gallon, while high oil and low natural gas prices are encouraging use of compressed natural gas vehicles and biofuels in many countries. ''The price range we are in is positive for encouraging diversity of supply,'' said Mr. Goldwyn, the State Department energy official. ''It's high enough so that countries that subsidize the price of oil still have a high incentive to reduce those subsidies and it's high enough to support energy-efficiency measures that are positive for mitigating climate change.'' For all the good that stable prices can do, however, no one is willing to predict they will last forever. ''Demand will change; supply will change,'' said Christof Ruhl, chief economist of BP, the oil company. ''The world changes all the time.'' 
2NC Energy security rhetoric bad 

The promotion “Energy Security” creates volatility in the markets 

Doshi 11 (Tilak-- chief economist at the Energy Studies Institute, Straits Times, “ 'Energy security' has produced much bad policy” January 4, 2011,  Lexis) 
The call for enhanced 'energy security' has often been invoked to support conflicting policy positions. In the US, proponents of subsidies for alternative energy and electric vehicles invoke the mantra of energy security as forcefully as the politicians who support their local coal-fuelled power stations. While both positions claim to reduce America's dependence on energy imports, their approach to climate change could not be more opposed. Indeed, energy security is a term bandied about by players across the policy spectrum. Contested by different constituencies, the term carries many contradictory meanings. To engage popular attention, attempts have been made to measure the many dimensions of energy security and arrive at a simple metric - somewhat akin to the Doomsday Clock signifying the distance to global (or national) disaster by the minutes remaining to midnight. One recent attempt was the 'Index of US Energy Security' compiled by the US Chambers of Commerce's energy policy group. In its own words, the report provides 'the first quantifiable measurement of energy security based on 37 individual metrics'. The 37 components of data are assembled under four headings - geopolitical, economic, reliability and environment. The first two categories are given a weighting of 30 per cent each, and the other two, 20 per cent each. No reasons are given for these weightings. Often, such attempts at measurement start with a smorgasbord of data on energy imports, household and business expenditures on energy, intensity of energy inputs in economy activity, and so on. Through what are essentially ad hoc exercises of judgment, these characteristics are then arbitrarily weighted and ranked to yield a single metric measuring 'energy security'. Inevitably, such attempts at measuring energy security produce dubious results. One example will suffice: The US Chamber index applies a 10 per cent weight to the crude oil price component alone, with higher oil prices bringing down the score. Yet, there is a world of a difference between high oil prices caused by increasing demand for energy during prosperous times, and high oil prices caused by supply shocks. High oil prices on an economic upswing provide signals to encourage exploration and production efforts and spur innovation; high oil prices during an economic downturn are usually the effect of supply side restrictions of one sort or another.
That turns public involvement

Doshi 11 (Tilak-- chief economist at the Energy Studies Institute, Straits Times, “ 'Energy security' has produced much bad policy” January 4, 2011,  Lexis) 
 Energy security has been the justification for much bad policy. Former US president Jimmy Carter's 'moral equivalent of war', with its xenophobic notion of 'energy independence', was just one of the more egregious examples. The idea that energy security can be improved by ending import dependence on oil and gas from the Middle East is unrealistic. The crude oil market is now inherently global. A policy of simply redirecting oil flows established by the market will almost invariably be inefficient and do nothing to enhance energy security. It is not clear how state-directed purchases of oil and gas stakes in opaque companies, typically in countries where the rule of law is not well established, can enhance energy security. 'Making oil' via exploration and production investments is not inherently superior to simply buying oil in open markets; it all depends on whether you are better at 'making' oil or making other goods and services to sell in order to buy the needed oil or gas. If we turn to the other end of the energy spectrum, the policy record in promoting 'green' energy technologies for energy security is not much better. The widespread public dissatisfaction in Germany and Australia over higher electricity tariffs for generous solar subsidies has forced difficult policy retractions. In the US, editorials in even the liberal dailies question the wind and ethanol subsidy 'boondoggles' being foisted on households. Ultimately, energy security is best served by efficient markets and policies that ensure that markets work, investments and technologies cross borders freely, and diverse energy commodities trade unhindered. For Singapore, which doesn't have a drop of oil of its own, these are obvious truths. Its status as one of the world's great oil refining, trading and storage centres, with 'FOB Singapore' price quotes guiding the flow of over 12 million barrels per day of crude oil and refined products East of Suez, is proof enough. Perhaps the last word should belong to Winston Churchill, who faced the question of energy security when he was First Lord of the Admiralty (1911-15) in charge of Britain's navy: 'On no one quality, on no one process, on no one country, on no one route, and on no one field must we be dependent. Safety and certainty in oil lie in variety and variety alone.' We merely need to replace the word 'oil' with 'energy' for those words to be as relevant today. 
*** AFF
Oil Companies will inevitably transition to renewable energy
Hoddinott 10 (Aaron-- Managing Director of PinnacleDigest.com: An aggressive growth, commodity focused newsletter, “The Renewable Energy Sector Will Be Dominated By Big Oil Companies”, December 9, 2010, http://seekingalpha.com/instablog/524881-aaron-hoddinott/119456-the-renewable-energy-sector-will-be-dominated-by-big-oil-companies) 

The point of this blog is to explain my thoughts on who will be the primary distributor of alternative and renewable energy sources in the future. This sector requires an excessive amount of capital, unattainable by many companies (partly why the government has subsidized so much of this sector). With that stated, there is one particular group of companies that has dominated research & development in the renewable energy sector. The oil companies. Why? A.) Energy is their business and a proactive strategy is always better than a reactive one. Companies such as Chevron, Shell and Exxon have money to burn and are in the business of making money off energy, no matter what kind. Let’s not pretend that they are just oil & gas companies. B.) Big oil companies can afford to spend billions on R&D given the mass amount of profits they’ve made from oil. $1 billion annually on R&D is peanuts to the big oil companies, yet that kind of cash can go a long way in developing an economic renewable energy source. It’s my strong belief that the big players in the oil industry will dominate the renewable energy industry the moment it becomes economic. Right now, they’re all looking for ways to make solar, wind and biofuels economic, and spending billions to figure it out. The leaders, in my opinion, will be Chevron, Shell and Exxon. 

Tech. innovation ensure they will lead the market—its only a matter of time 

Hoddinott 10 (Aaron-- Managing Director of PinnacleDigest.com: An aggressive growth, commodity focused newsletter, “The Renewable Energy Sector Will Be Dominated By Big Oil Companies”, December 9, 2010, http://seekingalpha.com/instablog/524881-aaron-hoddinott/119456-the-renewable-energy-sector-will-be-dominated-by-big-oil-companies) 

These energy companies have been wrongly labelled as simply ‘oil companies’. They are energy companies looking to make massive profits on whatever type of energy provide profits. For now, it’s oil, and the longer oil remains profitable for them (no end in sight), the more dominant they will become in the renewable energy space (because their purchasing power keeps growing). These ‘oil companies’ are no different than Google is to the internet. They want to dominate their industry. Google’s business is the gathering of information in order to sell that information to advertisers. The more they control of the internet, the more information they can gather (about web users). This is why Google acquires sites such as Youtube. It’s not because they want the site for its cool features, they want the user information the site provides to their advertisers. It’s the same thing with these ‘oil companies’ - they want to dominate the industry they are in. These companies want energy to sell to the people of the world. They don’t care what kind of energy it is, so long as its profitable. Remember, these ‘oil companies’ have more money to blow than just about any other industry on earth and the longer oil is around, the more purchasing power they accumulate. Governments can’t continue to subsidize “green” energy sources, for example, the solar industry. Cutbacks in government spending is inevitable. When the government can no longer afford to subsidize these renewable energy programs, the oil companies will step in and accumulate ( for pennies on the dollar) the best renewable energy technologies out there, via joint ventures or outright takeovers. Chevron’s President, Desmond King stated “We agree. We're behind renewables because we need renewables. They're part of the solution. If we're going to meet future demand, we need every molecule, every megawatt of energy that's available and viable. The key word is "viable." We invest in energy technologies that satisfy, or have the potential to satisfy, four basic criteria: economics, scale, customer expectations and density—that is, the ability to be delivered on demand and in quantity. And we never stop looking.” “That's why we review dozens of renewable technologies each year. That's why we're partnering with Weyerhaeuser to explore commercializing forest-based biofuels. And that's why we're the only major international oil company with an energy services company that delivers efficiency and renewable power to clients.” In 2007, Exxon, shocked the renewable energy industry when it unveiled a super-thin plastic sheeting that improves the power, safety and reliability of lithium-ion batteries for use in automobiles. It allows battery makers to build smaller and cheaper battery systems — removing key obstacles that have kept automakers from building hybrid and electric vehicles on a mass production basis. Exxon was instrumental in putting electric vehicles on the road. Ironic!?! 

Government intervention in the alt energy market ensures failure

Wilson 11 (Andrew-- writer and fellow at the Show-Me Institute, a free-market think tank in St. Louis,  “ Stop Trying to Pick Winners and Losers, Mr. President”, American Spectator, 1/28/11, http://spectator.org/archives/2011/01/28/stop-trying-to-pick-winners-an#) 

It seems that the President is prepared to use a two-edged sword to make that happen: First, hitting up taxpayers in order to lavish billions of dollars in subsidies on wind, solar and other producers of politically favored forms of alternate energy; and second, forcing utilities to buy at inflated prices from the same subsidized producers which -- by federal fiat -- would be guaranteed the lion's share of power industry's demand for energy. That, in turn, would force the utilities to jack up their rates on homeowners and businesses. There is an overwhelming body of scholarly evidence (to which the Show-Me Institute has contributed) which supports the conclusion that whenever governments intervene in the marketplace in order to try to pick winners and losers, they almost always wind up picking losers and compounding failure. If, as the President suggests, there is a bright future for high-speed rail, high-speed wireless, or wind and solar energy, there is no reason to suppose that private companies would not support such enterprises, lured by the prospect of future growth and earnings. Finally, Mr. Obama talks of giving Americans access to high-speed rail and other projects built at taxpayers' expense. In doing so, he neglects to consider the deadening effect upon the economy as a whole that has come from ramping up public expenditures. Now or in the future, that can only mean higher taxes on individuals and businesses. During the past two years, the federal government spending has increased from just over 20 percent of GDP to nearly 25 percent. That is 4 percent of GDP that almost certainly would have been put to better use in the private sector. It is one reason that may be cited for the painfully slow pace of the economic recovery. On November 2 of last year, voters in Missouri and most other states indicated a strong desire for smaller and less intrusive government. Our President does not yet seem to have gotten the message. 

Aff card—2AC Must-read

Transition is inevitable—fossil fuels will run out and warming will spur some form of limiting action—it's only a question of whether or not we can avoid the worst effects of warming in the meantime.
Klare 6/29/11 (Michael, professor of peace and world security studies at Hampshire College, a TomDispatch regular, and the author, most recently, of Rising Powers, Shrinking Planet. A documentary movie version of his previous book, Blood and Oil, is available from the Media Education Foundation, “Energy: the new thirty years' war ,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2011/jun/29/energy-war-global-conflict, AM)

A 30-year war for energy pre-eminence? You wouldn't wish it even on a desperate planet. But that's where we're headed, and there's no turning back. From 1618 to 1648, Europe was engulfed in a series of intensely brutal conflicts known collectively as the Thirty Years' War. It was, in part, a struggle between an imperial system of governance and the emerging nation state. Indeed, many historians believe that the modern international system of nation states was crystallised in the Treaty of Westphalia of 1648, which finally ended the fighting. Think of us today as embarking on a new Thirty Years' War. It may not result in as much bloodshed as that of the 1600s, though bloodshed there will be, but it will prove no less momentous for the future of the planet. Over the coming decades, we will be embroiled at a global level in a succeed-or-perish contest among the major forms of energy, the corporations which supply them and the countries that run on them. The question will be: which will dominate the world's energy supply in the second half of the 21st century? The winners will determine how – and how badly – we live, work, and play in those not-so-distant decades, and will profit enormously as a result. The losers will be cast aside and dismembered. Why 30 years? Because that's how long it will take for experimental energy systems like hydrogen power, cellulosic ethanol, wave power, algae fuel, and advanced nuclear reactors to make it from the laboratory to fullscale industrial development. Some of these systems (as well, undoubtedly, as others not yet on our radar screens) will survive the winnowing process. Some will not. And there is little way to predict how it will go at this stage in the game. At the same time the use of existing fuels like oil and coal, which spew carbon dioxide into the atmosphere, is likely to plummet, thanks both to diminished supplies and rising concerns over the growing dangers of carbon emissions. This will be a war because the future profitability, or even survival, of many of the world's most powerful and wealthy corporations will be at risk, and because every nation has a potentially life-or-death stake in the contest. For giant oil companies like BP, Chevron, ExxonMobil, and Royal Dutch Shell, an eventual shift away from petroleum will have massive economic consequences. They will be forced to adopt new economic models and attempt to corner new markets, based on the production of alternative energy products, or risk collapse or absorption by more powerful competitors. In these same decades new companies will arise, some undoubtedly coming to rival the oil giants in wealth and importance. The fate of nations, too, will be at stake as they place their bets on competing technologies, cling to their existing energy patterns, or compete for global energy sources, markets, and reserves. Because the acquisition of adequate supplies of energy is as basic a matter of national security as can be imagined, struggles over vital resources – oil and natural gas now, perhaps lithium or nickel (for electric-powered vehicles) in the future – will trigger armed violence. When these three decades are over, as with the Treaty of Westphalia, the planet is likely to have in place the foundations of a new system for organising itself – this time around energy needs. In the meantime, the struggle for energy resources is guaranteed to grow ever more intense for a simple reason: there is no way the existing energy system can satisfy the world's future requirements. It must be replaced or supplemented in a major way by a renewable alternative system or, forget Westphalia, the planet will be subject to environmental disaster of a sort hard to imagine today. To appreciate the nature of our predicament, begin with a quick look at the world's existing energy portfolio. According to BP, the world consumed 13.2bn tons of oil-equivalent from all sources in 2010: 33.6% from oil, 29.6% from coal, 23.8% from natural gas, 6.5% from hydroelectricity, 5.2% from nuclear energy, and a mere 1.3% from all renewable forms of energy. Together, fossil fuels – oil, coal, and gas – supplied 10.4bn tons, or 87% of the total. Even attempting to preserve this level of energy output in 30 years' time, using the same proportion of fuels, would be a near-hopeless feat. Achieving a 40% increase in energy output, as most analysts believe will be needed to satisfy the existing requirements of older industrial powers and rising demand in China and other rapidly developing nations, is simply impossible. Two barriers stand in the way of preserving the existing energy profile: eventual oil scarcity and global climate change. Most energy analysts expect conventional oil output – that is, liquid oil derived from fields on land and in shallow coastal waters – to reach a production peak in the next few years and then begin an irreversible decline. Some additional fuel will be provided in the form of "unconventional" oil – that is, liquids derived from the costly, hazardous, and ecologically unsafe extraction processes involved in producing tar sands, shale oil, and deep offshore oil – but this will only postpone the contraction in petroleum availability, not avert it. By 2041, oil will be far less abundant than it is today, and so incapable of meeting anywhere near 33.6% of the world's (much-expanded) energy needs. Meanwhile, the accelerating pace of climate change will produce ever more damage – intense storm activity, rising sea levels, prolongeddroughts, lethal heat waves, massive forest fires, and so on – finally forcing reluctant politicians to take remedial action. This will undoubtedly include an imposition of curbs on the release via fossil fuels of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases, whether in the form of carbon taxes, cap-and-trade plans, emissions limits, or other restrictive systems as yet not imagined. By 2041 these increasingly restrictive curbs will help ensure that fossil fuels will not be supplying anywhere near 87% of world energy. The leading contenders If oil and coal are destined to fall from their position as the world's paramount source of energy, what will replace them? Here are some of the leading contenders. Natural gas: Many energy experts and political leaders view natural gasas a "transitional" fossil fuel because it releases less carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases than oil and coal. In addition, global supplies of natural gas are far greater than previously believed, thanks to new technologies – notably horizontal drilling and the controversial procedure of hydraulic fracturing ("fracking") – that allow for the exploitation of shale gas reserves once considered inaccessible. For insstance, in 2011, the US Department of Energy (DoE) predicted that, by 2035, gas would far outpace coal as a source of American energy, though oil would still outpace them both. Some now speak of a "natural gas revolution" that will see it overtake oil as the world's number one fuel, at least for a time. But fracking poses a threat to the safety of drinking water and so may arouse widespread opposition, while the economics of shale gas may, in the end, prove less attractive than currently assumed. In fact, many experts now believe that the prospects for shale gas have beenoversold, and that stepped-up investment will result in ever-diminishing returns. Nuclear power: Prior to the 11 March earthquake/tsunami disaster and a series of core meltdowns at the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power complex in Japan, many analysts were speaking of a nuclear "renaissance" which would see the construction of hundreds of new nuclear reactors over the next few decades. Although some of these plants in China and elsewhere are likely to be built, plans for others – in Italy and Switzerland, for instance – already appear to have been scrapped. Despite repeated assurances that US reactors are completely safe, evidence is regularly emerging of safety risks at many of these facilities. Given rising public concern over the risk of catastrophic accident, it is unlikely that nuclear power will be one of the big winners in 2041. However, nuclear enthusiasts (including President Obama) are championing the manufacture of small "modular" reactors that, according to their boosters, could be built for far less than current ones and would produce significantly lower levels of radioactive waste. Although the technology for, and safety of, such "assembly-line" reactors has yet to be demonstrated, advocates claim that they would provide an attractive alternative to both large conventional reactors with their piles of nuclear waste and coal-fired power plants that emit so much carbon dioxide. Wind and solar: Make no mistake, the world will rely on wind and solar power for a greater proportion of its energy 30 years from now. According to the International Energy Agency, those energy sources will go from approximately 1% of total world energy consumption in 2008 to a projected 4% in 2035. But given the crisis at hand and the hopes that exist for wind and solar, this would prove small potatoes indeed. For these two alternative energy sources to claim a significantly larger share of the energy pie, as so many climate-change activists desire, real breakthroughs will be necessary, including major improvements in the design of wind turbines and solar collectors, improved energy storage (so that power collected during sunny or windy periods can be better used at night or in calm weather), and a far more efficient and expansiveelectrical grid (so that energy from areas favored by sun and wind can be effectively distributed elsewhere). China, Germany, and Spain have been making the sorts of investments in wind and solar energy that mightgive them an advantage in the new Thirty Years' War – but only if the technological breakthroughs actually come. Biofuels and algae: Many experts see a promising future for biofuels, especially as "first generation" ethanol, based largely on the fermentation of corn and sugar cane, is replaced by second- and third-generation fuels derived from plant cellulose ("cellulosic ethanol") and bio-engineered algae. Aside from the fact that the fermentation process requires heat (and so consumes energy even while releasing it), many policymakers object to the use of food crops to supply raw materials for a motor fuel at a time of rising food prices. However, several promising technologies to produce ethanol by chemical means from the cellulose in non-food crops are now being tested, and one or more of these techniques may well survive the transition to full-scale commercial production. At the same time, a number of companies, including ExxonMobil, are exploring the development of new breeds of algae that reproduce swiftly and can be converted into biofuels. (The US Department of Defense is also investing in some of these experimental methods with an eye toward transforming the American military, a great fossil-fuel guzzler, into a far "greener" outfit.) Again, however, it is too early to know which (if any) biofuel endeavors will pan out. Hydrogen: A decade ago, many experts were talking about hydrogen's immense promise as a source of energy. Hydrogen is abundant in many natural substances (including water and natural gas) and produces no carbon emissions when consumed. However, it does not exist by itself in the natural world and so must be extracted from other substances – aprocess that requires significant amounts of energy in its own right, and so is not, as yet, particularly efficient. Methods for transporting, storing, and consuming hydrogen on a large scale have also proved harder to develop than once imagined. Considerable research is being devoted to each of these problems, and breakthroughs certainly could occur in the decades to come. At present, however, it appears unlikely that hydrogen will prove a major source of energy in 2041. X the unknown: Many other sources of energy are being tested by scientists and engineers at universities and corporate laboratories worldwide. Some are even being evaluated on a larger scale in pilot projects of various sorts. Among the most promising of these aregeothermal energy, wave energy, and tidal energy. Each taps into immense natural forces and so, if the necessary breakthroughs were to occur, would have the advantage of being infinitely exploitable, with little risk of producing greenhouse gases. However, with the exception of geothermal, the necessary technologies are still at an early stage of development. How long it may take to harvest them is anybody's guess. Geothermal energy does show considerable promise, but has run into problems, given the need to tap it by drilling deep into the earth, in some cases triggering small earthquakes. From time to time, I hear of even less familiar prospects for energy production that possess at least some hint of promise. At present, none appears likely to play a significant role in 2041, but no one should underestimate humanity's technological and innovative powers. As with all history, surprise can play a major role in energy history, too. Energy efficiency: Given the lack of an obvious winner among competing transitional or alternative energy sources, one crucial approach to energy consumption in 2041 will surely be efficiency at levels unimaginable today: the ability to achieve maximum economic output for minimum energy input. The lead players three decades from now may be the countries and corporations that have mastered the art of producing the most with the least. Innovations in transportation, building and product design, heating and cooling, and production techniques will all play a role in creating an energy-efficient world.Thirty years from now, for better or worse, the world will be a far different place: hotter, stormier, and with less land (given the loss of shoreline and low-lying areas to rising sea levels). Strict limitations on carbon emissions will certainly be universally enforced and the consumption of fossil fuels, except under controlled circumstances, actively discouraged. Oil will still be available to those who can afford it, but will no longer be the world's paramount fuel. New powers, corporate and otherwise, in new combinations will have risen with a new energy universe. No one can know, of course, what our version of the Treaty of Westphalia will look like or who will be the winners and losers on this planet. In the intervening 30 years, however, that much violence and suffering will have ensued goes without question. Nor can anyone say today which of the contending forms of energy will prove dominant in 2041 and beyond. Were I to wager a guess, I might place my bet on energy systems that were decentralised, easy to make and install, and required relatively modest levels of up-front investment. For an analogy, think of the laptop computer of 2011 versus the giant mainframes of the 1960s and 1970s. The closer that an energy supplier gets to the laptop model (or so I suspect), the more success will follow. From this perspective giant nuclear reactors and coal-fired plants are, in the long run, less likely to thrive, except in places like China where authoritarian governments still call the shots. Far more promising, once the necessary breakthroughs come, will be renewable sources of energy and advanced biofuels that can be produced on a smaller scale with less up-front investment, and so possibly incorporated into daily life even at a community or neighborhood level. Whichever countries move most swiftly to embrace these or similar energy possibilities will be the likeliest to emerge in 2041 with vibrant economies – and given the state of the planet, if luck holds, just in the nick of time.

Aff—2AC/1AR—No Turns case

No market shocks

Henriques and Sadorsky ‘8 (Irene, and Peter, Schulich School of Business in Canada, “Oil prices and the stock prices of

alternative energy companies,” http://isites.harvard.edu/fs/docs/icb.topic741392.files/EnergyStockPrices.pdf, Energy Economics 30 (2008) 998–1010, AM)

Simulation results show the stock prices of alternative energy companies to be impacted by shocks to technology stock prices but shocks to oil prices have little significant impact on the stock prices of alternative energy companies. These results add to a small but growing literature showing that oil price movements are not as important as once thought because investors may view alternative energy companies as similar to other high technology companies. These results should be of use to investors, managers and policy makers.

Government investment solves

Henriques and Sadorsky ‘8 (Irene, and Peter, Schulich School of Business in Canada, “Oil prices and the stock prices of

alternative energy companies,” http://isites.harvard.edu/fs/docs/icb.topic741392.files/EnergyStockPrices.pdf, Energy Economics 30 (2008) 998–1010, AM)

Investors in technology have a wide array of products to choose to invest in from entertainment oriented devices that easily appeal to large numbers of consumers to new energy supply products. One day alternative energy companies could be seen as mainstream energy companies but at the present mass adoption of alternative energy is still too far off and uncertain. In the case of electricity generation in the United States, for example, 71% of energy sources come from fossil fuels (50% coal, 18% natural gas, and 3% petroleum), 20% from nuclear power, 7% from hydroelectric, and 2% from renewable sources (wind, solar, biomass) (Economic Report of the President, 2006, page 252). Consequently, alternative energy companies are seen by investors as potential disruptive technology providers and while the potential returns from investing in the alternative energy industry are high so are the associated risks. Governments can help to bring alternative energy products to market by having a clear and supportive alternative energy policy, and a fiscal policy that taxes carbon and subsidizes alternative energy. Government can also boost demand by being early purchasers of alternative energy related products.

Aff—Transition inevitable 
Transition inevitable—even Saudi moguls see the economic incentive

Oil and Gas News 11 (“Kingdom Turns to Alternative energy”, Oil & Gas News. Manama: Mar 28, 2011, Proquest)
FOR oil colossus Saudi Arabia, a shift to renewable energy is as much about preserving its international influence and maximising its revenues as saving the planet. The world's leading oil exporter and custodian of more than 260 billion recoverable barrels - around a fifth of the world's stock - Saudi Arabia has long held sway over markets and governments with its ability to add or subtract crude at a turn of the spigots. It has repeatedly said the world will for decades to come need the fossil fuels that in the short term are by far the most profitable. Adding renewables to the mix, however, is both inevitable and pragmatic, analysts say, as soaring domestic energy use will burn huge amounts of fuel oil unless alternatives, such as solar power, can be used instead. "It's really a preservation decision using solar for domestic consumption and keeping your oil for more lucrative export markets," says Vahid Fotuhi, director, Middle East, of BP division BP Solar. Industry officials have predicted a tripling in Saudi power consumption to around 120 gigawatts by 2032 from around 40 gigawatts last year.That rate of expansion could consume all of the roughly 8 million barrels per day (mbpd) Saudi Arabia produces. "Right now, out of the 8 million barrels per day (mbpd) they produce, over 3 mbpd are consumed domestically, mainly for power generation. That figure is growing 8 percent per annum," says Fotuh 

Tech innovation ensures a smooth transition

Oil and Gas News 11 (“Kingdom Turns to Alternative energy”, Oil & Gas News. Manama: Mar 28, 2011, Proquest) 

"In the same way we are an oil exporter, we can also be an exporter of power," Naimi said at the time King Abdullah University of Science and Technology (Kaust) was inaugurated in the Red Sea port of Jeddah. The university in the kingdom's most liberal and outward-looking city symbolises Saudi Arabia's plans to diversify not just into alternative energy, but into a knowledge-based economy. In Dhahran, a major administrative centre for the Saudi oil industry and home to state oil company Saudi Aramco, the King Fahd University of Petroleum and Minerals (KFUPM) is also working away at similar problems. Its enthusiastic students see the kingdom making leaps forward, even though there are technological problems to overcome. "I think Saudi is moving fast towards being a leader in solar energy," says Majed Lenjawi, an engineering student at KFUPM. "Saudi Arabia is the world's largest oil exporter and it has to become the leading exporter of solar energy," says fellow engineering student Ammar Madani. "Oil has good yields and the cost of production is low, but it is not a renewable source of energy." 

Transition is inevitable but slow—overarching need for export proves

Steffy 11 (Loren—Houston Chronicle’s Business columnist,  “As oil money flows, a push for alternative energy STEFFY: Oil's luxury could become a curse”, March 27, 2011, Gale)
 Dubai and the rest of the United Arab Emirates face a surging domestic demand for energy that could overwhelm exports. The government estimates electricity demand alone will triple by 2020. Other oil producers in the region face a similar dilemma. In nearby Saudi Arabia, domestic oil use is expected to more than double by 2028, to 8.3 million barrels a day from 3.4 million in 2009, according to the kingdom's state-owned oil company, Saudi Aramco. The kingdom produced about 9.8 million barrels a day last year, according to the U.S. Energy Information Administration. "There has been what some people would call the curse of oil here," said Robert Jordan, who heads the Dubai office of the Houston law firm Baker Botts. Jordan served as the U.S. Ambassador to Saudi Arabia from 2001 to 2003. "There has been such luxury in having such abundant resources that not enough thought has been given to what comes next and what price they are paying for this." That should worry oil importers like the U.S. If major producers begin consuming bigger portions of their own oil in the next few decades, world supply could be strained significantly. Nuclear power push The UAE, however, is leading other Gulf states in an aggressive program to meet rising domestic energy demand by developing alternatives. Here, amid the world's greatest concentration of oil, the UAE is pursing a program to develop nuclear power. In 2009, the emirates inked a $40 billion agreement with South Korea to build and operate four nuclear plants in the country, with construction of the first unit scheduled to begin next year. The plants, which are scheduled to begin producing electricity in 2017, are based on modified designs of existing Korean reactors. The ongoing troubles at Japan's nuclear plants following the massive earthquake and tsunami earlier this month have done little to slow the advance of the UAE's timetable. Government and nuclear industry officials here told local newspapers last week that aside from a likely re-evaluation of safety plans, they didn't expect significant delays. The proposed reactors are designed to withstand earthquakes and tsunamis, despite little seismic activity in the region, they said. U.S. avoids tough choices Like other Gulf States, the UAE has been transformed by the discovery of oil in the last century, and it has grown by helping to meet the world's increasing demand for oil. In the U.S., we've been slow to embrace an energy policy for the long-term development of alternative fuels, in part because imported oil has remained relatively cheap. Rather than make tough choices, we turn to foreign suppliers. As the UAE works to head off the possibility of its own energy crisis, it doesn't have that choice. 

Alt causality—Iranian prolif 

Iran prolif causes Saudi Arabia to flood the market

Energy Digital 6/28 [“Saudi Arabia Using Oil as an Economic Weapon Against Iran,” http://oilprice.com/Energy/Crude-Oil/Saudi-Arabia-Using-Oil-as-an-Economic-Weapon-Against-Iran.html] HURWITZ
Saudi Arabia and Iran have been in a bitter dispute over the last several weeks. Iran successfully blocked an effort by OPEC nations to release excess oil reserves into the market to ease high prices and stabilize the world economy. In response, Saudi Arabia decided to act against OPEC and release its own reserves. In no uncertain terms, a bitter feud is brewing between the two oil-rich nations, and Saudi Prince Turki Al-Faisal has stated that the country is in such fear of what may happen if Iran succeeds in attaining nuclear weapons capabilities, that it is considering flooding the market with oil to bankrupt Iran’s government and halt nuclear ambitions. In a meeting with U.S. and British servicemen at a U.K. airbase, the prince claimed that Saudi Arabia does not want Tehran to attain nuclear weapons, to the extent that the Saudis are willing to completely open their oil reserves to bankrupt Iran. “We could almost instantly replace all of Iran’s oil production,” stated the prince. This would equate to roughly 4 million barrels per day. However, if such an action were to occur, there would of course need to be a naval blockade of Iran’s fleet of oil tankers, which Iran would inevitably view as an act of war. However, this seems like an unlikely and rather dangerous scenario. What is more likely to occur is a continued increase in supply coming from Saudi Arabia despite OPEC’s disapproval. The effect will be a prolonged cut into Tehran’s oil profits.
Backstopping good—Iran prolif/ the economy
Backstopping good – solves Iran prolif and the economy

Brown 10, Jim, Staff Writer at Oilslick.com [“Low Oil Prices Could Control Iran,” February 12th, http://www.oilslick.com/commentary/?id=403&type=1] HURWITZ
Iran is hurting under existing sanctions and under the lower prices on crude compared to 2008. Most people don't realize that President Reagan conspired with Saudi Arabia to bankrupt the former Soviet Union by flooding the market with excess oil and driving prices down. Using oil prices to control Iran would have two big benefits. First, Iran needs oil to be in the $100 range to fund their budget and adequately sustain government spending. Iran is a sponsor of terrorism through Hezbollah and other organizations that train and equip anti Israeli groups. They also fund and equip saboteurs to go into other Arab countries and cause trouble. Iran has a very expensive set of goals today. Those include the current game of nuclear chicken, the aggressive upgrade of their military technology, keeping millions of citizens on the military payroll in order to keep them in line and by subsidizing gasoline and diesel prices to keep their economy moving. Iran spends about $40 billion a year in subsidizing fuel prices. Iran recently raised gas prices by about 25% but they are still cheap. Up to 100 liters (26 gallons) a month can be bought for 38-cents per gallon. Over 100 liters costs $1.50. Without continued high prices for oil Iran will not have the resources to continue these practices. The second benefit of flooding the market with excess oil and forcing prices down is the impact on the global economy. Cheap oil promotes rapid growth on a global scale. President Reagan convinced the Saudis to flood the market with excess oil and Russia could not continue to fund their war machine with a sharp drop in oil revenue. Today the Persian Gulf neighbors to Iran do not want a powerful Iran. They don't want Iran to have a bomb and they don't want their missile technology to improve. The U.S. is currently spending tens of billions to install missile defense systems in the nations around Iran to protect them from potential threats. 

Backstopping good—terrorism 
High oil prices cause terrorism

Levi 10, Michael A, David M. Rubenstein senior fellow for energy and environment at the Council on Foreign Relations [“Energy Security,” June, http://relooney.fatcow.com/0_New_7461.pdf] HURWITZ
A direct connection between oil revenues and international terrorism is frequently invoked in public discussions of energy security. However, most participants agreed that, in practice, the connection is much more complex. Individual terrorist operations tend to be inexpensive (even when accounting for the cost of failed operations), suggesting that large revenue sources are not absolutely necessary.11 At the same time, some terrorist organizations are expensive to fund, and hence can benefit substantially from high oil revenues to state supporters. Hezbollah, for example, costs hundreds of millions of dollars per year to operate, something that is much easier for Iran to do when its oil revenues are high.12 Several participants noted that what distinguishes Hezbollah is that it operates an extensive political and social apparatus in addition to carrying out terrorist activities. This suggests that the important relationship between oil revenues and terrorism is through the funding of social and political environments in which terrorist groups can operate effectively. From this vantage, operating alQaeda is not actually cheap; despite the low cost of individual attacks, the organization depends on an extremist-friendly environment in countries like Pakistan and Saudi Arabia, which can be expensive to support. 

Backstopping good—Failed states
Aff—No impact—No capacity

No spare capacity to meet current demand—Global fields are tapped and Saudi Arabia is lying

Saxena 7/18/11 (Puru, founder of Puru Saxena Wealth Management, his Hong Kong based firm which manages investment portfolios for individuals and corporate clients. He is a highly showcased investment manager and a regular guest on CNN, BBC World, CNBC, Bloomberg, NDTV and various radio programs, “An Epic Energy Crunch, Global Crude Oil Demand Exceeds Production ,” http://www.marketoracle.co.uk/Article29323.html, AM)
The majority of the world’s developed economies are growing at a sluggish pace, yet the price of NYMEX crude is trading around US$100 per barrel. Interestingly, the price of Brent Crude (the price most nations pay) is even higher! You may recall that during the last oil spike in 2008, world governments blamed those wily speculators. Therefore, in order to diminish speculation, the authorities banned leveraged ‘long’ oil exchange traded funds It is notable that a few months ago, the price of NYMEX crude (once again) spiked to US$115 per barrel and this caused the politicians to panic. This time around, the governments could not blame the speculators so, a few days ago, they decided to dump 60 million barrels of crude on the market from their strategic petroleum reserves. This ‘oil pour’ created a lot of sensational headlines in the media and caused the price of crude to drop sharply. However, this decline proved to be short-lived and the oil price bounced right back up again. Political manipulation notwithstanding, the truth is that the fundamentals for petroleum are wildly bullish and all the governments put together will not succeed in suppressing the price of oil. According to the International Energy Agency, the world is likely to consume 89.3 million barrels of liquid fuels per day in 2011 (Figure 1) and in May, global production came in at 87.68 million barrels per day. Thus, you can see that output is failing to keep up with rising worldwide consumption and the 60 million barrels ‘oil pour’ represents less than a single day’s usage! Bearing in mind the fact that global usage of liquid fuels will only increase in the future, one does not need to be a rocket scientist to figure out that the world will need to raise its production. So, in this editorial, we will evaluate whether the oil producing nations will be able to rise to the challenge. When reviewing crude’s supply picture, it is important to realise that several oil producing regions are already past their peak flow rates and have entered an irreversible decline. For instance, it is no secret that the North Sea, Mexico, Indonesia and a host of other areas are past their prime. In terms of future production growth, all eyes are now fixated on OPEC which claims to have almost 5 million barrels per day of spare capacity. Nobody really knows whether OPEC is capable of increasing production by such a large amount but Saudi Arabia keeps insisting that it can ramp up daily output by approximately 3.5 million barrels (Figure 2). Now, given the fact that the vast majority of Saudi Arabia’s super-giant oil fields are extremely old, one has to wonder whether the nation is capable of boosting production. According to some reports, Saudi Arabia is struggling to maintain its current flow rates and in a desperate attempt to maintain reservoir pressure, it is pumping huge amounts of water into its ageing oil fields. More importantly, we are of the view that Saudi Arabia has grossly overstated its oil reserves and it is extremely unlikely that the nation has 270 billion barrels of petroleum. After all, the Saudi reserves have never been audited and a recent report by WikiLeaks suggests that the Saudis have inflated their oil bounty by 40%! The proof of the pudding is in the eating and when one reviews Saudi oil production data, it becomes clear that despite all the rhetoric, its flow rate is in decline! Figure 3 shows that Saudi oil production reached a high in 2004 and ever since, it has been heading south. If Saudi Arabia is indeed sitting on humungous oil reserves and it has the ability to raise output, why has production failed to climb above the level recorded seven years ago? Now some may argue that the Saudis are deliberately keeping a lid on production, but we have a different view. Call us sceptics, but we believe that Saudi Arabia is already stretched to the limit and will find it hard to increase production. Unfortunately, if Saudi Arabian oil production is close to its peak, then the world simply cannot produce more crude. Furthermore, when you take into account the ongoing depletion in the world’s existing oil fields, it becomes clear that the world is heading into an epic energy crunch. Under these circumstances, we believe that the price of oil will appreciate considerably and the impending surge will cause the next worldwide recession. However, as long as the global economy is expanding, the oil bull will charge ahead and it is likely that the all-time high recorded in 2008 will be left in the dust. Accordingly, we are maintaining our overweight investment position in upstream energy companies, oil services firms and nuclear energy plays. Although we are aware that nuclear energy is currently out of favour and many are unsure about its future, we are convinced that there is no Plan B. With the finite supply of liquid fuels, the world will need to generate more electricity and nuclear energy is the only viable option. Sceptics may want to note that if France can generate over 75% of its power from nuclear energy and do so without any accidents, then the rest of the world can surely do the same. It is notable that with the exception of Germany, most other nations are going ahead with their nuclear programs and this is good news for the sector. In summary, we view the panic fueled sell off in the nuclear sector as a great opportunity for the patient investor.
No backstopping—no global capacity 
Forbes 7/15/11 (Forbes magazine, “Spare Capacity Dwindles, Alaska Looks Better,” http://blogs.forbes.com/greatspeculations/2011/07/15/spare-capacity-dwindles-alaska-looks-better/, AM)

Heck, Barron’s had a cover story a few days ago about oil reaching $150 by next spring. It cited some of the same data we cited four months ago, about “spare capacity” — or lack thereof. “Spare capacity,” we pause to remind you, is the ability of oil producers to jump-start new oil production within 30 days and keep it up for at least 90 days. According to Morgan Stanley, “spare capacity” will be tapped out in two years… and that’s based on figures before the war in Libya took that nation’s 1.5 million barrels per day offline. With existing fields declining, and Washington keeping new fields off-limits, Big Oil is bailing on Alaska — or at least some of its historically prolific regions. Chevron, for instance, decided recently to dump its holdings in the Cook Inlet area. “The decision comes as production from Cook Inlet oil and gas fields is declining,” reports the Anchorage Daily News, “typically, a period when big energy companies lose interest in their investments and smaller operators jump in.” For those smaller operators, there’s a surprising amount of oil yet to be tapped. “Nearly all of the operating oil and gas fields in Cook Inlet derive from exploration done in the 1950s and 1960s,” explains Petroleum News. Then the giant Prudhoe Bay field was discovered and everyone ran off to work there instead. “As a consequence,” the trade publication goes on to say, “only limited exploration of Cook Inlet has taken place in more recent decades.” That’s not the only incentive for a small operator to work over a place like Cook Inlet. “Some 80% of state revenues depend on oil and gas extraction,” says Chris. “It employs thousands of people. Those people in turn support shops, restaurants, and the whole wheel that is a community. “So the state government created some sweetheart deals for oil and gas companies to spend money here. Among these goodies is a 40% state refund on money spent for drilling and exploration costs — paid in cash to the operator. There are other laws in place that could refund as much as 20% of other costs and 25% of net losses incurred.” “For a small operator looking to get a sweet return on a moderate-sized pot of money, Alaska is like the El Dorado of oil and gas.” The realities of shrinking spare capacity are becoming more evident by the day. The International Energy Agency warns that unless OPEC can raise production by 1.5 million barrels a day — about the same as that lost Libyan production — global demand oil demand will start to outrun available supply between now and year-end. Thus, “If there is not enough supply to match the 89 million barrels of oil the global economy is expected to burn every day,” says former CIBC World Markets chief economist Jeff Rubin, “world oil prices have only one direction to go.” “With no obvious end in sight to the Libyan conflict,” Mr. Rubin continues, “and sectarian violence against oil fields and refineries suddenly on the rise in Iraq ahead of the scheduled U.S. troop withdrawal, the prospects are not promising for OPEC to increase supplies. “This is even more evident given the region’s largest producer, Saudi Arabia, has little more to offer other than unwanted sour, heavy oil to add to the global supply mix.” It’s not that the Saudi sheiks aren’t trying. Production in the kingdom rose nearly 4% last month, to 9.7 million barrels per day. Thing is, only half of that increase hit the international market. The rest went to Saudi Arabia’s own refineries for “power generation and water desalination plants during the peak summer season,” according to an IEA report out yesterday. Two more factors spurring oil demand: power shortages in China and Japan. Because of drought in China, hydropower plants can’t generate as much electricity. Diesel generators are making up the difference. Diesel is also making up the difference in Japan after the Fukushima disaster. Two-thirds of the country’s nuclear capacity is offline and won’t be coming back online anytime soon. Thus, oil stands to be a profitable play for some time to come even if what passes for a “recovery” in the United States ends up stalling out. How to play it? “About one-fifth of the domestically produced oil in the U.S. comes from Alaska,” observes Chris Mayer, who’s been examining the investing possibilities. “But these assets have been in long decline. Production of crude oil is down more 70% from its high in the 1980s.” 

Backstopping impossible – no excess oil

Oweiss 4, Ibrahim M. Oweiss is an oil economist. He taught at Georgetown University and at Harvard University [“The Invisible Hand and the Price of Oil” October 23rd ] HURWITZ 

In analyzing world market of crude oil, one can expect a trend of higher prices than the current level. There may be some ups and downs but the overall trend is on the rise. The reason is that oil production has almost reached the maximum yet world oil consumption is now ahead of what can be supplied. Prince Bandar Bin Sultan (op-ed The Washington Post August 15, 2004) argued that high oil prices are not in the best interests of Saudi Arabia or the world’s economy. Hence Saudi Arabia has always attempted to stabilize the price of crude oil through its production policy. After the second oil shock in 1979, it is a fact that Saudi Arabia increased its oil production resulting in a downward trend of the price of crude oil in world markets. While it may be in the best political interests of Saudi Arabia to pump more oil than an optimum rate of extraction, it is not in the economic interests of neither Saudi Arabia nor the world’s economy to manipulate oil production in an attempt to provide stability in oil markets. As oil is a depleted natural resource, its value when extracted in the future is higher than at present times. Saudi Arabia ought to pursue a production policy compatible with its own economic interests. Its development is based on the conversion of its subsoil resources into other assets such as plants, equipment, education, technology and others. Obviously the conversion process can be carried on at different rates. An optimum rate is that at which oil should be pumped so that the present discounted value of the income created in the conversion process is to be maximized. Saudi Arabia has sold and is selling far more oil than it would sell if these basic economic principles were observed. The excess – the difference between the volume of oil actually supplied and the volume should be supplied in the strict observance of the national economic interests of Saudi Arabia – is in fact a subsidy it grants the western world, Japan and other oil-importing nations. Yet, Saudi Arabia will not be able to produce more than what it technically can. Hence, it cannot flood world markets when world demand exceeds the maximum that can be produced. World demand for crude oil is increasing because of the almost double digit growth rate of China being now an oil importer and the high rate of growth of India as well as for other known factors. In the meanwhile oil traders are fearful from sabotage of oil pipelines in the aftermath of the US war against Iraq in 2003. All such factors will keep putting an upward trend on the price of oil until demand starts to decrease. 
Aff—No Price Fluctuations 

No rapid price changes—internal political concerns we’re hooked indefinitely 

Taylor and Van Doren ‘1 (Jerry, director of Natural Resource Studies at the Cato Institute, and Peter, editor of Cato’s Regulation Magazine, “Oil Weapon Myth,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5630, AM)

America has a lot to worry about right now, but one of the biggest worries haunting the intelligentsia is that our greed, our sloth, our self-indulgent lifestyle has given Islamic nations the economic equivalent of the nuclear bomb — the feared "oil weapon" — the existence of which is said to jeopardize our ability to vanquish terrorism in the Middle East. Of course, there's debate about how best to take this potential weapon away from our enemies — kill caribou, kill SUVs, subsidize renewables, take your pick — but there's no debate from either the Left or Right about the economic firepower of the oil weapon or the need to disarm it. And that's too bad because, in fact, the oil weapon is a myth and belief in that myth is crippling U.S. foreign policy. First, let's dispel the notion that we need to worry about an oil embargo directed at the United States. Once oil is in a tanker or refinery, there is no controlling its destination. During the 1973 embargo on the United States and the Netherlands, for instance, oil that was exported to Europe was simply resold to the United States or ended up displacing non-OPEC oil that was diverted to the U.S. market. Saudi oil minister Sheik Yamani conceded afterwards that the 1973 embargo "did not imply that we could reduce imports to the United States … the world is really just one market. So the embargo was more symbolic than anything else." Second, OPEC is hardly in a position to punish the industrialized nations with a radical production cutback. That's because one of the main causes of instability in the region is declining oil revenues. Saudis who've gotten used to living on the state's generous oil dole, for example, are now finding that the dole has been cut by 70 percent since 1980 and that jobs are scarce. Because there's no other source of revenue for these economies other than oil, a major production cutback would bankrupt the OPEC countries and almost certainly trigger revolutions. But would such a cutback hurt us more than it would hurt them? Well, the only reason we pay any attention to Arab political sentiment is because they've got oil. If they weren't selling oil, they'd have all the global political influence and military capability of, say, Uganda. That explains reports that al Qaeda recruitment tapes and captured documents implore terrorists to leave the Persian Gulf oil fields and tankers alone. What if terrorists, however, did blow up refining or pipeline facilities to destabilize world oil markets and moderate Arab regimes? In the short run the relationship between supplies and price in oil markets is about 0.1. That is, a 1 percent reduction in supplies induces a 10 percent increase in price. In 1990 after the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, world oil production decreased from 61 million barrels a day (mbd) to 56.5 mbd, or by about 7.4 percent. Oil prices increased from $18 to almost $31, or about 72 percent. World output is now 68 mdb, with the Mideast accounting for 21mbd (30.9 percent) and Saudi Arabia accounting for 8mbd (11.8 percent). So a complete Saudi shutdown would produce at least 120 percent increase in price (from $19 to almost $42) while a Mideast shutdown would produce over a 300 percent increase (from $19 to $76). For those who think such prices are unimaginable, think again. We have already experienced them. The average cost of crude oil used by U.S. refineries in 1981 was $35.24. That is just over $60 at today's prices. To be sure, most Americans don't have fond memories of 1981, but we survived. But what about a more modest cutback; say, a move to bring oil prices to $30-40 a barrel? Such prices are always possible, but there's little chance that OPEC could engineer them in today's economy. Demand is slumping because of a global economic downturn and major non-OPEC producers — Mexico, Norway, and Russia — do not appear to be interested in reducing output. Panic buying at the outset of a Middle Eastern war could conceivably deliver those prices, but production cutbacks probably could not. But more to the point, politics has nothing to do with OPEC production decisions despite the ardent desire of the producing nations to have us believe otherwise. Oil economist M.A. Adelman argues that never once in OPEC's history has the cartel or any member in it left money on the table to pursue some political objective. When the Ayatollah Khomeini knocked off the Shah in 1979, the oil kept flowing. When U.S. bombs rained down on Libya's Muammar Qaddafi in 1986, the oil kept flowing. We had to impose an embargo on Iraq's Sadaam Hussein to get him to stop selling oil to the world market. Moreover, there is not and has never been any correlation between OPEC "price hawks" and "price doves" and how those OPEC members felt about America or the industrialized West in general. But even if you think that OPEC has the means and motive to use this alleged oil weapon, there's not a thing we can do about it. First, even if every drop of oil we consumed came from Oklahoma, Texas, and Alaska, a cutback in OPEC production would raise domestic oil prices as high as if all our oil came from Saudi Arabia. That's because there are no regional markets for oil — only global markets — and because prices always reflect opportunity costs in free markets, regional prices invariably rise to the world price. In 1979, for instance, Great Britain was "energy independent" — virtually all the crude oil it consumed came from the North Sea. But the oil price spike of 1979 hit Great Britain as hard as it hit Japan, a country dependent upon imports for its oil. No country can wall itself off from the world market. The frequently heard call for accelerated deployment of renewable energy technologies is likewise silly. Even if there were some amazing technological breakthrough that allowed the market share of renewable energy to rise from its present 2 percent to, say, 40 percent, it wouldn't reduce oil imports a single drop. That's because renewable energy is a technology that generates electricity while oil is a fuel that powers vehicles and never the twain shall meet … at least not in the foreseeable future. Nor would transportation-related energy-efficiency improvements, like increased CAFÉ standards for light trucks, have as much impact on oil imports as their proponents claim. That's because — all other things being equal — the more efficiently we use energy, the lower the marginal cost of consuming goods or services produced by energy. And if we lower the marginal costs of energy consumption, some of the potential energy savings will disappear because of an increase in vehicle miles traveled. But if we could stick to such an economic diet, wouldn't using less oil reduce Arab oil revenues and thus prove a useful patriotic act? It's hard to see how. Declining oil revenues increase instability in moderate Arab states and thus make more likely bin Laden takeovers in countries such as Saudi Arabia. Fear of the oil weapon has unduly affected our foreign policy, provided cover for an endless host of subsidies and preferences, and is repeatedly marshaled to support policy agendas from both the Left and Right that can't otherwise stand on their own two feet. The sooner we get over this fetishistic loathing of oil imports, the better.

Aff—1AR—AT Rebound effect 

This is a marginal solvency deficit at worst
Stoft ’10 (Steven, PhD in economics from UC Berkeley, “Renewable Fuel and the Global Rebound Effect,” Global Energy Policy Center, PDF, AM)

This does not mean that total fossil fuel use will increase. The lower price of oil reduces supply while it increases demand. In fact the 32 percent value of the rebound effect found from EPA numbers means that, of the displaced fossil fuel, 68 percent will, in effect, be displaced back into the ground, and 32 percent will be displacedinto consumption. So there is a net reduction in fossil fuel use, but it is something like a 68 percent reduction and not a 100 percent reduction.
