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North Korean prolif causes Korean war
Soo-Ho ’11 [Lim Soo-Ho is research fellow at SERI (Samsung Economic Research Institute). His current research focuses on North Korea and nuclear non-proliferation, “Responding to the North Korean Nuclear Threat,” SERI Quarterly, April, online]

This matters because regardless of the feelings of the South Korean people (who have often displayed only muted reactions to North Korea’s nuclear ambitions), a nuclear North Korea does indeed pose a dire threat to their security and well being. This is because the North’s nuclear weapons can furnish the backing for a “nuclear coercion strategy” of extorting concessions from the South with no consequences to its own security. In other words, with functional nuclear weapons at hand, North Korea is free to engage in provocations like the recent artillery barrage on Yeonpyeong Island with little fear of an equivalent retaliation. Although firm South Korean and US resolve in the face of the most recent attack has succeeded in putting off North Korea’s ambitions, this type of provocation is likely to increase both in frequency and severity as North Korea grows more confident of its nuclear and missile launching powers. A second concern with North Korea’s nuclear weapons is that they may increase doubts about the reliability of the US “extended deterrence” policy for the Korean peninsula. “Extended deterrence,” (i.e. the US “nuclear umbrella”) is a doctrine that commits the US to using all possible weapons—including nuclear arms, to defend its allies should a war erupt. This policy acts to protect US allies while discouraging the provocations of enemy states, and has been a pillar of the ROK-US military alliance. This strategy, however, could come under question if the North’s missiles can become a credible threat to US territory. If North Korea can threaten the US with missile attacks directed at its own territory, there are legitimate questions as to whether the US would readily intervene in a new Korean conflict if it meant risking damage to its own cities. 5

Korean war risks nuclear escalation and extinction
Peter Hayes and Michael Hamel-Green, 2009 ( Professor of International Relations, RMIT University,  "The Path Not Taken, The Way Still Open: Denuclearizing The Korean Peninsula And Northeast Asia," The Asia-Pacific Journal, 50-1-09, December 14, 2009, http://www.japanfocus.org/-Michael-Hamel_Green/3267)
The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow...The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger...To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community 

Saudi Prolif

Saudi prolif causes nuclear war and terrorism
Edelman ‘11 [Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments. Former Undersecretary for Defense—AND—Andrew Krepinevich—President of the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments—AND—Evan Montgomery—Research Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (Eric, The dangers of a nuclear Iran, FA 90;1, http://www.csbaonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/12/2010.12.27-The-Dangers-of-a-Nuclear-Iran.pdf]

There is, however, at least one state that could receive significant outside support: Saudi Arabia. And if it did, proliferation could accelerate throughout the region. Iran and Saudi Arabia have long been geopolitical and ideological rivals. Riyadh would face tremendous pressure to respond in some form to a nuclear-armed Iran, not only to deter Iranian coercion and subversion but also to preserve its sense that Saudi Arabia is the leading nation in the Muslim world. The Saudi government is already pursuing a nuclear power capability, which could be the first step along a slow road to nuclear weapons development. And concerns persist that it might be able to accelerate its progress by exploiting its close ties to Pakistan. During the 1980s, in response to the use of missiles during the Iran-Iraq War and their growing proliferation throughout the region, Saudi Arabia acquired several dozen CSS-2 intermediate-range ballistic missiles from China. The Pakistani government reportedly brokered the deal, and it may have also offered to sell Saudi Arabia nuclear warheads for the CSS-2S, which are not accurate enough to deliver conventional warheads effectively. There are still rumors that Riyadh and Islamabad have had discussions involving nuclear weapons, nuclear technology, or security guarantees. This "Islamabad option" could develop in one of several different ways. Pakistan could sell operational nuclear weapons and delivery systems to Saudi Arabia, or it could provide the Saudis with the infrastructure, material, and technical support they need to produce nuclear weapons themselves within a matter of years, as opposed to a decade or longer. Not only has Pakistan provided such support in the past, but it is currently building two more heavy-water reactors for plutonium production and a second chemical reprocessing facility to extract plutonium from spent nuclear fuel. In other words, it might accumulate more fissile material than it needs to maintain even a substantially expanded arsenal of its own. Alternatively, Pakistan might offer an extended deterrent guarantee to Saudi Arabia and deploy nuclear weapons, delivery systems, and troops on Saudi territory, a practice that the United States has employed for decades with its allies. This arrangement could be particularly appealing to both Saudi Arabia and Pakistan. It would allow the Saudis to argue that they are not violating the NPT since they would not be acquiring their own nuclear weapons. And an extended deterrent from Pakistan might be preferable to one from the United States because stationing foreign Muslim forces on Saudi territory would not trigger the kind of popular opposition that would accompany the deployment of U.S. troops. Pakistan, for its part, would gain financial benefits and international clout by deploying nuclear weapons in Saudi Arabia, as well as strategic depth against its chief rival, India. The Islamabad option raises a host of difficult issues, perhaps the most worrisome being how India would respond. Would it target Pakistan's weapons in Saudi Arabia with its own conventional or nuclear weapons? How would this expanded nuclear competition influence stability during a crisis in either the Middle East or South Asia? Regardless of India's reaction, any decision by the Saudi government to seek out nuclear weapons, by whatever means, would be highly destabilizing. It would increase the incentives of other nations in the Middle East to pursue nuclear weapons of their own. And it could increase their ability to do so by eroding the remaining barriers to nuclear proliferation: each additional state that acquires nuclear weapons weakens the nonproliferation regime, even if its particular method of acquisition only circumvents, rather than violates, the NPT. N-PLAYER COMPETITION Were Saudi Arabia to acquire nuclear weapons, the Middle East would count three nuclear-armed states, and perhaps more before long. It is unclear how such an n-player competition would unfold because most analyses of nuclear deterrence are based on the U.S.-Soviet rivalry during the Cold War. It seems likely, however, that the interaction among three or more nuclear-armed powers would be more prone to miscalculation and escalation than a bipolar competition. During the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union only needed to concern themselves with an attack from the other. Multi-polar systems are generally considered to be less stable than bipolar systems because coalitions can shift quickly, upsetting the balance of power and creating incentives for an attack. More important, emerging nuclear powers in the Middle East might not take the costly steps necessary to preserve regional stability and avoid a nuclear exchange. For nuclear-armed states, the bedrock of deterrence is the knowledge that each side has a secure second-strike capability, so that no state can launch an attack with the expectation that it can wipe out its opponents' forces and avoid a devastating retaliation. However, emerging nuclear powers might not invest in expensive but survivable capabilities such as hardened missile silos or submarine-based nuclear forces. Given this likely vulnerability, the close proximity of states in the Middle East, and the very short flight times of ballistic missiles in the region, any new nuclear powers might be compelled to "launch on warning" of an attack or even, during a crisis, to use their nuclear forces preemptively. Their governments might also delegate launch authority to lower-level commanders, heightening the possibility of miscalculation and escalation. Moreover, if early warning systems were not integrated into robust command-and-control systems, the risk of an unauthorized or accidental launch would increase further still. And without sophisticated early warning systems, a nuclear attack might be unattributable or attributed incorrectly. That is, assuming that the leadership of a targeted state survived a first strike, it might not be able to accurately determine which nation was responsible. And this uncertainty, when combined with the pressure to respond quickly, would create a significant risk that it would retaliate against the wrong party, potentially triggering a regional nuclear war. Most existing nuclear powers have taken steps to protect their nuclear weapons from unauthorized use: from closely screening key personnel to developing technical safety measures, such as permissive action links, which require special codes before the weapons can be armed. Yet there is no guarantee that emerging nuclear powers would be willing or able to implement these measures, creating a significant risk that their governments might lose control over the weapons or nuclear material and that nonstate actors could gain access to these items. Some states might seek to mitigate threats to their nuclear arsenals; for instance, they might hide their weapons. In that case, however, a single intelligence compromise could leave their weapons vulnerable to attack or theft. 
Indo-Pak Prolif
Prolif destabilizes India and Pakistan- causes nuke war and miscalc
Oswald ‘11, Rachel, staff writer for Global Security Newswire [“Back to Pakistan-India Arms Race Destabilizing Strategic Balance, Experts Say,” July 20th, http://www.nti.org/gsn/article/pakistan-india-arms-race-destabilizing-strategic-balance-experts-say/]

Indian and Pakistani strategies for ramping up their armed might could increase the likelihood of a disastrous outcome in the event of another war between the longtime antagonists, experts said this week (see GSN, July 19). The neighboring rivals have fought three wars since 1947. The introduction in the last two decades of nuclear weapons into the Pakistani-India military balance is seen to have provided a check on further armed hostilities, restricting them from escalating into full-scale war. That military balance, though, is increasingly at risk, according to regional specialists who spoke at a Monday forum in Washington on the South Asian nuclear arms race. "I think having a little pessimism about escalation is probably healthy. I don’t think we should assume that better sense will prevail" in the event of another crisis situation, Toby Dalton, deputy director of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace Nuclear Policy Program, said during the panel discussion. While India has used recent massive economic growth to invest in new conventional force capabilities, the much smaller Pakistan has been bogged down for 10 years fighting domestic extremists and has lacked the financial wherewithal to compete with New Delhi in a traditional military sphere. For this reason, Islamabad is pursuing a significant nuclear arms buildup, according to Dalton’s co-panelist, retired Pakistani Air Vice Marshal Shahzad Chaudhry. "Pakistan is in no position to catch up with India [on conventional weaponry] and we’re very clear about it," said the former commander of the Pakistani air force Strategic Command. The mismatched arms buildup injects a new degree of uncertainty into the strategic relationship between Islamabad and New Delhi and makes it more important that the two sides have mutual clarity on how they each would respond in the event of another armed confrontation or Pakistani-based terrorist attack on India, Dalton said. "I think it’s clear though that future crises will happen much faster, I think with a higher degree of uncertainty," said Dalton, a veteran Energy Department official who worked in the U.S. Embassy in Pakistan. "In that circumstance, signaling and communication becomes critical. Misperception is something that is a real risk and without clear channels for regular dialogue, mistakes could be made."



Egypt Prolif
Egyptian prolif causes nuclear war
Bar ‘11 [Dr. Shmuel, Director of Studies at the Institute of Policy and Strategy and Longstanding Member of the Israeli Intelligence Community, “Can Cold War Deterrence Apply to a Nuclear Iran?”, Strategic Perspectives, 7, http://www.jcpa.org/text/cold_war_deterrence_nuclear_iran.pdf]

Even if we assume that the leaderships of the region will normally wish to avoid nuclear confrontation, the command and control (C2) capabilities in the region’s regimes and military establishments raise serious problems. The factors that will influence the C2 paradigms of nuclear weapons in the Middle East include a wide range of political, military, bureaucratic, religious, and technological issues. The C2 paradigms that will evolve in the Middle East may not be able to cope with the hair-trigger situations that nuclear confrontations create. Nascent nuclear powers in the Middle East will begin with different concepts of deployment, command and control. The Iranian motivation for acquisition of nuclear weapons is not only as a deterrent against its enemies but also as a means to achieve a hegemonic status in the region. To implement this, Iran will have to operationalize its nuclear capability into its day-to-day strategic posture. Such operationalization of nuclear assets will create a need for more elaborate models of C2. Other countries, such as Saudi Arabia, may view the weapons almost exclusively as deterrents, and hence to be stored away until extreme circumstances warrant their deployment. However, the attitude of one party toward its nuclear assets will affect that of its potential adversaries. Those states that may initially not opt for operationalization of the weapons may be forced to adopt a more operational (and hence more demanding in command, control, and communication, or C3, procedures) attitude as a response to the behavior of their neighbors. In the light of recent events, special attention should be paid to the implications of a nuclear Muslim Brotherhood-ruled Egypt. If the Muslim Brotherhood (MB) rules Egypt, it will move to acquire military nuclear capabilities. This would be especially true if Iran, and perhaps other states following Iran, appear to be aspiring to a nuclear weapons capability, including Saudi Arabia, or a post-Saudi regime in Arabia, or perhaps Turkey. The Muslim Brotherhood will view this as the implementation of an explicit divine instruction for Muslims to possess all the means required to deter their enemies. In addition, it will consider the possession of such capabilities as the guarantor of its survival in power, deterring external forces from seeking to topple it. Committed to the liquidation of Israel, it will see the possession of nuclear weapons as putting it in a position to abrogate the peace treaty with the Jewish state and to threaten the latter with conventional military action, under the protection of a nuclear “equalizer” that might be perceived to negate any Israeli deterrence in this regard, or even use nuclear weapons if they come to be perceived as valid instruments in the surge towards victory over “infidel” forces of one kind or another. In this sense, an ideologically religious, fundamentalist Egypt would bear some striking similarities to an ideologically radical Iran with nuclear weapons, where vast geographic, demographic and natural resource reserves could lead a strongly willed anti-status-quo leadership to launch nuclear weapons in the belief that it could still prevail in a nuclear exchange, while absorbing relatively high attrition rates, which other, less populated or smaller states in the region could not. Religious fervor and commitment, while not necessarily being irrational per se, could in this sense contribute to nuclear blows by miscalculation, rather than by premeditated design. Command and Control paradigms that will emerge in the region will probably be closer to the early – and unstable - structures of the veteran nuclear powers, with adaptations for regional cultural, political, and religious idiosyncrasies, and will not necessarily reflect the accumulated lessons of those powers. Furthermore, the suspicion toward the West in the region is likely to bring its actors to reject solutions that are based on “off the shelf” Western technology, and to try to develop local solutions, which will be, initially at least, less sophisticated. In contrast to the Western system of delegation of authority and decentralization of information on a need-to-know basis, we will probably encounter in the Middle East a more individualized chain of command consisting of fewer, but highly loyal and trusted, individuals, with less compartmentalization between them. It is highly unlikely that any of the regimes in the region will adopt procedures for verification of the orders of the head of government (by deputies or ministers). In regimes such as the Iranian or future Jihadi-Salafi ones in which the leader is perceived as inspired by Allah (the Sunni concept of Amir al-Muminin – Commander of the Believers, or the Iranian doctrine of Vali-Faqih – Supreme Leader), restriction of his discretion by a lesser individual would be tantamount to imposing restrictions on the will of Allah. Even the argument that the verification is not meant for regular situations but for contingencies during which the leader may be incapacitated, for any reason, would be difficult to support in these regimes. Research and development (R&D) establishments in the Middle East are also liable to play a role in the decision-making processes even after completing development of the weapons, similar to that of A. Q. Khan in Pakistan. Since these are usually linked to military organizations, they may emerge as “back doors” to the C3 system for the weapons they devised. Thus, these organizations may become “loose cannons” in scenarios of breakdown of the states. Nuclear weapons may filter down to nonstate entities in such a scenario in two ways: to any of a plethora of quasi-states with differing levels of control (Kurdistan, Palestinian Authority), terrorist organizations (al-Qaeda, Hamas, Islamic Jihad), and rival ethnic groups for whom the acquisition of nuclear weapons by a hostile state would be an incentive to acquire at least a limited WMD capability; and to “proxy” or “surrogate” terrorist groups (such as Hizbullah). The Cold War experience that nuclear powers did not transfer nuclear weapons or technology to their allies or proxies would not apply. The break in the dam-gates of proliferation would make it easier for those entities to acquire the weapons, and the states may have an interest in providing them to keep control over their own proxies. Conclusion A nuclear Middle East will be very different from the Cold War in a wide range of aspects. True, we may safely assume that the leaders and peoples of the region have no desire to be the targets of nuclear weapons. However, the inherent instability of the region and its regimes, the difficulty in managing multilateral nuclear tensions, the weight of religious, emotional, and internal pressures, and the proclivity of many of the regimes in the region toward military adventurism and brinkmanship do not bode well for the future of this region once it enters the nuclear age. Nuclear war need not erupt as a result of a conscious decision by a leadership to use nuclear weapons. It is more likely to result from escalation scenarios, misinterpretation of intentions of the other side due to poor intelligence and lack of communication between antagonists, inadvertent use, poor command and control constraints, and underestimation of the other party’s response to nuclear brinkmanship. Such behavior in a polynuclear environment would be tantamount to lighting a match in a gas depot. The countries of the region will probably be more predisposed than the Cold War protagonists to brandish their nuclear weapons not only rhetorically but through nuclear alerts or nuclear tests in order to deter their enemies, leading to situations of multilateral nuclear escalation. Once one country has taken such measures, the other nuclear countries of the region would probably feel forced to adopt defensive measures, and multilateral escalation will result. However, such multilateral escalation will not be mitigated by Cold War-type hotlines and means of signaling, and none of the parties involved will have escalation dominance. This and the absence of a credible secondstrike capability may well strengthen the tendency to opt for a first strike.



Japan

Plan solves Japan coop
[bookmark: _Toc333353798]Nakano ’12 – fellow in the CSIS Energy and National Security Program
(Jane Nakano, research interests include energy security and climate change in Asia, nuclear energy, shale gas, rare earth metals, and energy and technology, “Civilian Nuclear Energy Cooperation between the United States and Japan”, The Stimson Center, February 2012, http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/New_Nuclear_Agenda_FINAL_3_15_12.pdf)
However, bilateral R&D cooperation, particularly those strongly related to the fuel cycle development, has hardly been free from turbulence arising from the military sphere.  In fact, the pace of bilateral R&D cooperation has been highly influenced by global security developments and policy responses to them. India’s atomic weapons tests in the mid 1970s heightened the international sensitivity towards the fuel cycle development.  India developed its nuclear bomb from a heavy water moderated reactor from Canada under the guise of peaceful uses. Japan came under diplomatic pressure from the United States, under the Carter administration, which announced the US decision to abandon reprocessing and encouraged others to follow suit.  This development coincided with Japanese efforts to begin the “hot operation”21 at its Tokai reprocessing project. The Carter administration urged Japan to reconsider the undertaking. Pursuant to the 1955 Agreement, 22 Japan’s reprocessing project required US consent as Japan was importing 100 percent of its enriched uranium from the United States. After several rounds of negotiation, Japan and the United States agreed in 1977 on the continuation of the Tokai project with certain restrictions.  Under this agreement, Japan could process up to 99 tons of spent fuel at the Tokai facility, but had to store the extracted plutonium for an initial period of two years, instead of converting it to reactor fuel. 23 As means of hedging against the fluidity in US reprocessing policy, the Japanese government in the late 1970s considered acquiring a heavy water reactor from Canada.  This development reflected Japanese apprehension over Japan’s continued heavy reliance on the United States for a range of nuclear technologies and business.  Diversifying the portfolio of commercial nuclear power plants (NPPs) to include designs that would not require enriched uranium from the United States would free Japan from legal obligations that arise from the use of US-origin fissile materials. 24 The Japanese anxiety, however, subsided under the Reagan administration, which announced in 1981 that it would “lift the indefinite ban which previous administrations placed on commercial reprocessing activities in the United States,” and a year later approved a set of policies that essentially condoned reprocessing activities by Japan. 25 Following this development, Japan became more comfortable with continued partnership with the United States. Japanese and US companies continued licensing production. Japan’s reprocessing initiatives went unhindered under the Clinton administration.  Although President Clinton announced that the United States “does not itself engage in plutonium reprocessing for either nuclear power or nuclear explosive purposes,” and discouraged the civil use of plutonium around the world, he also stated the US intent to “maintain its existing commitments regarding the use of plutonium in civil nuclear programs in Western Europe and Japan.” 26 During the George W. Bush administration, the bilateral cooperation on a range of fuel cycle technologies flourished under the GNEP, essentially aimed to develop reprocessing technology that is more proliferation resistant, while also limiting the countries with reprocessing capability.  GNEP/IFNEC has its domestic foundation in DOE’s Advanced Fuel Cycle Initiative (AFCI). Launched in 2003, the AFCI aimed to develop and demonstrate spent fuel reprocessing/recycling technology after the Clinton administration largely had halted research in this area. The political climate surrounding reprocessing changed yet again with the inauguration of the Obama administration in 2008.  President Obama is not supportive of rapidly commercializing advanced reprocessing technology and the Advanced Fuel Cycle Initiative (AFCI), which serves as domestic foundation of GNEP/IFNEC. 27 Although AFCI kept funding levels similar to that under the Bush administration, the program has been refocused on fundamental R&D.28

Solves Japan’s economy
Armitage and Nye 12
(Richard L. Armitage and Joseph S. Nye, “The U.S.-Japan Alliance anchoring stability in Asia”, Report of the CSIS Japan Chair, Center for Strategic and International Studies, August 2012, http://csis.org/files/publication/120810_Armitage_USJapanAlliance_Web.pdf)
The tragedies of March 11, 2011, are fresh in our minds, and we extend our deepest condolences to all victims and those afflicted by the earthquake, tsunami, and subsequent nuclear meltdown. Understandably, the Fukushima nuclear disaster dealt a major setback to nuclear power. The setback reverberated not only throughout Japan, but also around the world. While some countries like Great Britain and China are cautiously resuming nuclear expansion plans, others, like Germany, have decided to phase out nuclear power entirely. Japan is conducting thorough examinations of its nuclear reactors and reforming its nuclear  safety regulations. Despite strong public opposition to nuclear power, Prime Minister Yoshihiko Noda’s government has begun a partial restart of two nuclear reactors. Further restarts depend on safety checks and local approval. The cautious resumption of nuclear generation under such conditions is the right and responsible step in our view. Japan has made tremendous progress in boosting energy efficiency and is a world leader in energy research and development. While the people of Japan have demonstrated remarkable national unity in reducing energy consumption and setting the world’s highest standards for energy efficiency, a lack of nuclear energy in the near term will have serious repercussions for Japan. Without a restart of nuclear power plants, Japan will not be able to make meaningful progress toward her goal of cutting carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions by 25 percent by 2020. Nuclear power is and will remain the only substantial source of emissions-free, base load electricity generation. Environment Ministry data reportedly shows that without a nuclear restart, Japan’s emissions can fall at most by 11 percent by 2020; but with a restart, emissions reductions could approach 20 percent.1 A permanent shutdown would boost Japan’s consumption of imported oil, natural gas, and coal. Moreover, postponing a decision on national energy policy has the potential to drive vital, energy-dependent industries out of Japan and may threaten national productivity. A permanent shutdown will also stymie responsible international nuclear development, as developing countries will continue to build nuclear reactors. China, which suspended reactor approvals for over a year following Fukushima (but did not suspend progress on ongoing projects), is restarting domestic construction of new projects and could eventually emerge as a significant international vendor. As China plans to join Russia, South Korea, and France in the major leagues of global development in civilian nuclear power, Japan cannot afford to fall behind if the world is to benefit from efficient, reliable, and safe reactors and nuclear services. For its part, the United States needs to remove uncertainty surrounding disposal of spent nuclear waste and implement clear permitting processes. While we are fully cognizant of the need to learn from Fukushima and implement corrective safeguards, nuclear power still holds tremendous potential in the areas of energy security, economic growth, and environmental benefits. Japan and the United States have common political and commercial interests in promoting safe and reliable civilian nuclear power domestically and internationally. Tokyo and Washington must revitalize their alliance in this area, taking on board lessons from Fukushima, and resume a leadership role in promoting safe reactor designs and sound regulatory practices globally. The 3-11 tragedy should not become the basis for a greater economic and environmental decline. Safe, clean, responsibly developed and utilized nuclear power constitutes an essential element in Japan’s comprehensive security. In this regard, U.S.-Japan cooperation on nuclear research and development is essential.

Prevents China-Japan conflict
Envall ’10 – postdoctoral fellow in international relations at ANU
(David Envall, working on the MacArthur Foundation Asian Security Initiative, “Implications for Asia in Japan’s economic decline”, East Asia Forum, 8-11-2010, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2010/08/11/implications-for-asia-in-japans-economic-decline/)
Economic weakness together with export dependency could also influence Japan to mismanage its current hedging strategy in dealing with China and the US. Japanese leaders describe its current approach as pursuing a more autonomous foreign policy, but the rise of China has provoked Japan to respond to the resulting geostrategic pressures in Asia. This ‘return to Asia’ policy might resolve some of Japan’s problems associated with its dark history, but there is no guarantee that any such policy would be more repentant than chauvinistic. How might these problems of economic capacity and political image be addressed? Japan has received abundant economic and diplomatic advice during the post- war era. However, owing to the difficulty of the necessary reforms, and the limited role played by outsiders, the utility of such advice seems minimal. The more immediate challenge is to manage the wider security consequences of the decline, meaning that solutions should focus on strengthening the region’s security architecture. The first option would be to strengthen Asia’s multilateral institutions. This might take the form of further developments to regional bodies such as the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) or sub-regional bodies such as the Six Party Talks. Or it could develop from former Prime Minister Hatoyama’s vision of an East Asia Community. Policymakers would be aiming to establish institutions that could facilitate major power security dialogue, further enmesh Japan into the region, and ensure a continued US presence. Yet region-wide institutions have many problems. Their talk-shop style, emphasis on ‘non-core’ security issues and faith in socialising states echo E. H. Carr’s descriptions of the League of Nations in The Twenty Years’ Crisis Furthermore, underlying these institutions in recent years has been a rising competitiveness between the region’s two major powers, China and the US, and so they seem an unlikely venue for resolving core security challenges. Another option, described by one analyst as ‘multilateralising the deterrence guarantees under such circumstances? Would China see it as a hardening of Western containment postures directed against it? And would America’s partners and allies be willing and able to increase their own defence burdens? Unfortunately, continued economic stagnation in Japan will present policymakers with many such dilemmas. If Japan were to ‘lose’ another decade, however, the US-Japan alliance, America’s Asian grand strategy and the Asian security order would all be severely tested. Whatever its specifics, any policy should address the region’s core security concerns, and the most practical path seems to be to extend or multilateralise the region’s bilateral security architecture in case there is further misfortune.

Nuclear war
Hayward ’12 
(John, “Meanwhile China Prepares for War with Japan”, Human Events, 9-19-2012, http://www.humanevents.com/2012/09/19/meawhile-china-prepares-for-war-with-japan/)
I’m sure this didn’t come up when President Obama did the Letterman show last night, and I’m positive it wasn’t mentioned at the fundraiser Jay-Z and Beyonce hosted for Obama, but while the world’s attention has been focused on the flaming wreckage of Obama’s foreign policy in the Middle East, China and Japan have been moving to the brink of war. On Tuesday, the Washington Free Beacon reported that General Xu Caihou, chairman of the Central Military Commission and one of China’s top military leaders, issued a public statement last Friday warning his forces to be “prepared for any possible military combat.” Intelligence officials say that such a statement from a top general is unusual. Chinese warships are on the move. Huge street protests – far larger than the Muslim demonstrations against that YouTube video – have boiled through Chinese cities, with protesters urging the government to “Fight to the Death” and “Kill all Japanese,” with nuclear weapons if necessary. There has been vandalism of Japanese property, leading hundreds of Japanese stores and industrial facilities – Panasonic and Canon among them – to close down across China, with many workers evacuated back to Japan. Angry mobs have surrounded the Japanese embassy in Beijing, thus far without violence, aside from a few bottles thrown at the walls … and a bit of damage to the car containing U.S. Ambassador Gary Locke, who had to drive through the mob on his way to the nearby American embassy in Beijing. Protests were still breaking out as recently as yesterday, which happens to have been a grim anniversary in relations between China and Japan, as Sept. 18 was the date Japanese forces destroyed a Manchurian railroad and blamed it on Chinese dissidents in 1931, laying the groundwork for their invasion of China. The Obama administration shouldn’t waste time with lame “spontaneous protests took us by surprise” excuses like they did in Libya, because in China, not much of anything is “spontaneous,” including street protests. The Chinese “press,” which Obama campaign operatives and officials have suddenly become fond of citing as a credible news source (Joe Biden just did it again on Tuesday) is the voice of the regime. “Mob actions” are puppet shows in which the Communist government has mock arguments with its own id, to make itself look restrained and reasonable compared to what “the people really want.” In this case, there is a dangerous implication that Beijing’s restraint might slip.


China

Plan solves U.S.-China reprocessing cooperation
Lyons et al ‘9
(Blythe J. Lyons, John R. Lyman, Mihaela Carstei, and General Richard L. Lawson (USAF), “United States-China Cooperation On Nuclear Power: An Opportunity for Fostering Sustainable Energy Security”, Atlantic Council, 3-4/3-6 2009, http://www.acus.org/files/publication_pdfs/65/AtlanticCouncil-USChinaNuclearPower.pdf)
Cooperation on the development of advanced fuel cycle technologies, already underway in U.S.-China working groups, will provide significant opportunities to share rather than duplicate knowledge and funding. Generation IV (Gen IV) international collaboration on R&D is necessary and beneficial for all participants to share costs, facilities and experience. Specific fuel cycle R&D opportunities proposed by the State Nuclear Power Technology corporation (SNPTC) include the following: Advanced fuel, such as mixed oxide (MOX) fuel, and metal fuel; Transmutation technology, such as fast reactor and accelerator driven systems; Reprocessing technologies, such as MOX spent fuel reprocessing, dry processing, on-site recycle; and, Repository design technology. 14 . The Generation IV International Forum (GIF) will provide a good framework to deal with intellectual property issues. If prototype or demonstration plants were to be built under the aegis of the GIF, it could also provide experience in dealing with legal and regulatory issues. Issues such as design ownership, who would build the facility, cost sharing would have to be addressed. As countries have vested interests in certain types of technologies, resolution of such issues may be difficult. • • • 15 . The Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP): The U.S., which led the way in establishing the international collaborative effort to develop proliferation-resistant technologies and institutions, should take advantage of its leadership position to nurture and expand GNEP’s international activities. As in GIF, there are advantages to sharing technical expertise and pooling financial resources. GNEP is already in place and the Obama Administration can take advantage of the years of effort it took to set up the framework for international collaboration while adapting GNEP goals to current realities and domestic nuclear development policies. Consistency in U.S. nuclear energy policies, especially in relation to international efforts, is crucial to foster global acceptance of a safe, secure and sustainable nuclear power. The Chinese participants signaled their desire to improve both government-to-government cooperation and commercial sector ties. It appears that the U.S. government is equally interested in working with China to tackle the overarching challenges of developing a safe and secure commercial nuclear fuel cycle. By supporting and participating in this Dialogue, U.S. industry and government participants have demonstrated their commitment to dealing with the challenges to realize the burgeoning nuclear trade between the two countries.

Solves U.S.-China relations
Gardner and Rascoe 11
(Timothy Gardner and Ayesha Rascoe, “Clean energy seen as ‘bright spot’ in U.S.-China relations”, Reuters, 1-19-2011, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/01/19/us-usa-china-energy-idUSTRE70H5WB20110119)
Cooperation on clean energy could be a high point in U.S.-China relations leading to benefits for both countries, government and business officials said ahead of a summit between Chinese President Hu Jintao and President Barack Obama. Disputes between the world's two largest economies and energy consumers over China's wind power subsidies and its slowdown in exports of rare earths minerals, used in everything from wind turbines to cell phones, have dominated headlines in recent months. The countries are also having wider arguments. The United States says China's currency, the yuan, is undervalued and Washington is pushing Beijing for help in persuading North Korea to abandon nuclear weapons. But with rising concerns about oil prices, now above $90 a barrel, energy security, and global warming, officials said the world's biggest developed country and the biggest developing country have much to learn from each other. Progress can be made on sharing technologies on efficiency, cleaner coal, and development of renewables like wind and solar power, they said. As China tries to transform its economy from the manufacturing of cheap goods into one developing and distributing sophisticated technologies, such as clean energy, spats over intellectual property rights have already troubled trade relations between the two countries. But pressure on both countries to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and reel in fossil fuel demand may push them to overcome these differences. Still, China's Minister of Science and Technology Wan Gang said at a forum on U.S-China clean energy cooperation hosted by the Brookings Institution that common interests between the two countries make clean energy an issue ripe for nurturing close ties. "I'm sure that this is one of the best points of convergence and cooperation between our two countries, and will be one of the bright spots in our future cooperation," Wan said on Tuesday.

Prevents extinction
[bookmark: _Toc333353838]Wittner 11 – professor of history emeritus at SUNY Albany
(Lawrence Wittner, Huffington Post World, 11-30-2011, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/lawrence-wittner/nuclear-war-china_b_1116556.html)
While nuclear weapons exist, there remains a danger that they will be used. After all, for centuries international conflicts have led to wars, with nations employing their deadliest weapons. The current deterioration of U.S. relations with China might end up providing us with yet another example of this phenomenon. The gathering tension between the United States and China is clear enough. Disturbed by China's growing economic and military strength, the U.S. government recently challenged China's claims in the South China Sea, increased the U.S. military presence in Australia, and deepened U.S. military ties with other nations in the Pacific region. According to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, the United States was "asserting our own position as a Pacific power." But need this lead to nuclear war? Not necessarily. And yet, there are signs that it could. After all, both the United States and China possess large numbers of nuclear weapons. The U.S. government threatened to attack China with nuclear weapons during the Korean War and, later, during their conflict over the future of China's offshore islands, Quemoy and Matsu. In the midst of the latter confrontation, President Dwight Eisenhower declared publicly, and chillingly, that U.S. nuclear weapons would "be used just exactly as you would use a bullet or anything else." Of course, China didn't have nuclear weapons then. Now that it does, perhaps the behavior of national leaders will be more temperate. But the loose nuclear threats of U.S. and Soviet government officials during the Cold War, when both nations had vast nuclear arsenals, should convince us that, even as the military ante is raised, nuclear saber-rattling persists. Some pundits argue that nuclear weapons prevent wars between nuclear-armed nations; and, admittedly, there haven't been very many -- at least not yet. But the Kargil War of 1999, between nuclear-armed India and nuclear-armed Pakistan, should convince us that such wars can occur. Indeed, in that case, the conflict almost slipped into a nuclear war. Pakistan's foreign secretary threatened that, if the war escalated, his country felt free to use "any weapon" in its arsenal. During the conflict, Pakistan did move nuclear weapons toward its border, while India, it is claimed, readied its own nuclear missiles for an attack on Pakistan. At the least, though, don't nuclear weapons deter a nuclear attack? Do they? Obviously, NATO leaders didn't feel deterred, for, throughout the Cold War, NATO's strategy was to respond to a Soviet conventional military attack on Western Europe by launching a Western nuclear attack on the nuclear-armed Soviet Union. Furthermore, if U.S. government officials really believed that nuclear deterrence worked, they would not have resorted to championing "Star Wars" and its modern variant, national missile defense. Why are these vastly expensive -- and probably unworkable -- military defense systems needed if other nuclear powers are deterred from attacking by U.S. nuclear might? Of course, the bottom line for those Americans convinced that nuclear weapons safeguard them from a Chinese nuclear attack might be that the U.S. nuclear arsenal is far greater than its Chinese counterpart. Today, it is estimated that the U.S. government possesses over 5,000 nuclear warheads, while the Chinese government has a total inventory of roughly 300 . Moreover, only about 40 of these Chinese nuclear weapons can reach the United States. Surely the United States would "win" any nuclear war with China. But what would that "victory" entail? An attack with these Chinese nuclear weapons would immediately slaughter at least 10 million Americans in a great storm of blast and fire, while leaving many more dying horribly of sickness and radiation poisoning. The Chinese death toll in a nuclear war would be far higher. Both nations would be reduced to smoldering, radioactive wastelands. Also, radioactive debris sent aloft by the nuclear explosions would blot out the sun and bring on a "nuclear winter" around the globe -- destroying agriculture, creating worldwide famine, and generating chaos and destruction. Moreover, in another decade the extent of this catastrophe would be far worse. The Chinese government is currently expanding its nuclear arsenal, and by the year 2020 it is expected to more than double its number of nuclear weapons that can hit the United States. The U.S. government, in turn, has plans to spend hundreds of billions of dollars "modernizing" its nuclear weapons and nuclear production facilities over the next decade. To avert the enormous disaster of a U.S.-China nuclear war, there are two obvious actions that can be taken. The first is to get rid of nuclear weapons, as the nuclear powers have agreed to do but thus far have resisted doing. The second, conducted while the nuclear disarmament process is occurring, is to improve U.S.-China relations. If the American and Chinese people are interested in ensuring their survival and that of the world, they should be working to encourage these policies.

States
a) Other countries—private companies see federal support for reprocessing in foreign countries, they want the same in the U.S.
Koenig ’11 – St. Louis Beacon Washington correspondent
(Robert Koenig, “From Yucca to reprocessing, nuclear waste options spark hot debates”, St. Louis Beacon, 3-29-2011, https://www.stlbeacon.org/#!/content/16591/from_yucca_to_reprocessing_nuclear_waste_options_spark_hot_debates_)
In the early days of nuclear energy, the ideal solution to reducing the tonnage of nuclear waste appeared to be reprocessing -- that is, using chemical procedures to separate uranium, plutonium and other useful components from spent nuclear fuel. But the production of plutonium -- a major component of nuclear weapons -- meant that reprocessing might hurt the effort to stop the proliferation of such weapons. President Gerald Ford first suspended the commercial reprocessing of plutonium in 1976; Jimmy Carter made the ban permanent the following year. (Countries such as France and the United Kingdom continued to reprocess spent nuclear fuel.) President Ronald Reagan lifted the U.S. ban in 1981, but Congress never came up with the billions of dollars needed to re-establish commercial reprocessing. In recent years, the DOE has authorized some reprocessing to create so-called MOX nuclear fuel for certain thermal nuclear reactors, but the reprocessed uranium is so costly that it is not attractive as commercial fuel. Even so, supporters of reprocessing point out that France and some other countries have been doing it for decades. Calling greater federal support for reprocessing research "long overdue," Durbin said Friday at the nuclear safety forum that "we need to reopen the conversation about research involving spent nuclear fuel" -- especially if ways could be found to reprocess the radioactive waste into substances less dangerous than plutonium. "It's important for us to develop our own research -- maybe in concert with some of [the countries that now do reprocessing] -- keeping in mind the concern expressed by President Carter" about nuclear proliferation, Durbin said. "There has to be a way for us to pursue this in an environmentally responsible way and in a responsible way when it comes to national security." Kirk also backed the concept of a greater focus on reprocessing Friday, but he and Mark T. Peters, a nuclear fuel-cycle expert at Argonne National Laboratory in Illinois, both supported the proposed Yucca Mountain repository as the best long-term solution to the challenge of safely storing nuclear waste. Peters said, "We've started to grow back our research infrastructure" to investigate reprocessing options, "but the investments are quite modest in the United States." If more nuclear plants are to be built in this county, Peters said, "It makes sense to recycle because you can make optimal use of repository space" -- given that recycling reduces the tonnage of nuclear waste. But the expense of reprocessed fuel does not make it attractive to the nuclear industry. "Unless we start this as a matter of national policy, we won't pursue it for quite some time, because the economics are not there to support the initial investment" in reprocessing, said Exelon Generation's CEO, Charles Pardee. "The countries that have done this have done it with federal funds, as a matter of federal policy."

Uncertainty DA—

a) CP creates massive regulatory uncertainty—states will act in different ways to implement
DeShazo and Freeman ‘7 – professor and director of the Lewis Center and professor of law
(J.R. DeShazo and Jody Freeman, TIMING AND FORM OF FEDERAL REGULATION:   
THE CASE OF CLIMATE CHANGE, University of Pennsylvania Law Review, Vol. 155:1499, 2007)
States can increase regulatory uncertainty in this way either by taking action alone or by joining together with other states in regional compacts. Moreover, because states will be responding to somewhat different interest group configurations within their own jurisdictions, there is a high likelihood that different states will adopt different regulatory approaches. This practically ensures inconsistency and helps drive industry to Congress. At the same time, some states are likely to be more important than others in provoking this reaction. Historically, California seems to have been especially influential in prompting industry demand for federal uniformity, perhaps because of the state’s disproportionate market power 27 and history of engaging in product regulation targeting automobiles. 28

a) Federal preemption of the counterplan exists now
Ostrow ’11 – associate professor of law at Hofstra Law School
(Ashira Pelman Ostrow, “Process Preemption in Federal Siting Regimes, Harvard Journal of Law, July 2011, http://www.harvardjol.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/07/Ostrow_Article.pdf)
For national security reasons, the federal government has long asserted exclusive authority to manage high-level radioactive waste. 130 The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 131 and the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 132 granted the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) exclusive regulatory authority over high-level nuclear waste facilities. 133 The statutes left no room for state participation, other than in an advisory capacity for certain transportation issues. 134 Nonetheless, by the late 1970s, the states began to actively regulate, restrict, and even ban the shipment of highly toxic nuclear waste and the establishment of radioactive waste facilities within their borders. 135 To resolve the jurisdictional conflict, Congress enacted the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 (“NWPA”). 136 The Act was intended to “establish a schedule for the siting, construction, and operation of repositories” to protect the public and the environment “from the hazards posed by high-level radioactive waste.” 137 The NWPA required the Secretary of Energy to nominate five sites for a high-level radioactive waste repository and to recommend three of them to the President for further study by January 1, 1985. 138 The Act further required the Secretary of Energy to develop guidelines by which to evaluate potential repository sites. 139

b) Regulatory uncertainty kills commercialization—that’s Berry and Tolley.

Doesn’t solve the nuclear leadership advantage—
a) DOE is the vehicle for international nuclear fuel cycle cooperation
Peters ’12 – deputy laboratory director for programs at Argonne National Lab
(Mark T. Peters, American Nuclear Society, “Recycling Used Nuclear Fuel: Balancing Energy and Waste Management Policies”, Testimony to the U.S. House of Representatives, 6-6-2012)
In the United States, the primary organization with responsibility for the research and development of used fuel recycling technologies is the Department of Energy’s Office of Nuclear Energy (DOE-NE), through its Fuel Cycle Research and Development program. This program supports research to develop and evaluate separations and treatment processes for used nuclear fuel that will enable the transition from the current open fuel cycle practiced in the United States to a sustainable, environmentally acceptable, and economic closed fuel cycle. Ongoing projects related to reprocessing and waste management include: • Using advanced modeling and simulation coupled with experiments to optimize the design and operation of separations equipment. • Exploring an innovative one-step extraction process for americium and curium, radionuclides that are major contributors to nuclear waste toxicity, to reduce the cost of aqueous-based used-fuel treatment. • Further developing pyrochemical processes for used fuel treatment. These processes enable the use of compact equipment and facilities, treatment of used fuel shortly after discharge from a reactor, and reduction of secondary waste generation. • Developing highly durable and leach-resistant waste forms of metal, glass, and ceramic composition for safe, long-term disposal. However, it must be noted that the United States increasingly relies on collaborative arrangements with foreign research institutions and universities to conduct research in these areas. For example, Argonne, Idaho, and other U.S. national laboratories are working with the Korea Atomic Energy Research Institute, in a series of joint studies sponsored by the United States and Republic of Korea, to study disposition options for used nuclear fuel, including pyroprocessing, in order to develop economic, sustainable long-term solutions, consistent with non-proliferation objectives, for nuclear energy production and waste management. The state of U.S nuclear research facilities is declining compared to steady investments being made in countries such as France, Russia, Japan, and Republic of Korea. More importantly, those governments, as part of their national energy policies, have committed to the development and deployment of advanced fast reactor technologies, which are an important element of an integrated energy and waste management policy.

b) Using DOE is key international perception and cooperation
APS ‘1
(American Physical Society, the world's second largest organization of physicists, behind the Deutsche Physikalische Gesellschaft. The Society publishes more than a dozen science journals, including the world renowned Physical Review. The New Director of Science and technology was a fellow here Revitalizing Science
In the Department of Energy, 2001, http://74.125.47.132/search?q=cache:iR9g9ftwuwoJ:www.aps.org/policy/tools/coalitions/esc/upload/Grassroots_2001_ESC_WhitePaperRevitalizingScienceDOE.pdf)
Most DOE scientific user facilities – large and small, all built at great expense, are operating well below  their designed capacity. Many cannot meet the most urgent user demands, including those of the biological  community. Still others, such as those supporting high-energy physics, are underutilized because of  declining support for the individual investigators that use the facilities. This ineffective facility utilization  shrinks the return on investment and discourages our brightest young students and researchers from  pursuing careers in science. Because each increment of operating funds is highly leveraged, a modest percentage increase in operating  funds and support for individual investigators in certain disciplines will lead to substantial gains in  scientific productivity. More effective utilization of our national facilities is sound, cost-effective science  policy that ensures higher returns on investment. Failure to fully utilize DOE facilities also threatens the national enterprise in the life sciences. For  example, the Office of Science funds, operates, maintains, upgrades and supports the Nation’s four  synchrotron user facilities and most of the neutron facilities that enable life scientists to investigate biological  structure. Over the past five years, the number of protein structures determined using DOE’s synchrotron  facilities has increased more than seven-fold while the number of biological users of these facilities has grown  from 100 users in 1990 to 2,400 -- 40% of all users, today. DOE support for these facilities has not kept pace  with inflation. In some areas, including basic structural biology, health effects, and nuclear medicine, the core  budget has been drastically reduced “making it difficult to do meaningful science” (Federation of American  Societies for Experimental Biology, Federal Funding for Biomedical & Related Life Science Research FY 2002). Even for the important DOE human genome program -- budget reductions have occurred in each of the  last two fiscal years. “This disturbing trend will have significant and lasting ramifications for the progress of our  nation’s science,” notes the Federation of American Societies for Experimental Biology (FASEB). The Federation  urges a 15 percent increase in the DOE Office of Science for FY 2002 and a doubling of the Office of Science  budget over the next five years. New and Creative Ideas and Innovation “If the United States does not invest significantly more in public research and development, it will be eclipsed by  others. Recent failures in this regard may return to haunt us. The decision not to invest in a large nuclear accelerator,  the Superconducting Super Collider, already means that the most significant breakthroughs in theoretical physics at  least over the next decade will occur in Europe and not in the United States. The reduction of U.S. research and  development in basic electronics engineering has ensured that the next generation of chip processors for manufacturing  technology will come from an international consortium (U.S.-German-Dutch) rather than from the United States alone.” -- U.S. Commission on National Security/21 st Century, “Road Map for National Security, Imperative for Change,”  2001 One of the most significant casualties of declining federal investment in the physical sciences and  engineering is the loss of U.S. intellectual leadership in essential fields because U.S. researchers account for  fewer advances. While it is hard to measure increases or decreases in national “brainpower” by field, one  possible measuring tool is the number of articles submitted to and published in peer reviewed scientific  publications. While the U.S. has historically led the world in this area, U.S. scientific and technical  publications appear to be on a downward trajectory while increasing in many other countries (Council on  Competitiveness, U.S. Competitiveness 2001). For instance, submissions to Physical Review and Physical  Review Letters from Western European researchers and those from other parts of the world combined have  significantly outpaced submissions by U.S. authors in recent years (figure 7). In some areas, choices have been made which have significantly weakened our scientific position with  regard to other countries. For example, the U.S. once led the world in fusion research; that is no longer so.  Similarly, our scientific position relative to other countries in High Energy Physics and Nuclear Fission  Research has declined DOE’s scientific facilities at national laboratories and universities are essential tools for U.S. researchers  in a variety of fields. Since its inception as the Atomic Energy Commission, DOE has supported the work of  74 Nobel Prize winners. The DOE invests in cutting-edge research at universities and national laboratories  in such diverse fields as fusion research, high energy and nuclear physics, advanced scientific computing,  nanotechnology, and molecular biology. Scientific Facilities DOE’s large-scale and specialized scientific user facilities at both the national laboratories and  universities are unique and essential to the scientific programs of all other federal agencies, including the  National Institutes of Health, the National Science Foundation, and the Department of Defense. Each year over 15,000 scientists – many whose research is sponsored by the National Science Foundation  and the National Institutes of Health -- conduct cutting-edge experiments using these facilities: large particle  accelerators, experimental detectors, nuclear reactors, high-precision instruments, synchrotrons, massively  parallel computers, high-capacity computer networks, and high-resolution microscopes. DOE's investment in  these national tools sustains U.S. world leadership across most science and engineering disciplines. Research Capabilities and Support of Core Academic Disciplines The Office of Science directs DOE’s research effort in physics, materials science, chemical science,  engineering, biosciences, geosciences, life/medical science, energy and environmental sciences,  mathematics and computer science. It also maintains critical national scientific capabilities not maintained  by other federal agencies. DOE is the primary source of federal support for a variety of scientific areas such  as ceramics, corrosion, fission engineering, combustion, catalysis, photovoltaics, superconductivity,  radiation effects, plasma science, nuclear imaging, carbon cycle research, and advanced computer science.  Many of these areas are specially oriented and critical to advancing DOE's national security and energy  and environment missions. Education and Training Roughly 23 percent of DOE science funds are awarded to universities. DOE supports more than 5,000  graduate students and postdoctoral fellows. Half of the scientists who use DOE user facilities, over 7000, are  faculty and students from universities whose research and education depends critically upon the continued  and effective operation of these facilities. DOE also reaches out to K-12 children and their teachers to help improve children's scientific and  mathematical knowledge and understanding of global energy and environmental challenges. Funding for DOE Science has Lagged Significantly Below other Science Agencies Despite the unique role played by the U.S. Department of Energy in our nation’s scientific  infrastructure, the accumulated needs have far outpaced available funding. Furthermore, DOE support has  lagged seriously when compared with other federal agencies (Figure 9). Therefore, overall funding for  physical sciences and engineering in the U.S. is not in balance with funding for other areas of science, and  this imbalance has now reached a critical level. An Initiative to Revitalize DOE Science The DOE role in science must be revitalized and strengthened if the nation is to continue to receive the  essential benefits of science and engineering research. DOE must step up to its important responsibility as  the largest single U.S. investor in research in the physical sciences, third largest investor in engineering, and  the third largest investor in basic research. The growing interdependence between the physical sciences  and engineering, the life and biomedical sciences and other key areas of science, requires that investments  in the Office of Science keep pace with the investment commitments of NIH and NSF.

Solves Russia coop
DOE 7
(Department Of Energy, Deputy Secretary of Energy, Clay Sell, Speech at the Carnegie Moscow Center, March 14, 2007, http://www.energy.gov/news/4876.htm)
Thank you Rose for that kind introduction.  And a special thank you to the Carnegie Moscow Center for putting together this morning’s event. Non-governmental organizations like the Moscow Center do unique work that plays a very important role in civil society.  The Carnegie Institute has been instrumental in bringing together the thought and opinion leaders of Russia in support of democracy and freedom.  You and others took a leading role in the transformation of political discourse here over the past 15 years.  And it will be you who help keep the political and opinion leaders accountable by convening experts, fostering debate, and performing crucial research that addresses some of our world’s most important public policy challenges.  I commend you for it and I thank you for having me. One individual who personified the important role that reformers can make, even against staggering odds, was the former Russian Admiral Nikolai Yurasov.  I recall meeting the Admiral about five or six years ago back in the U.S.  He was a great and early advocate for nuclear nonproliferation and he helped to strengthen the U.S. – Russian partnership in this area. His work began opening the door to a number of opportunities for the Department of Energy.  I think fondly of him and express my condolences to his family. The strategic rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union was the most important foreign policy dynamic in the second half of the 20th century, without question.  It defined our relationship and separated the world into groups…aligned with…aligned against…or not aligned at all. But that time is over.  In the 21st century, our relationship must not be defined by a rekindling of our strategic rivalry of old, but instead by a new strategic partnership.  A partnership defined by our joint leadership on the world’s greatest challenges.  And right now, there is no greater challenge than energy. Perhaps some would say that is an overstatement.  I don’t think so.  And I would like to tell you why. Energy necessarily underpins almost every other major challenge we face. The development and success of national economies – a matter critically important to addressing the poverty and despair that breeds terrorism – will depend, in large part, on whether or not nations have secure and affordable supplies of energy. And ensuring that this continued development is achieved in a clean and environmentally sensitive way, and in a way that allows us to effectively address the challenge of global climate change, will depend on the decision we make about how to source and consume our energy. And each nation’s sense of national security will depend in large part on having stable and diverse supplies of energy.  Energy security cannot be separated from national security. And when one looks at the great potential that nuclear power can play in addressing these issues, we can add in a further issue:  energy security cannot be separated from our nonproliferation and counterterrorism policies related to fissile material. These issues matter.  How Russia leads on these issues matter.  And perhaps there is no area in which Russia and the United States together can have a greater impact than on energy. In some of these areas, like nonproliferation policy, the United States and Russia have a rich track record of cooperation on which to build…I would like to talk about that today. On broader matters of energy policy, our partnership is still emerging.  Frankly we, in the United States, see areas of great concern about what is happening here, but we also see areas of great opportunity.  I will talk about that as well.  


That solves miscalc and nuke war
Gottemoeller 8 
(Rose Gottemoeller was appointed Director of carnegie  moscow center in January  2006. formerly, Gottemoeller  was a senior associate at the  carnegie endowment, where  she held a joint appointment  with the Russian and eurasian  Program and the Global Policy Program. a specialist on  defense and nuclear issues in  Russia and the other former  soviet states, Gottemoeller’s  research at the endowment  focused on issues of nuclear  security and stability, nonproliferation, and arms control, the Carnegie Endowment  for International Peace is a  private, nonprofit organization dedicated to advancing  cooperation between nations and promoting active international engagement by  the United States, “Russia-US Security Relations after Georgia” available at http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/russia_us_security_relations_after_georgia.pdf) 
No holds barred, no rules—the United States and Russia may be heading to a confrontation more unpredictable and dangerous  than any we have seen since the Cuban missile  crisis. A confrontation today would be different—the two countries are in constant and intense communication, unlike the situation in  1962—but if those exchanges provoke mutual  anger and recrimination, they have the potential to spark a dangerous crisis. This effect is especially dangerous because  both countries are in presidential transitions.  Russia, whose government is riven by corruption, internal competition, and disorder, is  attempting an unprecedented tandem leadership arrangement. The United States is in  the midst of its quadrennial election season,  with both political parties competing to show  that their man is more skilled and tough on  national security issues than his opponent.  The unpredictability of these two transitions stokes the potential for misunderstanding and  descent into crisis. We must avoid such a crisis, because we have never succeeded in escaping the nuclear existential threat that we each pose to the  other. We never even came close to transforming the U.S.–Russian relationship into one  that is closer to that which the United States  has with the United Kingdom or France.  What if Russia had refused to confirm or deny  that no nuclear weapons were on the bombers  it flew to Venezuela? Our nuclear weapons are  still faced off to launch on warning of an attack, and in a no-holds-barred confrontation  between us, we could come close to nuclear  catastrophe before we knew it.  What next? Is it possible to outrun confrontation and return to a pragmatic working relationship in pursuit of mutual interests? Clearly the answer should be “yes,” if  the Russian Federation completely withdraws  its troops from Georgian territory according  to the Sarkozy–Medvedev plan. But, following Russia’s recognition of the independence  of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, that process  may take months and perhaps years. Some  Russian commentators have been arguing that  a relevant time frame to consider is how long  Cyprus has been the site of an unresolved territorial dispute between Turkey and Greece:  nearly thirty years.  In the meantime, the United States and  Russia have about six months of intense political transition to get through, until the new  U.S. president settles into place. This begs for  a short-term modus vivendi that would enable  the two countries to avoid a potential crisis  and establish an agenda to confront some of  the severe problems that have emerged in their  relationship. Ultimately, the United States and  Russia should want to re-create a book of rules  that both will embrace, corresponding to international law and in fact strengthening it. Seize the Superstructure The first step in this process, and the best way  to begin it, is to grab onto the existing superstructure of the U.S.–Russia relationship. This  is the system of established and well-understood treaties, agreements, and arrangements  that has been built up over time. Beginning  in the 1950s, many efforts have been made  to insert predictability and mutual confidence  into the relationship in the form of both bilateral and multilateral arrangements. For the  next six months, both governments need to  take advantage of this established and well understood system. Derided in recent years as  a Cold War relic not worthy of the friendship  the two countries had developed, it could  now be a lifeline. 


Elections

No impact- econ decline doesn’t cause war
Barnett ‘9 (Thomas P.M. Barnett, senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC, “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” 8/25/2009)

When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: * No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); * The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); * Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); * No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); * A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and * No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.) Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed. Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis? If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism. At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please! Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order
Romney won’t collapse the economy
Krugman 12 (Paul, American economist, Professor of Economics and International Affairs at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton University, Centenary Professor at the London School of Economics, and an op-ed columnist for The New York Times, “Romney’s Economic Closet,” NYT, 2/23/12, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/24/opinion/krugman-romneys-economic-closet.html)

According to Michael Kinsley, a gaffe is when a politician accidentally tells the truth. That’s certainly what happened to Mitt Romney on Tuesday, when in a rare moment of candor — and, in his case, such moments are really, really rare — he gave away the game.  Speaking in Michigan, Mr. Romney was asked about deficit reduction, and he absent-mindedly said something completely reasonable: “If you just cut, if all you’re thinking about doing is cutting spending, as you cut spending you’ll slow down the economy.” A-ha. So he believes that cutting government spending hurts growth, other things equal.  The right’s ideology police were, predictably, aghast; the Club for Growth quickly denounced the statement as showing that Mr. Romney is “not a limited-government conservative.” On the contrary, insisted the club, “If we balanced the budget tomorrow on spending cuts alone, it would be fantastic for the economy.” And a Romney spokesman tried to walk back the remark, claiming, “The governor’s point was that simply slashing the budget, with no affirmative pro-growth policies, is insufficient to get the economy turned around.”  But that’s not what the candidate said, and it’s very unlikely that it’s what he meant. Almost surely, he is, in fact, a closet Keynesian.  How do we know this? Well, for one thing, Mr. Romney is not a stupid man. And while his grasp of world affairs does sometimes seem shaky, he has to be aware of the havoc austerity policies are wreaking in Greece, Ireland and elsewhere.  Beyond that, we know who he turns to for economic advice; heading the list are Glenn Hubbard of Columbia University and N. Gregory Mankiw of Harvard. While both men are loyal Republican spear-carriers — each served for a time as chairman of George W. Bush’s Council of Economic Advisers — both also have long track records as professional economists. And what these track records suggest is that neither of them believes any of the propositions that have become litmus tests for would-be G.O.P. presidential candidates.  Consider Mr. Mankiw, in particular. Modern Republicans detest Keynes; Mr. Mankiw is the editor of a collection of papers titled “New Keynesian Economics.” In an early edition of his best-selling textbook, he dismissed supply-side economics — the doctrine embraced by the sainted Ronald Reagan — as the creation of “charlatans and cranks.” And, in 2009, he called for higher inflation as a solution to the economic crisis, a position anathema to Republicans like Representative Paul Ryan, the chairman of the House Budget Committee, who warn ominously about the evil of “debasing” our currency.  Given his advisers, then, it seems safe to assume that what Mr. Romney blurted out Tuesday reflected his real economic beliefs — as opposed to the nonsense he pretends to believe, because it’s what the Republican base wants to hear. 


Romney will win now—resiliency and momentum
KTVQ 9-19. ["It's not all over for Romney" KTVQ News Coverage -- www.ktvq.com/news/it-s-not-all-over-for-romney/]
On Monday night, Romney was hit with what we might call a "pre-gaffe" when a private statement that he made months ago suddenly hit the Web. The video shows Romney apparently dismissing the 47% of Americans who he says don't pay federal income taxes as freeloaders. For someone who is often portrayed as cynical and uncaring, this is not good news. What will we see next? Leaked footage of Romney stealing candy from a baby?¶ There's cause for Republicans to panic. Some commentators are starting to ask, "Did Romney just lose the election?" When I first saw the "47%" video, I wrote that it had to damage Romney's already poor likeability ratings and maybe even cost him the White House. But, after a couple of days of reflection, I think there's still reason for Republicans to have hope. Not least because the polls point to a closer election than the headlines do. But I'll come to that in a moment.¶ First, it's helpful to put the "47%" speech into historical perspective, which suggests that "gaffes never matter." Every campaign has a moment when the candidate says something they shouldn't have, and it isn't necessarily the end of the road.¶ In April 2008, in the middle of his primary race against Hillary Clinton, Barack Obama gave a speech in which he said that poverty caused "bitter" people to "cling to guns or religion or antipathy to people who aren't like them." His opponents went wild, but this kind of "cat out of the bag" statement tends to matter far more to fervent activists than it does to ordinary voters. After all, Obama won the primary and the general election.¶ Four years later, it's only Republican activists who still say they are "proud to be clinging to my guns and religion" -- as if the statement has any contemporary relevance. In 2016, Democratic activists will probably be driving around with faded bumper stickers that read, "47 Percent -- And Proud!" The rest of us will have long forgotten what that means.¶ Over time, sober analysis might slowly turn in Romney's favor, too. Consider how Obama's words were taken out of context. He was really making a case for why liberals had to renew their efforts to improve people's finances, "to get people persuaded that we can make progress when there's not evidence of that in their daily lives."¶ Likewise, Romney was actually arguing that there was no point pitching his low tax policy to the 47% of Americans who already don't pay income taxes because ... they don't pay taxes.¶ What he meant by "I don't have to worry about them," was that he didn't need to court their vote. He wasn't saying that if he saw them begging in the street he'd drive his limo straight on by.¶ In fact, the "47%" speech reads a lot better on the page than it sounds on the video. Part of Romney's problem isn't the content of his ideas, but the ubiquitous context of wealth and power. His host was a one-percenter with a taste for extravagant parties, and Romney delivered his line as if sharing the inner workings of a Ponzi scheme.¶ Despite Romney's personality problem, he isn't doing nearly as badly in the polls as the punditry suggests. In fact, the day after the 47% video leaked, Gallup released a poll that showed the president only 1 percentage point ahead of the Republican challenger. Ironically, the pollster also reported that he has surprising support among people with low incomes. This would seem to prove that Obama's convention bounce was only temporary and that he remains vulnerable.¶ More importantly, the public hasn't punished Romney for a serious gaffe he made over Egypt. Critics accused him of jumping the gun when he lambasted a statement released by the U.S. Embassy in Cairo condemning a film considered offensive to Islam -- protests against which later resulted in the death of four Americans in Libya. If they're prepared to forgive him for that snafu, perhaps they'll ignore this one, too.¶ Take a look at the electoral map and you'll see that Obama has momentum in the swing states. But not much. According to RealClearPolitics' average of polls, he's ahead 4.2 percentage points in Ohio, 3 points in Virginia, 2.7 points in Wisconsin, and 1.4 points in Florida. That puts Romney well within striking distance and that's even before he's had a chance to land some punches in the debates.

Foreign policy thumps the election
Berger ‘7-9 (Samuel R. Berger, July 9 2012, Foreign Policy, “It's the Economy, Stupid… Or Is It?” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/07/09/it_s_the_economy_stupid_or_is_it)

It has become an article of faith in this presidential campaign -- backed by relentless polling -- that the state of the economy will be decisive. Tell me the unemployment rate in October (or perhaps sooner) and I'll tell you who will be president for the next four years. Sure, the health care debate will rally forces on both sides and there will be important but narrower issues like immigration, gay marriage, and gun control that appeal to particular voters. But despite Mitt Romney's plans to take a summer jaunt to Europe and Israel, the conventional wisdom holds that foreign policy will not be central. It is background music.  Yet history tells us otherwise. In at least half the presidential elections over the last 50 years -- during war or peace, prosperity or recession -- issues of foreign policy and national security have had a major impact.  Much of it revolves around the idea of leadership and the threshold question of whether the voters will accept a candidate as a plausible and steady commander-in-chief. In 1964, Barry Goldwater failed to survive President Lyndon B. Johnson's eviscerating ad portraying a child playing with a daisy -- with a mushroom cloud rising in the background. The message wasn't  subtle: Whose finger did voters want on the nuclear button? Johnson successfully compressed a series of worries about Goldwater's extremism into unacceptable anxiety.  Somewhat less dramatically, but no less damaging, was then-Vice President George H. W. Bush's campaign against Massachusetts Gov. Michael Dukakis in the race to succeed Ronald Reagan in 1988. The picture of Dukakis uneasily at the helm of a tank with his oversized helmet strapped on for dear life settled the commander-in-chief issue pretty decisively.  In other elections, issues of war and peace have been at the center of the debate. The clouds of Vietnam swirled around the elections of both 1968 and 1972, to the advantage of Richard Nixon. In the first instance, the country was roiled with divisions and bitterness over war and race; Nixon offered peace and order. Four years later, the promise from Secretary of State Henry Kissinger that "peace is at hand" reinforced the doubts many Americans had on the eve of the election about the anti-war candidate, George McGovern. And disaffection with the war in Iraq certainly played a significant part in Barack Obama's election in 2008.  Finally, there have been catastrophic events and crises that have swept over presidential elections -- and changed their outcomes. President Jimmy Carter was in trouble before the Iranian hostage crisis in 1979, but holed up in the White House during the presidential campaign, burdened with a failed rescue effort, and embarrassed by the Iranians -- who waited until just minutes after Reagan was inaugurated to release the hostages -- his fate was sealed. And certainly, the sense of national purpose that carried forward from 9/11 and the early days of the Iraq War were important factors in President George W. Bush's re-election in 2004.  So before we discount the impact of foreign policy in 2012, we need to open the historic aperture. No doubt the economy will be front and center. But the world has a way of intruding. President Obama starts here with a decided advantage. Polls show he has nearly a 20 point lead over Romney on handling international affairs. He has established himself as a strong commander-in-chief with successes against our most immediate threats -- Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda -- as well as robust decisions on Afghanistan and Libya, improved American standing in the world, rebalanced relationships in Asia, and a strong international coalition against the Iranian nuclear program. He has also assembled a world class team -- Clinton, Gates, Panetta, Petraeus -- who have worked well together.    Moreover, history tells us that world events over the next five months could shape the currents of the campaign in significant ways.  Will Europe continue to paddle along with its head just above water, or will the eurozone capsize? Will international pressure on Iran continue to tighten, or will Israel lose patience and attack? Will Syria descend into full-scale civil war that spills over its borders and engulfs the region? Will North Korea take some provocative action against South Korea that it cannot ignore? Will a terrorist slip by, despite our robust defenses? In these and other ways, Obama and Romney undoubtedly will be tested between now and the election. Will the American people maintain their confidence in President Obama's ability to manage our global business? Or will Romney offer a serious and responsible alternative?

Can’t predict the election—Black Swans
PBS ’12 
(“Black swan events”, 9-7-2012, http://www.pbs.org/wnet/need-to-know/video/video-black-swan-events/14768/)
Finally, it was more than 130 years ago that cartoonist Thomas Nast popularized the symbols that have defined the two parties ever since: the Democratic donkey and the Republican elephant. But this year, and in fact back across many election years, the most significant animal may be…a swan. Specifically, a black swan. As coined by author Nassim Taleb in his books, “Fooled by Randomness” and then “The Black Swan,” it refers to a highly unlikely, unanticipated event that, when it happens produces hugely consequential results. Like the global financial meltdown just weeks before the 2008 presidential election. That “black swan” had a huge political impact as well. Remember: within two days of each other in September 2008, Lehmann Brothers collapsed; and AIG was saved from extinction by an $85 billion bailout. As a result, the stock market lost hundreds and hundreds of points. With that, every assumption of the 2008 campaign, every premise that had governed two years of that campaign, was rendered “inoperative.” Many Republicans still believe that, but for that meltdown, McCain might have won–or at least, made it a lot closer. But it’s hardly the only example. Again and again, random, sometimes shocking events have reshaped campaigns at every level. Most dramatic was the assassination of Robert Kennedy in 1968, moments after he declared victory in the California primary. We’ll never know if he would have won the nomination or election–but he was clearly in contention; his death made the nomination of Hubert Humphrey inevitable. Sudden death has reshaped other campaigns: most recently, in 2002, when Minnesota Senator Paul Wellstone was killed in a plane crash 11 days before Election Day. Former Vice President Walter Mondale replaced him on the ticket, and lost to Norm Coleman; giving the Republicans a crucial Senate seat. But it’s not just death that arrives on the Black Swan. Go back to 1960, when Richard Nixon was actively competing for the black vote against John Kennedy. In late October, Martin Luther King, Jr was arrested in Georgia on a highly questionable parole violation, and locked up in a rural jail; fears for his safety rose. On successive days, John Kennedy called King’s wife, and Robert Kennedy called a local judge to ask about bail. When King was released, his father–an influential black minister who had endorsed Nixon–reportedly because he feared a Catholic in the White House–switched his support to JFK. When you look at how close the vote was in key states with large black populations–one per cent in New Jersey, two per cent in Michigan, a virtual tie in Illinois–it’s not too much to say that those phone calls elected John Kennedy. What Black Swans might show up this fall? A European economic collapse? A bad stumble on the campaign trail? Something much more grim? That’s the whole point about black swans…you can’t predict them. But you’ll know ‘em when you see ‘em.”


Energy not key to the election
Cleantech Finance ’12 
(“VP announcement reinforces stark differences on energy issues for November”, 8-14-2012, http://www.cleantechfinance.net/tag/election/)
But this also raises another question. Just how important is energy policy to the voting public? Energy and environmental issues repeatedly rank low when it comes to issues that matter to the general electorate. In fact, a recent study by research organization Public Agenda found that more than half of Americans cannot name one type of renewable energy and nearly 40 percent can’t identify a fossil fuel. Many incorrectly believe that the US gets most of its oil from the Middle East. An Associated Press-NORC Center for Public Affairs Research poll found that less than 20 percent of Americans know important details about policies that could save them a lot of money, including energy efficiency rebates, tax credits, and other incentives.


Public won’t pin the plan on Obama
Mendelson ’10 
(Nina A., Disclosing “Political” Oversight of Agency Decision Making, 108 Mich. L. Rev. 1127 (2010).)
Even if presidential supervision of agency decisions is well known to the voting population, holding a President accountable for particular agency decisions is hard enough, given the infrequency of elections, the number of issues typically on the agenda at the time of a presidential election, presidencies that only last two terms, and presidential candidates who are vague about how the administrative state would run. 175 It is all the more difficult if the public does not know what influence the President may have had or may end up having on particular agency decisions. “To the extent that presidential supervision of agencies remains hidden from public scrutiny, the President will have greater freedom to [assist] parochial interests.” 176

Their environmental link is about oil pipelines and nat gas drilling—obviously not the Aff, and Keystone pipeline probably proves environmentalists won’t shift to Romney

Environmentalists are in favor of nuclear power – key clean energy resource
VEIA ’12 (Virginina Energy Independence Alliance, 9/11/12, “Why liberals and environmentalists are embracing Nuclear Energy”) 

In what is becoming a trend, liberals are starting to peel off the anti-nuclear environmentalist bandwagon and acknowledge – and embrace – the importance and value of nuclear to meet growing world power demands. Last December, the Progressive Policy Institute published a memo in support of nuclear power, citing the “impeccable safety record of nuclear power reactors under normal operating conditions,” the absence of scientific consensus regarding low-dose radiation risks, and its lack of polluting emissions. They called upon liberals, normally “champions of reason and science,” to actually take the time for an honest and fact-based evaluation of nuclear energy, and cautioned against giving too much weight to the “feeling of risk,” as opposed to real risk: So far we have spoken of risk in terms of assessments based on logic, reasoning, and scientific deliberation. But this is not the way most people think about nuclear energy. Their perceptions are shaped by risk as a feeling – an instinctive and intuitive reaction dominated by worry, fear, dread, and anxiety. These feelings often reflect a conflation of nuclear power and nuclear weapons, and feelings of anxiety stoked by the Cold War arms race. This is exactly what Virginia is running up against in the Coles Hill Uranium Mine fight, as environmentalists lose control of their reason and let irrational fears and the feelings of risk cloud their judgment. Fortunately, the tide may be turning away from feelings, anxiety, and fear, and toward reason and science. On Friday, September 7th, a group of environmentalists from the Breakthrough Institute published an article with the subtitle, “Why it’s time for environmentalists to stop worrying and love the atom,” in which they defend nuclear power against the nay-saying of their less reasonable brethren.

Plan changes perception of waste—studies and polls show big support for reprocessing
Jenkins-Smith et al 12
[Hank C. Jenkins-Smith, Carol L. Silva, Kerry G. Herron, Sarah R. Trousset, and Rob P. Rechard, “Enhancing the Acceptability and Credibility of a Repository for Spent Nuclear Fuel”, National Academy of Engineering of the National Academies, The Bridge on Managing Nuclear Waste, Summer 2012, Volume 42, Number 2, http://www.nae.edu/Publications/Bridge/59220/59232.aspx]
The effects of combining a repository with a reprocessing facility are shown in Table 2. Again, the changes in support are shown for those who initially opposed, were neutral, or supported each option. As with co-location of a repository with a national research laboratory, co-location of a repository with a reprocessing facility also increased support. Among those who either initially opposed the repository or were neutral, nearly half said the addition of the reprocessing capability would increase support for the repository. A smaller percentage said the combination would decrease support. Given the consistent and generally supportive attitudes of most Americans toward reprocessing (as discussed above), the increase in support for repositories co-located with reprocessing facilities is not surprising and could be helpful in informing policies. The implications are that public acceptance of an SNF repository is sensitive to the overall design attributes of the facility. If it is exclusively for disposal, the perceived risks and associated negative images tend to dominate perceptions (especially when SNF has been designated a “waste”). If the facility is more heterogeneous, that is, it includes design elements that address offsetting risk/benefits (such as a laboratory or reprocessing facility), thus attaching resource value to SNF, prospects for public acceptance improve.



Voters won’t turn out in Nevada now
NewsMax ’12 
(“Obama, Romney Neck and Neck in Vice-is-nice Nevada”, 7-29-2012, www.newsmax.com/Politics/ItsTheEconomy-Nevada/.../id/446880)
"It's very important that it's someone in touch with the common person, who knows what it's like to worry about making your house payment, about having health insurance for your child," Wells said. "Romney is not the common man." Taylor said relatively few of his members are likely to back Romney, but wondered if some might lack the enthusiasm to turn out for Obama. "Working people, since the 2008 election, don't see the Democrats as really delivering for them," he said. "The Republicans work hard to deliver for their constituency. I wish the Democrats could do the same for theirs."

Plan is massively supported by Nevada voters
Whaley ’12
(Sean Whaley, “Gov. Sandoval Says Nevada Does Not Want Nuclear Waste, But New Poll Shows Support For Research Facility”, Nevada News Bureau, 3-12-2012, http://www.nevadanewsbureau.com/2012/03/12/gov-sandoval-says-nevada-does-not-want-nuclear-waste-but-new-poll-shows-support-for-research-facility/)
Sandoval’s letter comes just as a new poll commissioned by Nevadans 4 Carbon Free Energy shows support for Yucca Mountain as a research park for the study of reprocessing nuclear spent fuel. The poll of 500 likely Nevada voters, taken in late February by Public Opinion Strategies, showed 62 percent in support of the research park versus 34 percent who said Yucca Mountain should be closed entirely. The question posed was whether respondents would prefer to: “Open Yucca Mountain for the study and potential reprocessing of nuclear waste into usable energy because of the jobs and money such a project would bring to the state . . .” Or: “Close Yucca Mountain altogether to help protect Nevada’s environment.” “UNR, UNLV, and many national labs around the country are conducting research on how to utilize innovative technologies now available to reprocess spent fuel, so bringing them all together to develop the best technology for commercial reprocessing makes sense,” said Gene Humphrey, the head of Nevadans 4 Carbon Free Energy (NV4CFE), a non-profit organization that supports building the research park. “Since several national laboratories are already doing work at the Nevada Test Site, it seems like the logical location to continue the legacy of nuclear exploration. But this project could generate a new form of clean energy, establish new export industries and create thousands of jobs for Nevadans.”

Nevada is a tipping-point state—multiple metrics of analysis
Marfice ’12
(Christina, “Forecast: Nevada and Oregon ‘Tipping Points’ in Presidential Race”, Boise Weekly, 6-8-2012, http://www.boiseweekly.com/CityDesk/archives/2012/06/08/forecast-nevada-and-oregon-tipping-points-in-presidential-race)
The FiveThirtyEight model, named for the nation’s 538 Electoral College votes, points to Oregon and Nevada as so-called “tipping point states,” based on the mathematical probability that either or both may ultimately provide the deciding vote in the race for the White House. Nevada is ranked fourth in the nation in one of the forecast’s surveys, with an 8 percent likelihood that it may provide a decisive electoral vote. Oregon is ranked eighth with a 3 percent likelihood. In an every-last-vote-counts study, FiveThirtyEight also has a unique analysis that indicates that there is an 11 percent likelihood that an individual voter in Nevada might determine the Electoral College winner. An Oregon voter has an approximately 2 percent likelihood that he or she will determine the next president. The Times reports that Oregon, while infrequently polled but historically competitive, may provide one of the nation’s tightest face-offs. The model gives Obama a 6.5 percent lead in Oregon and still considers the state to be a likely Obama winner come November. In Nevada, polls are even closer, with Obama currently holding only a 3 percent lead over Romney. With nearly five months remaining before the election, The Times reports that Nevada could become a tossup state before votes are cast.


Efficiency T/O

Hegemony inevitable- power is relative
Bremmer and Gordon 12/27 (Ian Bremmer is president of Eurasia Group and author of “The End of the Free Market: Who Wins the War Between States and Corporations?” David F. Gordon, former director of policy planning at the State Department, is head of research at Eurasia Group, “An Upbeat View of America's 'Bad' Year”, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/12/28/opinion/an-upbeat-view-of-americas-bad-year.html?pagewanted=all, December 27, 2011, 

Among global big thinkers, never a bashful crowd, the notion of a United States in decline has become conventional wisdom. In late 2011, this narrative has crescendoed, with experts arguing that China has surpassed the United States economically, Niall Ferguson declaring that we are at “the end of 500 years of Western predominance” and The National Interest proclaiming “the end of the American era.” Even the National Intelligence Council’s coming Global Trends 2030 study reportedly assumes an America in decline. As 2011 draws to a close, the U.S. military’s exit from Iraq and challenges in Afghanistan along with American vulnerability to the European crisis provide further confirmation of the decline narrative. We agree with some of these views. The United States has neither the willingness nor the capability to provide the kind of global leadership that it has provided in the past several decades, and other countries are increasingly less willing to follow America’s lead. But the conventional wisdom obscures as much as it reveals. Specifically, the declinists overlook the inconvenient truth that global power is relative. And comparing America’s year to that of our present and potential adversaries paints an interesting picture: 2011 was not the year when the United States fell off the wagon. Instead, a look back at the past 12 months suggests that U.S. power is more resilient than the narrative of inevitable decline portrays. Take Al Qaeda, our most consistent adversary (by their definition and ours) since the 9/11 attacks. Despite some severe missteps, we have in 10 years degraded Al Qaeda’s capabilities to the point that they are having difficulty mounting attacks against significant targets. In 2011, the United States killed Al Qaeda’s most effective propagandist, Anwar al-Awlaki; its operating chief, Atiyah Abd al-Rahman; and of course its founder, chief executive and spiritual leader, Osama bin Laden. Moreover, the Arab Spring undercut the notion that political change in the Middle East requires the violent jihad that Bin Laden spent his career espousing. The fight against extremist Islam is an impossible one in which to declare success. Yet the fact remains that while Al Qaeda began the War on Terror with a horrific assault on the foremost symbols of U.S. economic and military power, it leaves 2011 effectively leaderless, rudderless and reduced to boasting about kidnapping defenseless U.S. aid workers. Iran’s leaders also exit 2011 in worse shape than they entered it. Early in the year, they viewed the demise of Middle Eastern potentates as accelerating their rise to regional dominance. Turkish anger over the Mavi Marmara incident continued to draw Ankara closer to Tehran. Saudi anger at the perceived lack of U.S. support for Egypt’s Hosni Mubarak seemed to threaten a permanent rupture in the U.S. relationship with a key ally, and Iran assumed that it would be the beneficiary of declining American influence in the Arab World. But the Arab Spring has unfolded very differently. Iran’s closest, most vital, and in some ways only Arab ally, Syria’s Bashar al-Assad, ends the year leading an embattled, isolated regime facing a combination of civil war and economic sanctions that his government is unlikely to survive. Iran’s relationship with Turkey has deteriorated sharply, and, along with Saudi Arabia, Ankara has in fact drawn closer to the United States. Indeed, the nascent U.S.-Turkey-Saudi troika is one of the most important but least noticed trends of the past few months. Combined with another year without nuclear weapons — the program apparently thwarted significantly by covert operations — and a tightening vise of economic sanctions, these events have left Iran’s leaders disoriented. After years of growing consensus, Iran’s elites are now increasingly fragmented and at one another’s throats. Moreover, Tehran spent the past few months engaged in a stunning series of blunders: plotting with Mexican drug dealers to assassinate the Saudi ambassador to the United States and allowing regime supporters to storm the British Embassy in Tehran, the combination of which has re-energized global efforts to squeeze Iran financially. The assumption that Iran is the emerging regional power has shattered. China, which most of the declinists identify as America’s greatest future rival, has likewise had a difficult 2011. With U.S. willingness to lead receding, the international spotlight has fallen on Beijing. And on every issue — the euro zone crisis, climate change and rebalancing the global economy — China has declined to take the lead, to criticism and dismay at home and abroad. Beijing has failed to reconcile rising domestic nationalism with assuaging its neighbors’ increasing alarm over Chinese economic sustainability and strategic hegemony. China’s miscalculations in Northeast and Southeast Asia have allowed the United States to reassert traditional alliances in the region (with Japan and South Korea), establish new beachheads (placing a permanent U.S. Marine Corps presence in Australia), and create a process and institutions (the Trans-Pacific Partnership) for a balanced Asia–Pacific regional architecture, rather than one dominated by the Middle Kingdom. Compared to this, 2011 has not been a bad year for America. It is a stretch to call the Iraq war a victory, but the endgame in the Afghan quagmire is slowly coming into focus. And for all our fiscal problems, global funding has to flow somewhere, and our capital markets are still unparalleled. China won’t internationalize the renminbi, the euro is fragile and gold is not a country. As a result, the dollar remains the world’s reserve currency, and U.S. Treasury bills the global financial safe haven. This will inevitably change in the long term, but not for quite some time. The unipolar moment is over. But for 2011 at least, the world order has remained the United States and the rest.


Evne if blackouts happen, the impacts are isolated- past events prove
Leger 7-31-12 [Donna Leinwand Leger, USA Today, “Energy experts say blackout like India's is unlikely in U.S.,” http://www.usatoday.com/news/nation/story/2012-07-31/usa-india-power-outage/56622978/1]

A massive, countrywide power failure like the one in India on Tuesday is "extremely unlikely" in the United States, energy experts say. In India, three of the country's government-operated power grids failed Tuesday, leaving 620 million people without electricity for several hours. The outage, the second in two days in the country of 1.21 billion people, is the world's biggest blackout on record. The U.S. electricity system is segmented into three parts with safeguards that prevent an outage in one system from tripping a blackout in another system, "making blackouts across the country extremely unlikely," Energy Department spokeswoman Keri Fulton said. Early reports from government officials in India say excessive demand knocked the country's power generators offline. Experts say India's industry and economy are growing faster than its electrical systems. Last year, the economy grew 7.8% and pushed energy needs higher, but electricity generation did not keep pace, government records show. "We are much, much less at risk for something like that happening here, especially from the perspective of demand exceeding supply," said Gregory Reed, a professor of electric power engineering at University of Pittsburgh. "We're much more sophisticated in our operations. Most of our issues have been from natural disasters." The U.S. generates more than enough electricity to meet demand and always have power in reserve, Reed said. "Fundamentally, it's a different world here," said Arshad Mansoor, senior vice president of the Electric Power Research Institute in Washington and an expert on power grids. "It's an order of magnitude more reliable here than in a developing country." Grid operators across the country analyze power usage and generation, factoring outside factors such as weather, in real time and can forecast power supply and demand hour by hour, Mansoor said. "In any large, complex interactive network, the chance of that interconnection breaking up is always there," Mansoor said. "You cannot take your eye off the ball for a minute." Widespread outages in the U.S. caused by weather are common. But the U.S. has also had system failures, said Ellen Vancko, senior energy adviser for the Union of Concerned Scientists, based in Washington. On Aug. 14, 2003, more than 50 million people in the Northeast and Canada lost power after a major U.S. grid collapsed. The problem began in Ohio when a transmission wire overheated and sagged into a tree that had grown too close to the line, Vancko said. That caused other power lines to overheat until so many lines failed that the system shut itself down, she said. "That was less a failure of technology and more a failure of people, a failure of people to follow the rules," Vancko said. "There were a whole bunch of lessons learned." In 2005, in response to an investigation of the blackout, Congress passed a law establishing the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) to enforce reliability standards for bulk electricity generation.

Utilities are increasing reliance on nuclear power now—uprating
Plumer ‘12
[bookmark: _GoBack](Brad Plumer, “How to expand nuclear power without attracting (too much) attention”, Washington Post, 7-18-2012, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/wp/2012/07/18/how-to-increase-nuclear-power-without-attracting-attention/)
Since the 1970s, construction on new nuclear reactors in the United States has largely ground to a halt, thanks to public protests, regulatory obstacles and tight financing. Yet over that same period, U.S. utilities have managed to increase the amount of electricity they get from nuclear power. By quite a lot, in fact. How is that possible? Through a process known as “uprating.” According to a new analysis by the U.S. Energy Information Administration, the operators of 98 of the country’s 104 commercial nuclear reactors have asked regulators for permission to boost capacity from their existing plants. All in all, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has approved more than 6,500 megawatts worth of uprates since 1977. That’s the equivalent of building six entirely new nuclear reactors—and during a period when fresh plants were impossible to build.


Zero link—reprocessing has marginal effect on cost of nuclear power
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[Nathan R. Lee, WISE Intern and B.S.E. in Materials Science & Engineering from UPenn, Sustainability Of U.S. Nuclear Energy: Waste Management And The Question Of Reprocessing American Nuclear Society, 2010, http://www.wise-intern.org/journal/2010/NathanLeeWISE2010.pdf]
Finally, it is important to note that the economic ramifications of changing the fuel cycle are quite small compared to other parts of the nuclear energy industry. Capital, operations, and maintenance account for 80-90% of total generation costs, dwarfing the significance of fuel cycle economics. Although fuel cycle costs are not immaterial, they should not be the principal driving factor in a policy decision. 48

