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SMR’s will achieve commercialization without the plan- no need for gov intervention
Wheeler ’12 (Brian Wheeler, Senior Editor @ Power Engineering, “Small modular nuclear reactors draw interest at ANS Annual Meeting”, http://www.power-eng.com/articles/2012/06/small-modular-nuclear-reactors-draw-interest-at-ans-annual-meeting.html, June 27, 2012, LEQ)

Interest in small modular reactors (SMR) continues to grow, as evident by the standing room only session held Wednesday, June 27 during the American Nuclear Society's (ANS) Annual Meeting in Chicago. “SMRs have a lot of benefits to offer,” said Daniel Ingersoll with NuScale Power and session chair for Wednesday morning's session. “(SMRs) are very important to the future of nuclear energy.” The Department of Energy (DOE) has said SMRs are about one-third the size of current nuclear power reactors and are designed to offer a host of safety, siting, construction and economic benefits. The DOE defines an SMR as 300 MWe or less. The Electric Power Research Institute in February, along with the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, released a study that stated the U.S. has the potential to generate 201 GW from SMRs. For the study, a small modular reactor was labeled a 350 MWe or less, which differs slightly from DOE's definition. The study stated, though, that 350 MWe was considered a reasonable bounding estimate of an initial SMR installation. The interest in SMRs was not only apparent during the Wednesday session. On Tuesday, June 26, Russ Bell, director of New Plant Licensing at the Nuclear Energy Institute, discussed the development of SMRs during a global nuclear new build conference session. “There is serious interest in SMRs from serious players,” he said. “When you see that kind of interest, there is something there.” One of those players is Westinghouse Electric Co. Their interest level was clear as employees of Westinghouse presented four papers on the development of the Westinghouse SMR during Wednesday's session. Westinghouse, manufacturer of the 1,100 MWe AP1000 plant, announced its plans to develop the greater-than 225 MWe, integral pressurized water reactor in February 2011. The Westinghouse SMR is not a “mini-AP1000” reactor, but Matthew Memmott with Westinghouse's Advanced Reactors Division said the company is focused on utilizing the company's experience as much as possible, as well as providing new insights. “We are leveraging existing technology, albeit in a new way, but this gives us the advantage of being able to economically develop this design,” he said. During the ANS conference this week, the possibility of replacing older coal-fired power plants with SMR technology has been brought up multiple times. Bell said it would be “great” to replace lost generation from expected coal plant retirements with nuclear generation. The DOE's interest is also clear as it announced in January a draft Funding Opportunity Announcement to establish cost-shared agreements to support the design and licensing of SMRs. “America's choice is clear,” said Energy Secretary Steven Chu when the draft FOA was announced. “We can either develop the next generation of clean energy technologies, which will help create thousands of jobs and export opportunities here in America, or we can wait for other countries to take the lead.” In March, the DOE announced that a total of $450 million will be made available to support first-of-its-kind engineering, design certification and licensing for up to two SME designs over five years. Through the cost-shared agreements, the DOE said it will solicit proposals for SMR projects that have the potential to be licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and achieve commercial operation by 2022. The agreements will provide a total investment of about $900 million, with at least 50 percent provided by private industry. Joyce Connery, director for Nuclear Energy Policy at the National Security, on Tuesday said the DOE's award for SMRs in the U.S., which is currently being reviewed, could help enhance the U.S. supply chain. But, the U.S. is “still going to need big nuclear,” she said. “And sustain the 104 reactors we have.” To be fair, Westinghouse is not the only vendor or lab that is researching and developing SMR technology. Generation mPower, a joint venture between the Babcock & Wilcox Co. (NYSE: BWC) and Bechtel Corp., is developing a scalable, integral reactor capable of adding power generation in increments of 180 MWe. GE Hitachi Nuclear Energy, using technology that was conceived in 1981, is developing the PRISM, or Power Reactor Innovative Small Modular, a 300 MWe next generation fast spectrum, sodium-cooled reactor. NuScale Power is developing a 45 MW light water SMR design with a combined containment vessel and reactor system. NuScale has said a plant using this design can utilize as many as 12 reactor to produce up to 540 MW of capacity, adding modules as power is needed. General Atomics for the past three years has been developing the 240 MWe Energy Multiplier Module, or EM2, a gas-cooled fast reactor that runs on spent fuel, plutonium or depleted uranium. While this list may not include every technology provider seeking to develop an SMR design, it does show the interest is real, and the interest is expected to only grow.
2NC Bubble Turn Overview

Turns the entirety of the case – the burst will make all problems worse

VICTOR AND YANOSEK ’11 - professor at the School of International Relations and Pacific Studies; AND*** Yanosek – MBA from Harvard (Victor, David G. Yanosek, Kassia. “The Crisis in Clean Energy: Stark Realities of the Renewables Craze”. August, 2011. Proquest)

After years of staggering growth, the clean-energy industry is headed for a crisis. In most of the Western countries leading the industry, the public subsidies that have propelled it to 25 percent annual growth rates in recent years have now become politically unsustainable. Temporary government stimulus programs-which in 2010 supplied one-fifth of the record investment in clean energy worldwide-have merely delayed the bad news. Last year, after 20 years of growth, the number of new wind turbine installations dropped for the first time; in the United States, the figure fell by as much as half. The market value of leading clean-energy equipment manufacturing companies has plummeted and is poised to decline further as government support for the industry erodes. The coming crisis could make some of the toughest foreign policy challenges facing the United States-from energy insecurity to the trade deficit to global warming-even more difficult to resolve. The revolution in clean energy was supposed to help fix these problems while also creating green jobs that would power the economic recovery. Some niches in clean energy will still be profitable, such as residential rooftop solar installations and biofuel made from Brazilian sugar cane, which is already competitive with oil. But overall, the picture is grim. This is true not only for the United States but also for the rest of the world, because the market for clean-energy technologies is global. 

Solyndra proves- energy bubble crashes causes industry collapse
Tracinski ’12 (Robert Tracinski, Robert Tracinski writes daily commentary at TIADaily.com, “The Global Warming Bubble”, http://www.realclearmarkets.com/articles/2012/03/06/the_global_warming_bubble_99552.html, March 6, 2012)

When the federal government bailed out General Motors, you may remember that we were told the government would transform GM by moving it away from manufacturing big, gas-guzzling trucks and SUVs (you know, the vehicles that were actually making a profit) and instead make sure that GM rode the real wave of the future: electric cars. Well, here's where the wave of the future has taken us: GM just shut down the assembly line of its electric car, the Chevy Volt, for five weeks because demand for the Volt is making the Edsel look like a roaring success. Observers are divided over whether the Volt has flopped because of its limited all-electric range, its high price tag (despite massive government subsidies), or the fact that its battery might have a tendency to catch on fire. The Volt is just the latest commercial failure for "green" technology. We are in the middle of what you might call a global warming bubble. It is a failure of the global warming theory itself and of the credibility of its advocates, but also a failure of the various "green energy" schemes proposed as a substitute for fossil fuels. Take the sleek Tesla electric roadster, brought to you with about half a billion dollars in government-backed loans, which turns into an immovable "brick" if you run down its battery too far, say, by taking a long drive and parking it for a while. The failure of the solar panel maker Solyndra has been followed by the bankruptcies of a variety of other government-subsidized green energy firms, such as Beacon Energy, which makes an energy storage device needed to smooth out the energy production of erratic "renewable" sources, and battery maker Ener1. But maybe we're just not subsidizing green power enough, because surely you've heard--probably from Tom Friedman--that China is beating us to the future with its support for green energy. But China's solar energy firms are also heading into a slump and laying off workers. Part of the reason for the solar slump in China is that they were counting on generous subsidies for their product from the West, particularly Europe. In effect, the Chinese were manufacturing solar panels in order to cash in on subsidies from Western taxpayers. But now the subsidies are drying up. That leads us to the most interesting of these stories. Germany is phasing out its solar subsidies, but the economically revealing part is why they are eliminating the subsidies. As Bjorn Lomborg explains: "Subsidizing green technology is affordable only if it is done in tiny, tokenistic amounts. Using the government's generous subsidies, Germans installed 7.5 gigawatts of photovoltaic capacity last year, more than double what the government had deemed 'acceptable.' It is estimated that this increase alone will lead to a $260 hike in the average consumer's annual power bill." At the end of last year, I wrote (in my own newsletter) about the marginal economics of the welfare state. Many welfare-state policies seem to work so long as they are implemented on a small scale but fail when they are expanded to cover a larger portion of the population. The Medicare program, for example, takes advantage of the fact that it can dictate lower prices for medical services, because it only needs to pay the marginal costs (the relatively low cost of treating one additional patient in an existing hospital), while non-Medicare patients are billed at higher rates to cover big capital expenditures (the cost of building the hospital in the first place). But if the government starts paying for all health care, it suddenly has to pay a lot more to fund those capital expenditures. Something similar applies to green technology. It can be sustained only as a token or showpiece designed to distract attention from all of the coal, natural gas, and nuclear power stations that actually keep the lights on. The Chevy Volt, for example, is openly billed by GM as a "loss leader": they're losing money on it for the sake of all of the good "green" PR they hope to get. But the moment you try to use these technologies to generate a noticeable portion of a nation's electricity, the costs rise to ruinous levels. Thus, as Lomborg explains: "Solar power is at least four times more costly than energy produced by fossil fuels. It also has the distinct disadvantage of not working at night, when much electricity is consumed. "In the words of the German Association of Physicists, 'solar energy cannot replace any additional power plants.' On short, overcast winter days, Germany's 1.1 million solar-power systems can generate no electricity at all. The country is then forced to import considerable amounts of electricity from nuclear power plants in France and the Czech Republic." The same applies to wind energy, too, for the same reason. Just as the sun doesn't shine consistently every day, so the wind does not blow consistently. The natural fluctuation of wind power means that every megawatt of wind power requires an equal amount of conventional, fossil-fuel-powered generation to prevent power dips on the electric grid. Which is to say that solar panels and windmills are really just ornaments. They are monuments to greener-than-thou environmental vanity. That these forms of renewable energy are capable of generating only minimal amounts of power is no accident. Ten years ago, I published an article by Jack Wakeland which examined the growth of "renewable energy" and concluded that every time an "alternative" power source grew large enough to produce energy on a truly industrial scale, environmentalists turned against it, as they have done with hydro-electric dams, geothermal plants, and even wind farms. So the fact that green energy is capable of generating only a small fraction of the power needed to fuel an industrial civilization is no accident. In effect, the inability to generate industrial-scale power is what makes green energy green. But what that means is that green energy is doomed as an economic proposition. It has all of the hallmarks of an economic bubble. As with the Internet, housing, and higher-education bubbles, green energy is fiercely believed in, not just as an investment but as a superior lifestyle and a positive social good. And as with housing and education, it is propped up by government tax breaks, loan guarantees, and massive subsidies, all of which support a growing edifice of economically unproductive activity. But this artificial stimulation eventually expands the industry beyond the point where it can be sustained, either economically or politically, and the bubble bursts.

Our link is faster than the plan – The bubble gets built up way too fast

JENKINS ET AL ’12 - directs the Energy and Climate Program at the Breakthrough Institute (Jenkins, Jesse. Mark Muro. “BEYOND BOOM & BUST”. April, 2012. http://assets.nationaljournal.com/Beyond%20Boom%20and%20Bust_Embargoed_4_17.pdf)

This is not the first time booming clean tech markets in America have been on the brink of a bust. US markets for clean tech segments from wind, nuclear, and solar power to electric vehicles and alternative fuels have each surged and declined in the past. While a drawdown of federal subsidies is most often the immediate trigger of clean tech market turmoil, the root cause remains the same each time: the higher cost and risk of US clean tech products relative to either mature fossil energy technologies or lower-cost international competitors, which make US clean tech sectors dependent on subsidy and policy support. New industry sectors are often volatile, as innovative technology firms must challenge both established incumbents and competing upstarts. Clean tech sectors are no exception. Yet in energy, unlike biotechnology or information technology, price is king. Like steel or copper, energy is a commodity, principally valued not for its own qualities but for the services and products derived from it. As such, while new drugs, software, or consumer electronics command a price premium from customers by offering new value-added features and hence command a premium price from customers, new energy technologies must routinely compete on price alone, even if they offer other long-term benefits. 74 It would be a difficult feat for any nascent technology to enter a commodity market and compete immediately on cost, but clean tech sectors face a particularly challenging rival: well-entrenched fossil fuel incumbents that have had more than a century to develop their supply chains and make incremental innovations to achieve high levels of efficiency. These mature fossil energy industries have long enjoyed sizable, stable flows of subsidy support as well as a regulatory environment and established infrastructure both geared towards fossil fuel models of energy procurement, delivery, and use. 75 Most clean tech segments, by contrast, are relatively young, are still developing supply chains, and are steadily improving manufacturing techniques, product designs, and efficiencies. Higher perceived technology risks make financing the commercialization and scale-up of new clean technologies particularly challenging. 76 Imbalances between supply and demand can quickly develop in immature clean tech supply chains, causing wild swings in prices and profit margins. 77 New business models and novel technologies often require market or regulatory reforms, new enabling infrastructure, or other changes to fully scale-up.


And even if they initially succeed- it still generates a longer-term bubble- supercharges the collapse
Loris and Spencer ’11 (Nicolas Loris and Jack Spencer, Nicolas D. Loris is a Policy Analyst and Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “Obama's Department of Energy Should Not Be the Green Banker”, http://www.thecuttingedgenews.com/index.php?article=52893pageid=16pagename=Opinion, October 11th 2011)

Not Stimulating, the Economy The CBO’s cost estimate for CEDA notes that funding would be available for “energy, transportation, manufacturing, commodities, residential, commercial, municipal, and other sectors of the economy.” Expanding the list of potential recipients to include coal with carbon capture and sequestration, natural gas vehicles, and energy efficiency technologies would not make the green bank acceptable. It would simply expand the green bank’s potential to distort more sectors of the economy with subsidized financing. As the subsidies are removed from these green energy industries, they collapse because they were developed in a bubble in which market demand and price signals were muted. The European experience with subsidizing renewable energy is a perfect example. This inevitable confrontation with reality demonstrated that the industry lacks the tools to survive unaided. When faced with a need for drastic budget cuts and job creation, Spain, the United Kingdom, Germany, France, and the Czech Republic decided to reduce subsidies for green energy programs, such as wind and solar energy. As a result, some industries have collapsed and others are either collapsing or face difficult roads ahead. Although each European country has taken a different approach to subsidize green technologies, the results have been the same: Artificially propping up industries by reallocating labor and capital toward uncompetitive projects, forcing higher energy prices on ratepayers, and failing projects are costly to the economy and the taxpayer. Protecting Taxpayers and the Economy Congress should resist the temptation to distort the energy market even further. Specifically, Congress should refuse to expand loan guarantee programs or to implement any new capital subsidy programs, whether through CEDA or the infrastructure bank. American taxpayers cannot afford these programs, and they would put taxpayers on the hook for an untold number of projects that could fail. Even if the selected projects succeed, such programs give preferential treatment to those companies lucky enough to receive a loan guarantee from the government and increase the opportunity for and likelihood of fraud and corruption. The government needs to stop trying to pick winners and losers in the marketplace.

And green bubble collapse spills over to other sectors- tanks the economy
Ruppert ’10 (Michael C. Ruppert is an American author, a former Los Angeles Police Department officer, and investigative journalist and peak oil advocate, “Michael Ruppert: “Beware the Green Investment Bubble”, http://www.chelseagreen.com/content/michael-ruppert-beware-the-green-investment-bubble/, April 11, 2010)

The following is an excerpt from Confronting Collapse: The Crisis of Energy and Money in a Post Peak Oil World by Michael C. Ruppert. It has been adapted for the Web. There is much popular talk about the coming new Green Economy; about how America will rebuild itself to new and undreamed-of prosperity by building an economy based on alternative, carbon-free or low-carbon energies. We have already seen how problematic some alternative energy sources are, but that’s only half of the problem. The other half is the fact that all these green energy companies are going to issue stock, borrow money and commit themselves to endless growth because they will function in the same economic paradigm that governs everything else. They’re screwed before they even get out of the gate, especially for the brief interval where oil will stay below $100. In the Peak Oil movement we have called this “The Bumpy Plateau” for more than a decade. Any attempt at economic recovery will result in an immediate oil price spike in the face of depletion, which will kill the recovery and take another, deeper bite out of what was left when the recovery started. It would be unwise to instantly forget what happened with the dot-com and housing bubbles. Both were illusions and well-orchestrated wealth transfers from the middle and lower classes to the wealthiest people in the country. The housing bubble was created and fanned white-hot by intentionally deregulating the mortgage industry, fraud and a host of crimes which sucked people into buying homes they could not afford and could never hope to pay for. A ton of money was created and it went to the people who ran the schemes: the largest banks, mortgage lenders and political campaign donors. When that bubble collapsed, the taxpayers were asked to bail out first Bear Stearns and then Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac at total costs that will top $1 trillion dollars before counting the October 2008 bailout of $800 billion and all those that followed under many deliberately confusing names into the first quarter of 2009. As I write, the total “value” of various U.S. government bailouts has topped $10 trillion. This doesn’t count the U.S. banks that have failed and are going to fail before banks are inevitably nationalized. Those are the same banks where green energy companies will be forced to look for financing. Personally, I think that the sooner the big banks fail, the sooner people can get to devising local currencies, which is what they’ll need to survive anyway. It is imperative to start that process while bridges are still standing and fresh water still runs. We need to start the transition to local currencies while there is still electricity and while fiber-optic cables are maintained and relatively new; while airlines fly and cell phones operate. None of the above takes into account all the cash that homebuyers put into down payments initially. That money was lost too. That’s the same thing as the money that gullible investors poured into the dot-com bubble. The ones at the bottom of the pyramid are always us, and it is always our money that disappears first. The current monetary paradigm offers no other option. The above does not address the equity (energy) that was lost in each collapse. These are real costs. In the market crash of 2002 and 2003 (which I accurately predicted, saying it was only a precursor to today’s events) hundreds of billions of dollars of shareholder equity were destroyed by the fraud of major corporations. Those dollars represented a lot more energy than what circulates today. The Federal Reserve has doubled its capitalization in less than a year, having left it alone for the previous nine decades. The equity was destroyed, but the wealth was transferred. And equity is where wealth resides in the dying economic paradigm. There may be 40% less equity in the Dow Jones than there was in late 2007, but there is more equity that has been hidden and disguised by those who hold it. But even wealth transfers have a law of entropy. This is not a case where all those investments were converted 1:1 into some other form. The elites who thought they were immune are going down too, like dinosaurs who cannot grasp their impending extinction. Even the Oracle of Omaha, Warren Buffet, has discovered himself mortal. As the networks blithely talked about shareholder equity that was lost at the beginning of the collapse, they almost never mentioned how many billions of dollars pension funds, other institutional investors and individuals put back in to the markets when they bought more shares at newly lowered prices. When bubbles burst, those on the bottom literally pay twice. The first time, when they buy stocks that later tank, and again when they purchase new shares, hoping to make up for the equity they lost when the previous bubble burst. Does this sound like an out-of-control gambling addiction to you? What happened was that the people at the top got “their” money out, at the top. They sold their shares before the bubble burst. That’s why they call it “pump and dump.” An American president cannot let this happen with a “Green Economy” for three reasons. First, the Treasury is empty and the United States now has its largest budget deficit ever, with the national debt exceeding $11 trillion. It doesn’t have many bailouts left, and these do absolutely nothing to solve the fundamental problem. They only impair the system’s ability to respond to new challenges, like feeding you when the time comes. Second, the infrastructure costs to assist in some kind of stable transition and to maintain basic services as oil and gas fade away are going to be astronomical. Third, the Green Economy has got to produce and deliver useable solutions quickly. We cannot afford energy bridges to nowhere that make great profit for investors but provide little or no real-world benefit. If the Green Economy doesn’t do this, then the nation will be left with a non-functioning energy infrastructure. Beware of Greenwash hype. A new level of oversight by the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC), managed directly by the White House, is going to be essential. There will need to be the equivalent of a Good Housekeeping Seal of Approval for alternative energy companies which says that what they are selling will actually work. We know what to look for. The financial folks who will organize and fund the Green Economy will—as a matter of course—be of the same discipline, with the same priorities, trying to meet the same requirements as the folks who gave us Enron, WorldCom, Tyco, Bear Stearns, Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, Lehman Brothers, Citigroup, AIG, and Washington Mutual. If the Green Economy is to be any real help, it must have, as its only mandate, the development and delivery of alternative energy supplies and infrastructure and getting it to the American people in an efficient and speedy manner. This will require a fundamental change in the way money works, and it will be directly addressed in the proposed policies which follow.
2NC Nuclear Link Wall (Financial Assistance)


Nuclear power is vastly more expensive and riskier than both fossil fuels and renewables – it can’t compete, even with subsidies.
Dr. Gerry Wolff holds a PhD in chemical engineering and is coordinator of DESERTEC-UK, “New-Build Nuclear Power: A High-Risk Gamble,” 3/26/2012, http://www.marketoracle.co.uk/Article33807.html

By the time any new nuclear plant could be built in the UK (2020 or later), the market for its electricity will be disappearing, regardless of any possible increase in the overall demand for electricity. The tumbling cost of photovoltaics (PV) and the falling costs of other renewables, with the likely completion of the European internal market for electricity and the strengthening of the European transmission grid, means that consumers, large and small, will be empowered to generate much of their own electricity or to buy it from anywhere in Europe -- and this without the need for subsidies. Explosive growth of PV is likely to take much of the profitable peak-time market for electricity. And there will be stiff competition to fill in the gaps left by PV, from a range of other sources, many of which are better suited to the gap-filling roll than is nuclear power. There is good evidence that, contrary to the often-repeated claim that nuclear power is cheap, it is one of the most expensive ways of generating electricity. The inflation-adjusted cost of building new nuclear power stations has been on a rising trend for many years, and will be boosted by the introduction of new safety measures after the Fukushima disaster. Meanwhile, the cost of most renewable sources of power is falling. Although nuclear power is a long-established industry which should be commercially viable without support, it depends heavily on subsidies. This is a clear breach of the principle of fair competition. At any stage, some or all of the subsidies may be withdrawn, either via complaints to the European Commission, or via the European Court of Justice, or via decisions made by politicians. Energy Fair has already submitted a complaint to the Directorate General for Competition of the EC about subsidies for nuclear power. State aid which is deemed to be illegal must be repaid. Consumers may refuse to pay surcharges on electricity bills. There is additional subsidy-related risk arising from the great complexity of government proposals in this area, with its potential for unexpected and unintended consequences. Apart from the risk that politicians may decide to withdraw some or all of the subsidies for nuclear power, it is vulnerable to political action arising from events like the nuclear meltdowns in Fukushima. That disaster led to a sharp global shift in public opinion against nuclear power and it led to decisions by politicians to close down nuclear power stations and to accelerate the roll-out of alternative sources of power. The next nuclear disaster — and the world has been averaging one such disaster every 11 years — is likely to lead to even more decisive actions by politicians, perhaps including the closing down of nuclear plants that are still under construction or are relatively new. The delays and cost overruns in the Olkiluoto and Flamanville nuclear projects are just recent examples of nuclear projects where actual build times and actual costs greatly exceed what was estimated at the outset. But the extraordinary complexity of nuclear power stations — which is likely to increase, after Fukushima, with the added complexity of new safety systems — means that construction risk will remain a major hazard for investors for the foreseeable future. In general, renewables can be built much faster than nuclear power stations, they are cheaper than nuclear power (taking account of all subsidies), they provide greater security in energy supplies than nuclear power, they are substantially more effective in cutting emissions of CO2, there are more than enough to meet our needs now and for the foreseeable future, they provide diversity in energy supplies, and they are largely free of the several problems with nuclear power.

Propping up non-competitive industries with financial assistance makes a hard-landing inevitable.
Nicolas Loris is a Policy Analyst at The Heritage Foundation's Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, “Solar Bankruptcies Mean It’s Time to End Energy Subsidies, Not Increase Them,” 9/15/2011, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/09/15/solar-bankruptcies-mean-it%E2%80%99s-time-to-end-energy-subsidies-not-increase-them/

Solyndra exemplifies the government’s abysmal track record of picking winners and losers in the marketplace, and the solar company is not the only example of energy stimulus struggles. With a number of targeted energy tax credits set to expire at the end of this year or next, industry groups are lobbying hard for extensions. Especially given the U.S. fiscal situation, this is a time to end all energy subsidies—not to extend wasteful, market-distorting policies. When the government decides to favor a technology with subsidies, it’s a good bet that subsidy “winner” is a loser in the marketplace. Depending on who you talk to, the solar industry is either in trouble or the bankruptcies simply mean that some solar technologies will succeed while others will fail. Ken Zweibel, director of the Solar Institute at George Washington University, said, “It coincides with the fact that the industry is in trouble. There is a crisis in the solar manufacturing world; there’s no question about it. With three companies declaring bankruptcy in three weeks, there’s no question that they’re all under pressure.” Rhone Resch, president and CEO of the Solar Energy Industries Association, has a different view, saying, “What we are seeing in solar happens in every industry that is maturing and growing more competitive. You’re going to see winners emerge who find innovative ways to offer consumers the most competitively priced products.” Either way, there’s no justification for the subsidy. If an energy source is not economically competitive, then the government should not artificially prop up these technologies and energy sources to create a market that wouldn’t exist without the subsidy. And if producers do have an economically viable idea, then they shouldn’t need the handouts from Washington in the first place.

Tax policies function as the equivalent as subsidies- cause distortion and government corruption
Loris ’11 (Nicolas Loris is a policy analyst in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “Real Energy Tax Reform Eliminates Subsidies”, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/11/real-energy-tax-reform-eliminates-subsidies, November 3, 2011)

Targeted tax credits have become a popular and prevalent method for the government to award preferential treatment to certain energy industries. Over the past decade, the number of tax preferences for the production and consumption of government-picked energy technologies has expanded considerably.[1] This favored tax treatment acts as a subsidy by favoring one industry or technology at the expense of another. Such political decisions misallocate resources, waste taxpayer dollars, and prematurely force technologies into the marketplace, while taking away the incentive to lower costs. Some Members of Congress are pushing to extend and expand energy tax subsidies, but eliminating them would be best for American producers, consumers, and taxpayers. The Energy Freedom and Economic Prosperity Act of 2011(HR 3308)sponsored by Representative Mike Pompeo (R–KS) would do just that, while lowering the corporate tax rate to encourage investment and spur economic growth in America. Not the Right Kind of Tax Cut Lower tax rates are good, but using the tax code to pick winners and losers is not, and it has a number of adverse effects on the economic system. Special tax credits for politically picked technologies artificially reduce the price for producers and consumers—and those costs are picked up by the taxpayer. Rather than increasing competition, the energy tax subsidy distortion gives these technologies an unfair price advantage over other technologies and allocates labor and capital away from other areas of the economy where it could be used more efficiently. In effect, by politically picking winners, these tax credits crowd out investment and make it difficult for new technologies that do not receive a handout from the government to enter the market. Furthermore, targeted tax credits move the decision-making process away from the market and consolidate power with policymakers and lobbyists, who then determine who produces what 



products. Companies seeking special tax treatment justify their handouts by convincing Congress that they need only a small subsidy for a limited time until their technology becomes profitable. Inevitably, successful requests for subsidies beget more requests, and soon the companies call for tax credit expansions or extensions. Ethanol is a prime example of a policy that has enjoyed preferential tax treatment for decades, and when the 2004 Volumetric Ethanol Excise Tax Credit (VEETC) was set to expire at the end of 2010, Congress extended the credit yet another year. Now the corn lobby is pushing for tax credits for blender pumps and infrastructure technology to further push ethanol onto the market. The industry’s continual clinging to taxpayer-funded handouts is a result of receiving the initial tax credit. Once an industry secures the initial tax credits, it will push hard to keep them from expiring, since it either keeps the business afloat or pads the bottom line. In the event that the tax credit goes to a market-viable industry, it still has harmful effects. The tax subsidy: Offsets private-sector investments that would have been made instead and wastes taxpayer dollars, Creates industry complacency and perpetuates economic inefficiency by disconnecting market success from production costs, and Provides policymakers the ability to tout the tax credit as a success, thereby increasing the likelihood of Members of Congress wanting to expand targeted tax credits with more lobbyists telling them they should do so. Ending Energy Tax Subsidies The Energy Freedom and Economic Prosperity Act of 2011 would remove all distortionary energy tax policy—meaning any tax policy that picks certain industries as winners and losers in the market—by allowing the energy tax credits set to expire at the end of 2011 to expire and by expediting the sunsetting of all other energy tax credits that extend beyond December 31, 2011, to the end of 2012.[2] Furthermore, the legislation would offset those repeals and expedited sunsets with a broad corporate income tax cut. The legislation eliminates the broad array of energy tax credits available today, such as: Transportation Sector. Tax credits exist for alcohol fuels, biodiesels, renewable diesels, hydrogen, and other alternative fuel mixtures, as do credits for certain plug-in electric vehicles, alternative motor vehicles, and alternative vehicle refueling infrastructure. Oil. The oil and gas industry has two directly targeted tax credits that are intended to kick in when the price of a barrel of oil falls below a certain price. One is an enhanced oil recovery tax credit, in which oil producers receive a 15 percent tax credit for costlier methods and technologies, such as injecting liquids and carbon dioxide, into the earth. The other is the marginal well production credit for wells that produce 15 or fewer barrels of oil per day, produce heavy oil, or produce mostly water and fewer than 25 barrels of oil per day. Representative Pompeo’s legislation rightly repeals both tax credits but stays away from broad tax credits the oil industry receives that apply to many industries.[3] Renewable Energy. Throughout the years, Congress changed the Internal Revenue Code to provide a number of tax credits for large-scale and small-scale renewable generation projects including solar, wind, fuel cells, geothermal, and other qualified sources. The legislation also rightly ends the energy grant program. In lieu of receiving a tax credit, section 1603(b) of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 offered a direct grant from the Treasury for 30 percent of a renewable energy project’s qualifying cost. Nuclear. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 provides a 1.8 cent-per-kilowatt-hour tax credit for advanced nuclear power produced during the first eight years of production. Although no producer has taken advantage of the credit—since industry has not built an advanced nuclear reactor that has come online—the bill is right to remove the credit. Qualifying Gasification and Advanced Coal Projects. Tax credits are in place for gasification technologies that use high temperatures to convert coal, petrochemical residue, or biomass into a gas composed primarily of hydrogen and carbon monoxide used for industrial purposes and synthetic fuels. They are also in place for advanced coal projects that use integrated gasification combined cycle, a process that turns coal into gas, or projects that employ carbon capture and sequestration technologies, among other qualifying projects. Lowered Corporate Tax Rate Eliminating these economically unsound tax credits would raise revenue and thus be a tax increase, so the Energy Freedom and Economic Prosperity Act of 2011 would offset the tax increase by requiring the Treasury to lower the corporate tax rate permanently. This would offset the 10-year savings accumulated from permanent elimination of the tax credits. Not only would this ensure that there is no tax increase, but lowering the corporate tax rate would also be sound policy because it would spur investment, create jobs, and increase gross domestic product and capital stock.[4] Important Step to Ending Energy Subsidies Energy subsidies come in a wide variety of forms, including targeted direct expenditures, tax breaks, loan guarantees, and mandates, among others, with tax credits representing a large portion of those subsidies. The Energy Freedom and Economic Prosperity Act would take the country in the right direction: toward removing energy subsidies. Doing so will allow the most efficient technologies that provide the most value to the consumer to reach the marketplace. It is time to stop using the tax code to pick winners and losers in the energy sector.


That causes the mother of all market crashes.
Louis Basenese is a former Wall Street consultant and analyst, Louis helped direct over $1 billion in institutional capital before founding WSD Insider and Wall Street Daily where he serves as Chief Investment Strategist, “Green Energy: The Largest Speculative Bubble We’ve Ever Seen,” 3/3/2009, http://www.investmentu.com/2009/March/green-energy.html

A few months ago I warned you about the bubble in U.S. Treasuries. And sure enough, it’s popping. Treasuries have already plummeted 20% from their December peak. By my estimates, they’ve still got another 20% to go. But regardless of how far price falls, it’ll be a pittance compared to the losses from the next bubble – one that could be $21-trillion large when the air comes rushing out… In what, you ask? Green energy… but first let me provide you with a brief historical and psychological perspective. Otherwise, I’m afraid you’ll be too quick to dismiss my prediction. And that could lead to disastrous results. Speculative Bubbles Dot The Free-Market Landscape Instances of speculative bubbles dot the free-market landscape… The 17th century brought us the Tulip Mania bubble, which like every bubble, was fueled by the social contagion of boom thinking. Tulips were the most-coveted flowers on the planet, different from every other flower known to horticulturists. As such, the incredible demand sent prices through the roof. The madness reached its peak during the winter of 1636-37, when tulip bulbs were changing hands ten times in a day. Soon after, however, the market crashed in spectacular fashion. In 1720, it was the South Sea Bubble, where massive over-speculation in Britain’s South Sea Company – which was granted a monopoly to trade in Spain’s South American colonies as part of a treaty during the War of Spanish Succession – caused financial ruin for many. (Incidentally, the bursting of this bubble led to a Bubble Act – talk about a useless and ineffective piece of legislation.) Fast-forward a couple hundred years and we endured the Japanese asset price bubble of 1990 and, of course, the infamous dot-com bubble of 2000. Lately, we’ve stepped it up even more. Three bubbles – the housing bubble, the commodity bubble and the U.S. Treasury bubble – have been crammed into a ridiculously short time span of less than eight years. The Green Energy Super-Bubble And unless our pattern of behavior suddenly changes, the ominous green energy super-bubble that’s forming will burst before the prior three have ample time to deflate. We’ve ordained a bubble economy because favorable speculative conditions constantly exist. The ever-shrinking gap between bubbles serves as all the proof we need. Cash is the fuel. Legislation is the accelerant, providing extra incentives via tax credits or subsidies. And popular culture is the explosive kicker. Together, they comprise the primary ingredients for a first-rate asset bubble. And right now, there’s only one industry that rests squarely at the intersection of public policy, investing and popular culture – alternative energy. That’s right. I believe “going green” will lead to lots of red for unprepared investors. As much as $21 trillion, based on former venture capitalist, Eric Janszen’s estimates. And here’s why… 1. The legislation is in place. And more is on the way. Under the Bush administration we got the ridiculous ethanol mandates. And solar and wind credits were routinely extended. Now, President Obama is making the environment and green-collar jobs the cornerstones of his economic recovery plan. 2. Money is already pouring into the sector. More than $200 billion was invested in clean energy and clean technology markets in the last two years. And yet, record amounts of cash are still waiting to be deployed. According to Bloomberg, speculators are sitting on $8.85 trillion in cash, desperate for an outlet. 3. Tough credit conditions actually encourage more speculation. Wayne Woo, director of Good Energies, reports that green start-ups will now give up to 75% ownership (up from 50%) to get their projects off the ground. Getting a bigger piece of the potential profit pie, for the same perceived level of risk, is bound to encourage more speculation. 4. Green is the new black. Forget fashionable. Going green resembles a religious movement nowadays. This alone has people ignoring economics in the name of social responsibility. Unmistakably, the ingredients are all there. What Will Burst This Green Energy Bubble? The only question left is, “What will burst this green energy bubble?” Plenty of scenarios exist… Government spending could fail to create sustainable jobs, which would, in effect, cause green investment to grind to a halt. Or, the lack of focus toward one be-all, end-all alternative-energy solution, whether it be wind, solar, biofuel, or something else, could frustrate investors and force them to bail. Likewise, too many so-called green innovations still reside in the laboratory. Many will never make it to market, which is another surefire way to hand investors 100% losses and sap enthusiasm and future investment. In the end, the economics just don’t add up. Without tax breaks and government subsidies, not a single alternative energy will be able to compete. So no matter how popular or fashionable alternative energy becomes, if it remains economically stupid, it’s destined to fail. No doubt, the run-up and profits will be historic. Just be forewarned that the green euphoria will ultimately be replaced with despair and massive losses


AT: Econ Collapse Doesn’t Cause War


	
They say no war --- but intelligence experts and history disprove.
Schrage ‘9 (Michael J. Green and Steven P., Michael J. Green is Senior Advisor and Japan Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) and Associate Professor at Georgetown University. Steven P. Schrage is the CSIS Scholl Chair in International Business and a Former Senior Official with the US Trade Representative's Office, State Department and Ways & Means Committee, It's not just the economy, Available Online @ the Asian Times)

Facing the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression, analysts at the World Bank and the US Central Intelligence Agency are just beginning to contemplate the ramifications for international stability if there is not a recovery in the next year. For the most part, the focus has been on fragile states such as some in Eastern Europe.  However, the Great Depression taught us that a downward global economic spiral can even have jarring impacts on great powers. It is no mere coincidence that the last great global economic downturn was followed by the most destructive war in human history.  In the 1930s, economic desperation helped fuel autocratic regimes and protectionism in a downward economic-security death spiral that engulfed the world in conflict. This spiral was aided by the preoccupation of the United States and other leading nations with economic troubles at home and insufficient attention to working with other powers to maintain stability abroad. Today's challenges are different, yet 1933's London Economic Conference, which failed to stop the drift toward deeper depression and world war, should be a cautionary tale for leaders heading to next month's London Group of 20 (G-20) meeting. There is no question the United States must urgently act to address banking issues and to restart its economy. But the lessons of the past suggest that we will also have to keep an eye on those fragile threads in the international system that could begin to unravel if the financial crisis is not reversed early in the Barack Obama administration and realize that economics and security are intertwined in most of the critical challenges we face. 

And --- diversionary conflict theory.
Friedberg ‘9 (Aaron Friedberg and Gabriel Schoenfeld, Professor of politics and international relations at Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School, Visiting scholar at the Witherspoon Institute in Princeton, Senior editor of Commentary, The Dangers of a Diminished America, Accessed Online at the WSJ)

[bookmark: _GoBack]The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk. In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability. The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity. None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures. As for our democratic friends, the present crisis comes when many European nations are struggling to deal with decades of anemic growth, sclerotic governance and an impending demographic crisis. Despite its past dynamism, Japan faces similar challenges. India is still in the early stages of its emergence as a world economic and geopolitical power. 

And --- if not diversion then isolationism.
Ferguson ‘9 (Niall, Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University, Author of War of the World and The Ascent of Money, Introducing the axis of upheaval, The Times, Accessed Online @ The Times Online)

The problem is that, as in the 1930s, most countries are looking inward, grappling with the domestic consequences of the economic crisis and paying little attention to the wider world crisis. This is true even of the US, which is so preoccupied with its own domestic problems that countering global upheaval looks like an expensive luxury. Even with the White House's optimistic forecasts for growth, its gross federal debt is going to balloon to 100 per cent of GDP within ten years. Few commentators are asking what all this implies for US foreign policy. The answer is obvious: the resources available for policing the world are certain to be reduced. Economic volatility, plus ethnic disintegration, plus empires in decline: that combination is about the most lethal in geopolitics. We now have all three. The age of upheaval starts here.



