
2NC Solvency
Innovation 
And even if the mechanism of the plan is good- governments lack the precision and expertise their solvency advocates assume
Gordon ‘8 (Richard L. Gordon is professor emeritus of mineral economics at the Pennsylvania State University, “The Case against Government Intervention in Energy Markets Revisited Once Again”, No. 628 December 1, 2008)

A key aspect of the modern economic theory of intervention is skepticism about whether governments in fact have the ability and desire to remedy market failures and increase efficiency. As a result, theories of government failure have proliferated. Columbia economist Jagdish Bhagwati has neatly summed up the standard uses of market-failure arguments as the “puppet government approach.” 91 The old-fashioned textbook government possesses far more prescience and acceptance of economic principles than do actual governments. Real governments lack the competence and the motivation to increase efficiency. Moreover, intervention is expensive to design and operate properly. Thus, the inefficiencies must be great for regulation to be desirable. A remarkable article by Ronald Coase, “The Problem of Social Cost,” is the critical source of the last point and a much more modern appraisal of intervention. 92 In the essay, Coase dealt with a much-discussed but badly dated analysis of “externalities” by A.C. Pigou, a longtime professor of economics at Cambridge University. Externalities are the incidental effects of economic actions on people who are not directly involved. These can be harmful, as with pollution and noise, or beneficial, as with pollination of plants by bees. Coase emphasized two defects of Pigou’s analysis. First, Pigou presumed that government intervention always was needed, but Coase provided numerous examples of how cures to externality problems were secured privately. Second, Pigou asserted that, when confronting positive externalities (where by definition the costs to society were lower than the costs to the private producers or consumer), a subsidy to the producer or consumer was appropriate. Conversely, negative externalities should be taxed. Coase showed that this also was wrong; subsidizing the abatement of a detrimental externality would produce the same result as a Pigouvian tax. Coase’s insights proved remarkably impervious to criticism. Two potential problems, however, are evident. First, Coase tacitly assumes that the beneficiaries of the tax are not so different from the beneficiaries of the subsidy that demands shift. Second, an implicit further condition of optimum externality response is that the response should ensure that only firms whose total social value exceeds their total social costs should survive. The correct social policy requires additional measures to attain this goal. 93 Coase is well aware that the choice of policy response affects the welfare of those involved. By example, he shows that those harmed by the externality are not always the ones whom it is appropriate to compensate. In some cases, these victims knowingly moved near an existing externality-producing entity, about which the newcomer should have been aware. Coase moves so tersely through the arguments that many commentators over looked or misunderstood his discussion of why private action may not resolve the externality problem. 94 Coase argued that when a large number of people are involved, the transaction costs associated with providing for a remedy could prove to be so steep that private action would be difficult to implement. However, he presented two objections to the presumption that such high transaction costs justified government action. First, with sufficiently high trans - action costs, even if the government can act more cheaply than private groups, the total costs of intervention will still exceed the benefits. High enough transaction costs can be a barrier to both private and public externality remedies. Second, even if this is not true, a public solution is not necessarily preferable to a private solution. Given the limitations of governments, the inefficiencies of a private solution may be less than those of a public one. In a follow-up article, “The Lighthouse in Economics,” Coase showed that the traditional assertion that lighthouses were a clear example of a good that had to be supplied by government was historically invalid. In the United Kingdom, the government took over lighthouses only after a private association successfully established a system of lighthouses. 95 George Stigler observed that Coase’s analysis applied to all market failures. 96 Stigler stressed that with low enough transaction costs, market failures could all be overcome privately. Coase’s caveats about the implications of high transactions also apply to all interventions. While Coase seems never to have made the links explicit, these arguments are closely related to another celebrated contribution to the literature—Paul Samuelson’s 1954 analysis of the justification of government action. 97 Samuelson employed the concept of “publicness,” in which a good could not be made available exclusively to individuals; if one person received it, everyone did. Everyone in society then would benefit from the private consumption of a public good. Private solutions, however, would fail to adequately recognize all of these benefits. Thus, the government should provide the goods. Coase’s analysis can be restated as indicating that it is only when publicness was involved that government intervention to address externalities might be justified. Coase can then be credited with creating a different and superior theory of government action: it is only when transaction costs are high (but not by a degree to render action unprofitable) that government intervention might be desirable. The advantage of Coase’s approach is that it leads to a consideration of critical problems that the Samuelson analysis ignores. First, considerable evidence exists that politicians have motivations far different from attaining an efficient supply of public goods. 98 Second, the Coase problem of attaining an optimum is formidable. Governments often lack the competence to identify and optimally correct inefficiencies. Both these difficulties are extensively reviewed in the economics literature, but the bad-motivation argument is stressed more than the limited-ability concern. 99 The adoption of inappropriate objectives is the subject of a very rich literature that examines the motivations of political actors. The starting point is Schumpeter’s observation that, in a democracy, political actors are primarily engaged in a competition for votes. 100 As numerous subsequent observers have noted, one key way to secure votes is to legislate an (economically) inefficient policy—in which a few beneficiaries each receive gains large enough for them to note—by creating losses for many others that are too small for any to notice. 101 Some observers, notably Harvard economist Joseph Kalt, have examined the proposition that, in some cases, action arises only from an ideological preference for intervention by legislators whose constituents lack significant interest in an issue. 102 Kalt and collaborators have found statistical support for this proposition. 103 A simpler possibility is that politicians instinctively believe that if a problem arises which receives extensive attention, they can—and should—intervene. The problem of determining and satisfying demands for public goods is more loosely treated in the literature. Economists Ludwig von Mises, F. A. Hayek, and Ronald Coase have all argued that, among other things, governments cannot readily secure the information needed for efficient intervention. 104 Coase’s treatment is far less extensive, but also far more general, than those of Mises or Hayek. Their extended writings on socialist calculation, nevertheless, should have made clear the difficulties of optimally devising plans for any kind of government spending. The debate was started by an assertion by Mises that a socialist state could not be efficient because it lacked information about the demands for commodities. 105 In the most celebrated response, Oscar Lange 106 replied that this problem could be resolved by establishing planning boards to measure demands and set prices appropriate for those demands. Hayek answered Lange by noting that this was a much more cumber - some approach than an unregulated marketplace. Mises asserted that the solution would break down for producers’ goods because of concentration of ownership in state monopolies.  
Winners and Losers
More warrants- picks winners and losers
Spencer ’11 (Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy, Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “Congress’s Recent Attempts to Promote Small Modular Nuclear Reactors Fall Short”, http://thf_media.s3.amazonaws.com/2011/pdf/wm3283.pdf, June 8, 2011, LEQ)

This is the wrong approach because: • It consolidates too much power in Washington. The legislation creates public–private partnerships to “develop” standard designs and “demonstrate” SMR licensing, but private companies already design SMRs. There is no need for the federal government to intervene. Moreover, the licensing process should occur between the design owner and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). There is no role for the DOE. • Lack of clarity risks socializing the SMR industry. The legislation uses taxpayer money to pay for up to 50 percent of SMR design development and 25 percent of the licensing costs. Critically, it does not stipulate who will own the part of the designs that taxpayers have funded. So in essence, the legislation creates a situation where the federal government designs reactors and has an ownership stake in them. • It is anti-competitive. Multiple companies have invested private dollars and resources to build the commercial SMR business. By choosing winners and losers, the DOE would take away the incentive to compete and replace it with the incentive to lobby Washington. The result would be that Washington, not the market, would decide which technologies move forward. 

The government fails at picking winners
Green ’12 (Kenneth P. Green, Resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, “Government Is a Lousy Venture Capitalist”, http://www.american.com/archive/2012/february/government-is-a-lousy-venture-capitalist, February 24, 2012)

While government has a legitimate and valuable role in basic science, technology, engineering, and mathematics research, it is a lousy venture capitalist and is largely incapable of picking winning technologies in the market. In their article, “Lessons from the Shale Revolution,” Ted Nordhaus and Michael Shellenberger suggest that the success of hydraulic fracturing validates the idea that government “investment” is a reasonable and effective way to advance technology and to outperform market actors in finding and bringing cool new things to fruition. President Obama made the same argument in his 2012 State of the Union address, giving almost complete credit for hydraulic fracturing to Uncle Sam: The development of natural gas will create jobs and power trucks and factories that are cleaner and cheaper, proving that we don’t have to choose between our environment and our economy. And by the way, it was public research dollars, over the course of 30 years, that helped develop the technologies to extract all this natural gas out of shale rock–-reminding us that government support is critical in helping businesses get new energy ideas off the ground. Nordhaus and Shellenberger come down unequivocally on the president’s side of this argument: In fact, virtually all subsequent commercial fracturing technologies have been built upon the basic understanding of hydraulic fracturing first demonstrated by the Department of Energy in the 1970s. They also suggest that the same approach will foster the development of renewable energies such as wind and solar power: Indeed, once we acknowledge the shale gas case as a government success, not a failure, it offers a powerful basis for reforming present clean energy investments and subsidies. This argument is a direct contravention of the conventional wisdom that while government has a legitimate and valuable role in basic science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) research, it is a lousy venture capitalist and is largely incapable of picking winning technologies in the market. Critics of the government’s claim of credit argue, in essence, that the government pulled a Ferris Bueller: They saw a parade in progress, hopped up on a float, and started singing loudly and gesturing broadly. Now, they claim credit for the entire parade. This is a fairly common practice. Quite recently, President Obama claimed credit for increased oil and gas production in the United States, despite it being blatantly obvious that the increases came from state and private, not federal, lands. But for argument’s sake, let’s stipulate to the premise that hydraulic fracturing technology represents a great government success. What can we learn from this shining example? Not much, for two reasons: 1) One winning game does not a champion make. Nordhaus and Shellenberger take the fracking example in isolation, and ignore persuasive literature showing that “industrial policy” (the formal term for government picking winners and losers) has a history of abject failure. Some, such as Terence Kealey at the University of Buckingham, point out that Japan’s efforts at industrial policy (through an agency called MITI) were simply a disaster: MITI, far from being a uniquely brilliant leader of government/industrial partnership, has been wrong so often that the Japanese themselves will concede that much of their growth derives from industry’s rejection of MITI guidance. MITI, incredibly, opposed the development of the very areas where Japan has been successful: cars, electronics, and cameras. MITI has, moreover, poured vast funds into desperately wasteful projects. Thanks to MITI, Japan has a huge over-capacity in steel—no less than three times the national requirement. This, probably the most expensive mistake Japan ever made in peacetime, was a mistake of genius because Japan has no natural resources: it has to import everything; the iron ore, the coal, the gas, the limestone, and the oil to make its unwanted steel. (p.111) Kealey points to a comprehensive study of MITI interventions between 1955 and 1990, observing that: Richard Beason of Alberta University and David Weinterin of Harvard showed that, across the 13 major sectors of the economy, surveying hundreds of different companies, Japan’s bureaucrats almost invariably picked and supported the losers. (p.111) As Obama’s own economic adviser Larry Summers pointed out, the government is a bad venture capitalist. It has no greater ability to pick winners than does any private individual, but it can be far more reckless in its “investments” because there is no penalty for wasting money, and because it can use state force to favor cronies and rig outcomes. Sure, the government invested in hydraulic fracturing, but were their investments key to its success, or are they simply claiming credit for an accidental situation where something went right? Based on the evidence, the latter is more likely than the former.

Stifles innovation
Spencer ’11 (Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy, Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “Congress’s Recent Attempts to Promote Small Modular Nuclear Reactors Fall Short”, http://thf_media.s3.amazonaws.com/2011/pdf/wm3283.pdf, June 8, 2011, LEQ)

•It stifles innovation. This anti-competitiveness results in less innovation in the marketplace. The irony is that private-sector innovation is what has given rise to the SMR market to begin with. As the established nuclear industry became bogged down in federal bureaucracy, nuclear energy entrepreneurs were investing in new and innovative ways to bring nuclear technology into the marketplace. S. 512/H.R. 1808 would apply the same anti-innovation bureaucracy to the SMR business. 
Deters private-sector investment
Spencer ’11 (Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy, Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “Congress’s Recent Attempts to Promote Small Modular Nuclear Reactors Fall Short”, http://thf_media.s3.amazonaws.com/2011/pdf/wm3283.pdf, June 8, 2011, LEQ)

It deters private-sector investment. Multiple companies are currently investing in SMRs. By picking which two companies get government support, S. 512/H.R. 1808 essentially punishes those that were not chosen. This signals to private investors either that they should not get into the nuclear business or that they should spend significant resources on lobbying instead of product development. 

Turns New Technology
Turn- distortion causes price volatility for new technology- our turns occur before their aff solves- quicker timeframe
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.


Established Companies Link
Turn- Government funds go to established companies- causes cronyism- props up inefficiencies- stifles new innovation
DeHaven ’12 (Ted DeHaven, Tad DeHaven is a budget analyst on federal and state budget issues for the Cato Institute. Previously he was a deputy director of the Indiana Office of Management and Budget. DeHaven also worked as a budget policy advisor to Senators Jeff Sessions (R-AL) and Tom Coburn (R-OK). In 2010, he was named to Florida Governor Rick Scott's Economic Advisory Council. His articles have been published in the Washington Post, Washington Times, New York Post, Wall Street Journal Online, National Review and Politico.com. He has appeared on the CBS Evening News, CNBC, Fox News Channel, Fox Business Channel, and NPR, “Political Support for Energy’s Loan Guarantees”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/political-support-energy%E2%80%99s-loan-guarantees, June 26, 2012)

Several weeks ago, 127 House Republicans joined 155 Democrats to defeat an amendment introduced by Rep. Dennis Kucinich (D-OH) and Rep. Tom McClintock (R-CA) that would have shut down the Department of Energy’s Title 17 loan guarantee program. That’s the program that gave birth to Solyndra, which has come to symbolize the failure of the Obama administration’s crony capitalist policies. Why would members of Congress, and Republicans in particular, continue to support this federal boondoggle incubator? A new paper from Cato adjunct scholar Veronique de Rugy that looks at the Energy loan guarantees explains: One reason is it serves three powerful constituencies: lawmakers, bankers, and the companies that receive the subsidized loans. Politicians are able to use loan programs to reward interest groups while hiding the costs. Congress can approve billions of dollars in loan guarantees with little or no impact to the appropriations or deficit because they are almost entirely off-budget. Moreover, unlike the Solyndra case, most failures take years to occur, allowing politicians to collect the rewards of granting a loan to a special interest while skirting political blame years later when or if the project defaults. It’s like buying a house on credit without having a trace of the transaction on your credit report. Veronique notes that most of the money for the loan guarantees issued under section 1705 of Title 17 have gone to large and established companies: These include established utility firms, large multinational manufacturers, and a global real estate investment fund. In addition, the data shows that nearly 90 percent of the loans guaranteed by the federal government since 2009 went to subsidize lower-risk power plants, which in many cases were backed by big companies with vast resources. This includes loans such as the $90 million guarantee granted to Cogentrix, a subsidiary of Goldman Sachs. Currently, Goldman Sachs ranks number 80 on the list of America’s Fortune 500 companies. In recent testimony before the House Budget Committee, Chris Edwards and I also discussed the crony nature of the president’s “green” energy subsidies: President Obama’s green energy programs illustrate how corporate welfare creates corrupting relationships between businesses and politicians. The Washington Post found that “$3.9 billion in federal [energy] grants and financing flowed to 21 companies backed by firms with connections to five Obama administration staffers and advisers.” It also noted that the “main players in the Solyndra saga were interconnected in many ways, as investors enjoyed access to the White House and the Energy Department.” According to the New York Times, Solyndra “spent nearly $1.8 million on Washington lobbyists, employing six firms with ties to members of Congress and officials of the Obama White House.” American businesses, of course, have a right to lobby the federal government. But given that reality, Congress throws fuel onto the corruption fire by creating business subsidy programs. When subsidy money flows out the door from Washington to businesses at the same time that money flows back from businesses to Washington for lobbying, it’s no surprise that we get influence-peddling. Corporate welfare undermines honest and transparent governance, and Americans are sick and tired of the inevitable scandals. Unfortunately, most members of Congress apparently aren’t sick and tired of it.
SQUO Solves—

The private industry is already the driving force behind current SMR development—that’s our Spencer ev
SMR interest high
Rysavy et al ‘10– partner with the law firm of K&L Gates LLP and has over 15 years of legal experience with the nuclear industry (Rysavy, Charles F.  Stephen K. Rhyne. Roger P. Shaw. "SMALL MODULAR REACTORS", April, 2010. http://apps.americanbar.org/environ/committees/nuclearpower/newsletter/Apr10/NuclearPower_Apr10.pdf)

Most of the new generation nuclear plants envisioned by the “nuclear renaissance” are large-scale reactors employing advanced safety features and enhanced reliability. Another sector of the industry, however, is turning away from “bigger is better” toward “smaller is better” reactors, often referred to as small modular reactors (SMRs). The concept of small modular nuclear reactors is not new, but interest in SMRs exploded in 2009. In October 2009, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission hosted a two-day workshop with stakeholders to discuss the generic issues associated with the licensing of SMRs. Public Meetings for Advanced Reactors, http://www.nrc.gov/reactors/advanced/public- meetings.html (last visited Dec. 9, 2009) (hereinafter NRC Public Meeting). Richard Black, Office of Nuclear Energy, Department of Energy (DOE), emphasized at the conference that DOE is prepared to devote substantial attention to bolstering the development of such reactors, including cost sharing of research and development and NRC licensing fees. He also announced that DOE will hold a workshop in 2010 on funding opportunities for SMRs. Interest in SMRs has continued to escalate in 2010. The Nuclear Energy Institute and its cosponsor, the Office of Nuclear Energy at DOE, held a Small Reactor Forum in February, which brought together representatives from industry, the NRC, and DOE. In March, the NRC devoted several sessions of its Regulatory Information Conference to SMRs. Most recently, Dr. Steven Chu, U.S. Secretary of Energy, wrote an op-ed piece in the Wall Street Journal endorsing SMRs (http://www.energy.gov/news/ 8782.htm).


There are customers and certification coming now
Rysavy et al ‘10– partner with the law firm of K&L Gates LLP and has over 15 years of legal experience with the nuclear industry (Rysavy, Charles F.  Stephen K. Rhyne. Roger P. Shaw. "SMALL MODULAR REACTORS", April, 2010. http://apps.americanbar.org/environ/committees/nuclearpower/newsletter/Apr10/NuclearPower_Apr10.pdf)

According to the International Atomic Energy Agency, SMRs could find a market in some 30–40 countries. One United States-based company has stated publicly that there is serious interest in more than 100 units of its Small Modular Reactor (Stevie Smith, Hyperion Hopes Mini Nuclear Reactors Will Power the World, Nov. 11, 2008, http://www.thetechherald.com/ article.php/200846/2429/Hyperion-hopes-mini- nuclear-reactors-will-power-the-world). Even Congress has demonstrated significant interest in SMRs, as evidenced by three recent Senate bills to amend the Energy Policy Act of 2005: Senate Bill 2052, the Nuclear Energy Research Initiative Improvement Act of 2009, S. 2052, 111th Cong. (2009), would provide funding for research on SMRs; the Nuclear Power 2021 Act, S. 2812, 111th Cong. (2009), would establish a program to achieve the goal of designing and certifying two SMR designs by 2018, to be operational by 2021; and Senate Bill 2776, the Clean Energy Act of 2009, S. 2776, 111th Cong. (2009), would mandate a number of nuclear energy policy initiatives, including funding to support license reviews for SMR designs.

Coming online now – liability decreased
Holt ‘8 - Policy Analyst for the Public Utility Research Center at the University of Florida AND*** Sotkiewicz is the Senior Economist at the PJM Interconnection AND*** Berg is a Distinguished Service Professor (Economics) and the former Director of PURC at the University of Florida (Holt, Lynne. Paul Sotkiewicz. Sanford Berg. Spring, 2008. “(WHEN) TO BUILD OR NOT TO BUILD?: THE ROLE OF UNCERTAINTY IN NUCLEAR POWER EXPANSION”. 3 Tex. J. Oil Gas & Energy L. 174)

Section 1703 of EPACT 2005 authorizes the U.S. Secretary of Energy to guarantee loans of up to eighty percent of a project's construction costs. Advanced nuclear energy facilities are among the projects eligible for such guarantees. n134 The loan guarantee should reduce the financial risk associated with input cost uncertainty by reducing the weighted average cost of capital necessary to finance the project, and thus encourage potential developers that otherwise may have preferred to delay investments and gain more information from the experiences of others before developing new nuclear plants. In addition, Subtitle A of Title 6 includes provisions to update the Price-Anderson Act Amendment to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. These new provisions ensure liability coverage for all nuclear plants in the event of an accident. n135 Small Modular Reactors may be combined and considered one unit for liability purposes. n136 By reducing a developer's exposure to  [*208]  liability, this incentive should reduce revenue and operating uncertainty. Absent such liability coverage, a catastrophic accident would more likely result in bankruptcy because the plant's revenue stream would be disrupted, and therefore would be unlikely to pay for extensive damages to people and property.
AT: Government K2 Commercialization
Governments fail to commercialize technology
Grossman ‘9 (Peter Z. Grossman is the Clarence Efroymson Professor of Economics at Butler University. He thanks participants at the following events for helpful comments on earlier versions of this article: the Symposium on Bad Public Goods, the Searle Center, Northwestern University Law School; the Economic History Workshop, Northwestern University Department of Economics; and the Workshop in Political Theory and Policy Analysis, Indiana University Bloomington, “U.S. Energy Policy and the Presumption of Market Failure”, Cato Journal, Vol. 29, No. 2 (Spring/Summer 2009), http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj29n2/cj29n2-5.pdf, 2009)

The second assumption is that if a technology has been demonstrated to be possible, government support will be needed to make it commercially viable. Exactly what this is based on is unclear. Government support is not by its nature designed to produce competitive market results. Instead, as Public Choice theory explains, government intervention creates competition among entrepreneurs primarily to gain government support. In the very nature of the funding process, money for development will often go to the entrepreneur that (a) is most likely to meet political goals of legislators, and (b) does the best job of convincing government officials of the superiority of his approach. Once support has been obtained, the entrepreneur has no need to work toward market competition and, in fact, has a great motivation to prevent market competition from arising. Overall, this situation provides more of an incentive for innovative rent seeking than for commercialization of innovative technologies (Cohen and Noll 1991). The problem is not only how government dispenses support but also on what projects. Technology policy implicitly proceeds from the assumption that if there are competing technical ideas, government bureaucrats are competent to choose the winner. But governments worldwide have overwhelmingly failed at this sort of task. In the1980s, for example, Japan was touted as the model of successful government-led industrial policy. Of course, this assertion was wrong in almost every respect, but it was most obviously off the mark with regard to the development of new technologies. Japanese technology policy was a fiasco. Decisionmakers backed such ideas as an analog standard for HDTV and a so-called “next generation” computer, but they produced no significant commercial products and wasted enormous resources (Beltz 1993, Pollack 1992).


Bubble DA
Collapse Turns Heg and prolif
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. 

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.

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. 

Investment is increasing in clean tech but steady – government involvement will determine the future direction.
Peter Gardett is a staff writer for AOL Energy, “Renewable Energy Finance Evolves: Corporates Roam Large,” 7/18/2012, http://energy.aol.com/2012/07/18/renewable-energy-finance-evolves-corporates-roam-large/

Cleantech has become an established investment type for early-stage investors, many of them using funds and models developed in the information technology world. Those same investors have been foiled in attempts to exit or scale many of those firms with early-stage technology because they are unaccustomed to long development timelines and face difficulties raising sufficient capital to build out needed infrastructure as bank lending suffers from the ongoing financial crisis, investor interest in initial public offerings remains scant, and governments steadily pull back for reasons both budgetary and political. Lots of Cash on Hand Large corporations, meanwhile, are sitting on trillions of dollars in hoarded cash and seeking investments in cleantech areas that complement their core businesses; a departure from the first decade of renewable energy and cleantech investing that focused on disruptive technologies remote from core functions and "green" investing for public relations and carbon reduction target reasons. Finding investment complimentary to existing businesses is a priority for corporates investing in a range of renewable energy technology firms, Ambata Capital Managing Director Nick Sangermano told the ACORE event. "They are moving down the value chain to invest early" via a diverse range of models, including joint ventures, direct investments in limited partnerships and other relationships with early stage growth firms, Sangermano said. A pathway to market, realistic growth projects and an ability to leverage existing infrastructure are the key elements for corporate investors in the sector, Sangermano stressed. The potential size of the market is enormous, other panelists stressed. If targets to move the biofuels share of the global transportation sector from four percent to 18% by 2020 are achieved, the investment need is between $500 billion and $1 trillion, Westar Trade Resources CEO Cindy Thyfault said at the ACORE event, citing a report delivered to the World Economic Council. In the short term, though, the market has a significant hurdle to overcome; continued uncertainty about tax and grant treatment for renewable energy as well as broader uncertainty about government involvement in the market. A wide array of incentives are under scrutiny and headed for expiration, Mintz Levin attorney and ACORE General Counsel Mark Riedy said.


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

	1.	Not responsive – collapse causes US diplomatic and military isolationism – causes breakout wars globally – that’s Friedberg and Schoenfeld.

	2.	Best statistical analysis shows economic decline independently causes war.
ROYAL 10 – Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense (Jedediah, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” in Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215)

Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defence behaviour of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson's (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin. 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Feaver, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner. 1999). Separately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland's (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4 Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write: The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002. p. 89) Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. “Diversionary theory" suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around the flag' effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995). and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels.5 This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention. This observation is not contradictory to other perspectives that link economic interdependence with a decrease in the likelihood of external conflict, such as those mentioned in the first paragraph of this chapter. Those studies tend to focus on dyadic interdependence instead of global interdependence and do not specifically consider the occurrence of and conditions created by economic crises. As such, the view presented here should be considered ancillary to those views.

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)

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.

Finally --- the combination of diversion and isolationism.
Ockham Research ‘8 (Independent Equity Research Provider based in Atlanta Georgia, Economic Distress and Geopolitical Risks, November 18th, Accessed Online @ Seeking Alpha)

The economic turmoil roiling world markets right now brings with it plenty of pain. Jobs are being lost, people’s savings decimated, retirement plans/goals thrown out the window, etc. Hard times bring with them harsh consequences. However, it is perhaps useful to be mindful of the geopolitical risks that accompany economic dislocation. Many analysts are eager to compare the difficulties now confronting the global economic system with those of the Great Depression. While I do not believe that the world is facing a second Great Depression, it might be worthwhile to recall from history that the Great Depression spawned geopolitical turmoil that lead to the Second World War. The incoming Obama administration—and Democratic members of Congress who talk of implementing massive defense cutbacks—may want to remember the lessons of the past as they stand on the threshold of power. The hardship and turmoil which impacted the world during the Great Depression provided fertile ground for the rise of fascist, expansionist regimes in Germany, Italy and Japan. Hard times also precluded the Western democracies from a more muscular response in the face of growing belligerence from these countries. The United States largely turned inward during the difficult years of the 1930s. The end result was a global war of a size and scale never seen by man either before or since. Economic hardship is distracting. It can cause nations to turn their focus inward with little or no regard for rising global threats that inevitably build in tumultuous times. Authoritarian regimes invariably look for scapegoats to blame for the hardship affecting their populace. This enables them to project the anger of their citizenry away from the regime itself and onto another race, country, ideology, etc.

EXT Tanks Economy
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 Hegemony
No impact to hegemony
-their evidence cites vague threats
-specific Kagan indict
-threats exaggerated
Fettweis 11
Christopher, Professor of Political Science @ Tulane, Dangerous Times?: The International Politics of Great Power Peace, pg. 168
Today’s security debate seems driven less by actual threats than by vague, unnamed dangers.  Former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld warned about “unknown unknowns,” which are the threats that “we don’t know we don’t know,” which “tend to be the difficult ones.”  Kagan and Kristol worry that if the United States fails to remain highly engaged, the system “is likely to yield very real external dangers, as threatening in their own way as the Soviet Union was a quarter century ago.”  What exactly these dangers would be is left open to interpretation.  In the absence of identifiable threats, the unknown can provide us with an enemy, one whose power and danger is limited only by the imagination.  It is what Friedman and Sapolsky call “the threat of no threats” and is perhaps the most frightening of all.  Even if, as everyone schooled in folk wisdom knows, “anything is possible,” it is not true that everything is plausible.  There is no limit on the potential dangers that the human mind can manufacture, but there are very definite limits on the specific threats that system contains. “To make anything very terrible, obscurity seems in general to be necessary,” noted Edmund Burke. “When we know the full extent of any danger, when we can accustom our eyes to it, a great deal of apprehension vanishes.” The full extent of today’s dangers is not only knowable, but relatively minor. Threat exaggeration has been one of the favorite tools used by opponents of restraint, from Wilson to Roosevelt to Bush. Since self-defense is one of the few justifications for international activism that is uncomplicated by questions of morality, once foreign events are linked to the security of the Untied States intervention becomes an easier sell. Exaggerating threats is a traditional weapon in the domestic politics arsenal of the internationalists, inspiring a variety of actions conceived to address threats more imagined than real. When Robert noted that "security concerns are greatly reduced for the unipole," he was guilty of understatement. If they were honest, those who actively or passively favor internationalism would admit that very few of our foreign adventures have been necessary to secure the country. The United States is no more and no less secure after having replaced Saddam with chaos, for instance. Simply put, the United States is not compelled to play an active role in world affairs in order to address its basic security, since that security is already all but assured. The benefits of activist strategies must therefore manifestly outweigh the costs, since the United States could easily survive inaction, no matter how dire the situation may appear. In U.S. foreign policy, necessity is an illusion. Choices always exist, especially for the strongest country in the history of the world. What are often sold to the public as necessary actions are almost always matters of choice; rather than emergency operations, U.S. interventions are in reality elective surgery. And elective surgery, as everyone knows, often makes problems worse.

Hegemony is unnecessary – the alternative is not isolationism but strategic restraint
-economic and cultural power is inevitable
Fettweis 11
Christopher, Professor of Political Science @ Tulane, Dangerous Times?: The International Politics of Great Power Peace, pg. 169
Military power is often of limited utility for addressing many of the challenges in the twenty-first-century security environment." Much has been made of the increasing utility of 'soft power" in foreign affairs, which Joseph Nye describes as "the ability to get what we want through attraction rather than coercion or payments."" The considerable economic and cultural power of the United States is often far more effective-and is certainly less expensive-than its military. Second, in another departure from strict isolationism, a strategically restrained United States would play its part-but only a part-in international humanitarian affairs. Today, the United States is the only country capable of providing post-disaster aid, or transportation for UN forces, or funding for regional peacekeepers. Consequently, the rest of the world rides freely on the back of the U.S. taxpayer. Restraint would not imply disregard for international obligations, only the insistence that such obligations be shared. It would not necessarily demand a withdrawal from international institutions. To the contrary, because such institutions facilitate cooperation and burden-sharing, they would be very useful to a restrained United States, which would cease playing the role of unilateral global problem-solver. International social work should not he Washington's exclusive purview. Military power is hardly necessary to advance the ideals of the United States. Events of the last few years have made tragically dear that democracy and freedom are difficult to impose on the unwilling. The United States promotes liberty by example far better than it does by force. Strategic restraint need not imply abnegation of moral responsibility abroad or abandonment of any basic beliefs.

AT Power Vacuum
Regional wars don’t escalate – no vacuum of power
-Europe
-Central America
Fettweis 11
Christopher, Professor of Political Science @ Tulane, Dangerous Times?: The International Politics of Great Power Peace, pg. 85
The trend is apparent on every continent. The only conflict raging in the entire Western Hemisphere in 2010 was the ongoing civil war in Colombia, and even that was far less bloody than a decade prior. Cruise ships have returned to Caratagena. Despite the fact that there are no nuclear weapons south of the United States, the states of Central and South America act as if they do not fear an attack from their neighbors. The rules of realpolitik no longer seem to apply. Europe, which of course has been the most war-prone of continents for most of human history, is entirely calm, without even the threat of interstate conflict. More than one scholar has noted the rather remarkable fact that no serious war planning now goes on among the European powers.'; All over Europe and the Americas," John Keegan has observed, "armies are withering away."" The situations in Bosnia and Kosovo, while not settled, are at least calm for the moment. And in contrast to 1914, the great powers have shown no eagerness to fill Balkan power vacuums; to the contrary, throughout the 1990s. they had to he shamed into intervention, and were on the same side when they eventually did so. International reactions to turmoil in the Balkans in 1914 and in 1992 demonstrate the extent to which the international system had changed. Today's power vacuums seem to repel far more than they attract.

AT Cyber Attacks
Extend Birch—no risk
Multiple checks empirically check escalation – their evidence is alarmist 
Birch ‘12 (Douglas is a former foreign correspondent for the Associated Press and the Baltimore Sun who has written extensively on technology and public policy, Forget Revolution, 10/1/12, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/10/01/forget_revolution?page=0,3)

First, the freak "derecho" storm that barreled across a heavily-populated swath of the eastern United States on the afternoon of June 29 knocked down trees that crushed cars, bashed holes in roofs, blocked roads, and sliced through power lines. According to an August report by the U.S. Department of Energy, 4.2 million homes and businesses lost power as a result of the storm, with the blackout stretching across 11 states and the District of Columbia. More than 1 million customers were still without power five days later, and in some areas power wasn't restored for 10 days. Reuters put the death toll at 23 people as of July 5, all killed by storms or heat stroke. The second incident occurred in late July, when 670 million people in northern India, or about 10 percent of the world's population, lost power in the largest blackout in history. The failure of this huge chunk of India's electric grid was attributed to higher-than-normal demand due to late monsoon rains, which led farmers to use more electricity in order to draw water from wells. Indian officials told the media there were no reports of deaths directly linked to the blackouts. But this cataclysmic event didn't cause widespread chaos in India -- indeed, for some, it didn't even interrupt their daily routine. "[M]any people in major cities barely noticed the disruption because localized blackouts are so common that many businesses, hospitals, offices and middle-class homes have backup diesel generators," the New York Times reported. The most important thing about both events is what didn't happen. Planes didn't fall out of the sky. Governments didn't collapse. Thousands of people weren't killed. Despite disruption and delay, harried public officials, emergency workers, and beleaguered publics mostly muddled through. The summer's blackouts strongly suggest that a cyber weapon that took down an electric grid even for several days could turn out to be little more than a weapon of mass inconvenience. "Reasonable people would have expected a lot of bad things to happen" in the storm's aftermath, said Neal A. Pollard, a terrorism expert who teaches at Georgetown University and has served on the United Nation's Expert Working Group on the use of the Internet for terrorist purposes. However, he said, emergency services, hospitals, and air traffic control towers have backup systems to handle short-term disruptions in power supplies. After the derecho, Pollard noted, a generator truck even showed up in the parking lot of his supermarket. The response wasn't perfect, judging by the heat-related deaths and lengthy delays in the United States in restoring power. But nor were the people without power as helpless or clueless as is sometimes assumed.



AT ME War
Extend Maloney and Takyeh—no risk, negotiations and nuclear deterrence solve

Middle East conflict won’t escalate
Maloney 7 (Suzanne, Senior Fellow – Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Steve Cook, Fellow – Council on Foreign Relations, and Ray Takeyh, Fellow – Council for Foreign Relations, “Why the Iraq War Won’t Engulf the Mideast”, International Herald Tribune, 6-28, http://www.brookings.edu/views/op-ed/maloney20070629.htm)

Yet, the Saudis, Iranians, Jordanians, Syrians, and others are very unlikely to go to war either to protect their own sect or ethnic group or to prevent one country from gaining the upper hand in Iraq.  The reasons are fairly straightforward. First, Middle Eastern leaders, like politicians everywhere, are primarily interested in one thing: self-preservation. Committing forces to Iraq is an inherently risky proposition, which, if the conflict went badly, [and] could threaten domestic political stability. Moreover, most Arab armies are geared toward regime protection rather than projecting power and thus have little capability for sending troops to Iraq.  Second, there is cause for concern about the so-called blowback scenario in which jihadis returning from Iraq destabilize their home countries, plunging the region into conflict.  Middle Eastern leaders are preparing for this possibility. Unlike in the 1990s, when Arab fighters in the Afghan jihad against the Soviet Union returned to Algeria, Egypt and Saudi Arabia and became a source of instability, Arab security services are being vigilant about who is coming in and going from their countries.  In the last month, the Saudi government has arrested approximately 200 people suspected of ties with militants. Riyadh is also building a 700 kilometer wall along part of its frontier with Iraq in order to keep militants out of the kingdom.  Finally, there is no precedent for Arab leaders to commit forces to conflicts in which they are not directly involved. The Iraqis and the Saudis did send small contingents to fight the Israelis in 1948 and 1967, but they were either ineffective or never made it. In the 1970s and 1980s, Arab countries other than Syria, which had a compelling interest in establishing its hegemony over Lebanon, never committed forces either to protect the Lebanese from the Israelis or from other Lebanese. The civil war in Lebanon was regarded as someone else's fight.

Empirically denied
Yglesisas 7 (Matthew, Associate Editor – Atlantic Monthly, “Containing Iraq”, The Atlantic, 9-12, 
http://matthewyglesias.theatlantic.com/archives/2007/09/containing_iraq.php)

Kevin Drum tries to throw some water on the "Middle East in Flames" theory holding that American withdrawal from Iraq will lead not only to a short-term intensification of fighting in Iraq, but also to some kind of broader regional conflagration. Ivo Daalder and James Lindsay, as usual sensible but several clicks to my right, also make this point briefly in Democracy: "Talk that Iraq’s troubles will trigger a regional war is overblown; none of the half-dozen civil wars the Middle East has witnessed over the past half-century led to a regional conflagration." Also worth mentioning in this context is the basic point that the Iranian and Syrian militaries just aren't able to conduct meaningful offensive military operations. The Saudi, Kuwait, and Jordanian militaries are even worse. The IDF has plenty of Arabs to fight closer to home. What you're looking at, realistically, is that our allies in Kurdistan might provide safe harbor to PKK guerillas, thus prompting our allies in Turkey to mount some cross-border military strikes against the PKK or possibly retaliatory ones against other Kurdish targets. This is a real problem, but it's obviously not a problem that's mitigated by having the US Army try to act as the Baghdad Police Department or sending US Marines to wander around the desert hunting a possibly mythical terrorist organization. 
2NC Prolif

Prolif cred is ineffective and the US can’t solve it anyway- too many alt causes
Countries don’t base nuclear decisions on US cred
Alt causes- CTBT ratification, lack of disarm, hypocrisy against Israel
CSIS ‘09 [Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Are Disarmament and Nonproliferation Two Sides of the Same Coin?” October 28, http://csis.org/blog/are-disarmament-and-nonproliferation-two-sides-same-coin]

Within and between the events, there were a diversity of viewpoints, but one important question emerged: What is the connection between disarmament and non-proliferation? Is it possible, in the short-term, for the U.S. to demonstrating that it is fulfilling its obligation under Articles VI? Will U.S. nonproliferation credibility lead to tangible benefits in the nuclear nonproliferation regime? According to Cirincione, there is a new security paradigm in which disarmament and nonproliferation are two sides of the same coin. After the U.S. makes disarmament commitments (reducing the size of the arsenal, ratifying the CTBT, etc), the coin flips, and non-nuclear weapons states will increase cooperation (enforcing export controls, strengthening the NPT, etc). There are two parts to the argument. First, disarmament commitments must sufficiently enhance U.S. credibility. As we've written before, doing enough to satisfy the international community is a tough task. There are obvious commitments that the U.S. needs to make, such as decreasing the size of the arsenal and ratifying the CTBT, for countries to think we're taking Article VI commitments seriously. But are those actions enough? Would the U.S. also have to change its official doctrine and force posture? Two other concerns are the India Deal and Israel's suspected nuclear arsenal. These concerns were identified by Ambassador Baali, the current Algerian ambassador to the U.S. who was the president of the 2000 NPT Review Conference (RevCon), as examples of the NPT being implemented a la carte. While the India Deal is a new problem, Israel's arsenal has been an issue at RevCons for years, especially from Egypt, an important NAM country. Can the U.S. be seen as credible without exerting pressure on Israel to abandon their arsenal and accept a Nuclear-Weapons-Free Zone (NWFZ) in the Middle East? While it is probably true that nothing the U.S. does will be 'enough,' serious disarmament commitments could potentially have some impact. The weaker argument is that nonproliferation credibility will dissuade countries from seeking nuclear weapons. According to Tellis, there are a number of reasons countries seek nuclear weapons that are unlikely to be countered: 1) nuclear weapons are superb deterrents 2) nuclear weapons are engrained within the national security establishment (Russia, China, Israel, France, Pakistan) and seen by elites as key to their survival (Iran, North Korea, Pakistan) 3) the competitive international system is unlikely to disappear soon, which will cause declining states (to assert their importance), rising states (fearing the response of declining states), and fragile states (that face an uncertain security environment) to have an interest in acquiring nuclear weapons. And, according to Walt Slocombe, the success of U.S. nonproliferation credibility will be limited because countries have strong political incentives to acquire nuclear weapons; it's not just prestige. Slocombe's point implies that while U.S. disarmament commitments might counter prestige by decreasing the perceived importance of nuclear weapons, they are unlikely to effect other proliferation motives. This applies to future proliferants as well as current nuclear aspirants. Glaser argued that Iran and North Korea are more worried about U.S. conventional weapons than Article VI commitments. Even Cirincione admitted that disarmament commitments are unlikely to have any direct impact on North Korea and Iran. The stronger argument is that nonproliferation credibility will get countries to support the nonproliferation regime. Winning support to alter or strengthen the NPT will be difficult. Non-nuclear weapons states (NNWS) maintain that countries have a right to civilian nuclear energy and have been reluctant to accept limitations (such as a proposed international fuel bank). Ambassador Baali made it clear that the only obligation NNWS have under the NPT is not to acquire nuclear weapons. However, some argue that with increased credibility, the U.S. could persuade NNWS to support nonproliferation efforts both inside (such as strengthening IAEA authority or increasing punishment for violations) and outside (such as export controls) the NPT. Cirincione argued that nonproliferation credibility would cause states to take on burdens they otherwise wouldn't. He argued that countries like Malaysia and Dubai, who helped Iran's nuclear program, might support export controls after the U.S. made substantial disarmament commitments. There are a number of problems with this example. To start, export controls will be increasingly difficult as technology advances (a point made by Tellis). Even if these countries had a role in developing Iran's program, there's no reason to think they can help reign in either Iran or North Korea, which are considered the two greatest threats to the nonproliferation regime. The two countries most important for this task, Russia and China, have been reluctant to sacrifice economic benefits to counter proliferation. Ford also noted that disarmament is the last thing that Russia and China want; disarmament would horrify strategic planners in those countries and do nothing to get their support in putting pressure on Iran and North Korea. Finally, even if progress on disarmament is a necessary condition for increased cooperation, it might not be sufficient. Andrew Grotto argues that political and security factors are likely to prevent states from cooperating in nonproliferation efforts: The behavior of states is guided not only by normative considerations about fairness, hypocrisy and the like; it is also animated, and in many cases dominated, by security and economic interests. A state may oppose an NPT-plus obligation on principle because it is unfair, but it does not follow that a state would necessarily support the obligation if the unfairness were remedied. That’s because taking on new nonproliferation obligations is not costless. Budgets and time are finite for all governments, and officials must spend scarce resources—time and money—formulating, evaluating, and negotiating the content of a proposed obligation. Then they have to implement it, which could entail a new set of costs, such as adjustment costs and a potential loss of sovereignty. In short, a state may continue to oppose a nonproliferation measure on the grounds that it will not produce a net security, economic, or prestige benefit. Later, Grotto points out that NNWS, and especially their diplomats at NPT meetings, have an incentive to overplay the importance of disarmament commitments to get more concessions. He then concludes that there is insufficient evidence to prove that nonproliferation credibility 'works': The legitimacy framework....has become increasingly influential in international debate over nonproliferation and is viewed by many as showing the way out of the current impasse....There are good theoretical reasons rooted in constructivist accounts of international relations to hypothesize a causal linkage among NAM countries between support for NPT-plus obligations and disarmament, but the empirical record is thin and a key nonproliferation decision—the indefinite extension of the NPT in 1995—appears to be better explained by an alternative account of nonproliferation decision-making, the material interests framework. But there are simply too few studies of the private motivations of decision-makers vis-à-vis NPT-plus obligations to permit firm conclusions. The point of this post is not to argue that the U.S. shouldn't decrease the role of nuclear weapons or ratify New START and the CTBT, but instead to question the connection between disarmament commitments and nonproliferation credibility. It's dangerous to describe nonproliferation and disarmament as two sides of the same coin without sound evidence. In order to secure support for nonprolifaration efforts, it might be more important for the U.S. to offer economic incentives or explain the risk of proliferation to a country's national interest.


EXT Alt Causes

More ev- CTBT is the litmus test of US non-prolif influence
Pollack ’09 [Joshua, consultant to the US government. He has conducted studies in several areas, including arms control, verification technologies, proliferation, deterrence, intelligence, homeland security, counterterrorism, and regional security affairs, “Time for a test-ban bargain,” Nov. 30, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/columnists/joshua-pollack/time-test-ban-bargain]

There is also a price for not following through. Even if the CTBT doesn't enter into force soon--and given the list of states that still must ratify it, including Iran and North Korea, we shouldn't imagine that it will--the treaty has become a litmus test of good faith in nonproliferation diplomacy. Perhaps because the CTBT treats all countries equally, a perception has taken hold among the non-nuclear weapon states that non-ratification is evidence of U.S. reluctance to take incremental steps toward the disarmament obligations of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). For this reason, failing to make good on our word has become an irritant that complicates U.S.-led efforts at strengthening the nonproliferation regime. As a Brazilian diplomat observed at a conference PDF earlier this year in Washington, the CTBT has been promised several times already, including at the 1995 and 2000 NPT Review Conferences. Similarly, a retired senior official of an allied country told the authors of an influential 2006 study PDF on foreign perspectives on U.S. nuclear policy, "If you want other countries to help work your issues"-- meaning nonproliferation--"then you need to help them work their issues"--meaning progress toward disarmament.

EXT No Impact to Prolif


Prolif won’t be dangerous in the status quo
- Yosuf ‘9 (Moeed Yusuf is a Fellow at the Frederick S. Pardee Center for the Study of the Longer‑Range Future at Boston University. He has previously been at the Brookings Institution. His research interests include global nuclear non‑proliferation regime, 2009, Predicting Proliferation: The History of the Future of Nuclear Weapons)

Another striking fact is the methodological weakness of many forecasts. While  the absence of details on data gathering is understandable in intelligence reports,  even the public academic and think tank literature is practically devoid of any   robust methodology to guide estimates of the nuclear future. Other than NPA's 1960 and 1961 studies on Nth country proliferation, where various indices were used to conduct the analysis, no other work explicitly stated the basis for its projections. For the most part, broad overarching claims were made in highly deterministic tones. This is especially true for the 1965‑1991 time periods, when a number of Nth powers were being identified as potential proliferators. For example, Beaton's 1966 prediction of a 32‑member strong nuclear club by 1995 seemed to be little more than conjecture. The lack of methodology in part explains the presence of a number of widely varying forecasts during the analyzed time frame.  o	Contrary to projections for horizontal proliferation, there were few attempts to attach concrete numbers to vertical proliferation estimates during the Cold War. Even with regard to the superpower rivalry, there was virtually no discussion of the number of nuclear warheads in NIEs. During the Cold War, there was also a marked absence of any serious numerical analysis of the two European nuclear weapon states, France and Britain. In the post‑Cold War era, however, there have been numerical projections for warhead stockpiles of NWS. This could be attributed to the fact that the Cold War superpowers publicly announced definitive cuts within set time frames and thus their arsenals became relatively easy to forecast. Meanwhile, the other nuclear states had small programs for which fissile material production rates and the pace of modernization could be used to make reasonable predictions. Today, future estimates for weapon stockpiles exist for all NWS. That said, unlike the pre‑1991 period, hardly anyone has attempted to provide approximate timelines by which specific Nth countries are likely to cross the threshold. 233   •	In terms of trends in the analyzed literature, perhaps the most evident characteristic is the persistent pessimism throughout the sixty year period. 	While there have been frequent disagreements between intelligence 	estimates and expert opinions as well as within them, the pessimists have 	overwhelmed the minority that took exception to alarmist projections at 	different points in time. Moreover, in general, expert opinion seems to 	have been more pessimistic than intelligence estimates. The fact that 	virtually no one saw unlimited proliferation as beneficial is hardly 	surprising. However, more interesting is the fact that not a single 	projection disagreed with the presumption that the spread of nuclear 	weapons was inevitable. Even the most optimistic voices such as Beaton 	and Maddox based their optimism merely on the possibility of slowing 	down the pace of proliferation. The lack of a nuanced view regarding Nth 	country proliferation among the pessimistic majority is obvious. As 	mentioned, one reason why fears of future proliferation during the 1965‑ 	1991 period were highly exaggerated was the failure of most estimates to 	distinguish between the capacity of a country to weaponize and its desire 	to do so. Only an extreme minority explicitly differentiated between states 	that could cross the threshold versus those that actually would go nuclear. 	The current sentiment on nuclear terrorism has acquired the same tone.  •	The pessimist outlook was accentuated by three external 'shocks'. 	Following each of these, pessimism intensified and those who pushed the 	worst case scenarios seemed to gain in influence. The first such instance 	was the Chinese nuclear test in 1964. It was after Beijing's move that the 	reality of developing‑world Nth country proliferation dawned upon the 	western strategic community. The sense of pessimism was further 	exacerbated by the Indian nuclear test of 1974. Estimates immediately   after the test ‑ both from intelligence sources and independent experts ‑became even more alarmist in tone. Going from a prediction that only one country could cross the threshold between 1966 and 1976, the CIA listed 10 potential Nth powers just a year after India's test. Independent estimates also went from having divided opinions in the run up to New Delhi's test, to presenting fatalistic scenarios. Finally, this was intensified by the revelation of the global nuclear black market in 2003. Estimates ever since have focused on the potential for nuclear terrorism as well as the acquisition of nuclear weapons by states inimical to the United States, the so called "rogue states."  •	An evident shortcoming of historical predictions was their inability to 	accurately estimate the pace of developments. Clearly, the pace of  proliferation has been much slower than anticipated by most. Moreover, 	while all countries that have chosen the nuclear route were mentioned as 	suspect states prior to their weaponization, the majority of countries listed never even came close to crossing the threshold. In fact, most did not even 	initiate a weapons program
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