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First the impacts- 
Warming causes extinction- tipping point
Dyer ‘12 (London-based independent journalist, PhD from King's College London, citing UC Berkeley scientists (Gwynne, "Tick, tock to mass extinction date," The Press, 6-19-12, l/n, accessed 8-15-12, mss)

[bookmark: _GoBack]Meanwhile, a team of respected scientists warn that life on Earth may be on the way to an irreversible "tipping point". Sure. Heard that one before, too. Last month one of the world's two leading scientific journals, Nature, published a paper, "Approaching a state shift in Earth's biosphere," pointing out that more than 40 per cent of the Earth's land is already used for human needs. With the human population set to grow by a further two billion by 2050, that figure could soon exceed 50 per cent. "It really will be a new world, biologically, at that point," said the paper's lead author, Professor Anthony Barnofsky of the University of California, Berkeley. But Barnofsky doesn't go into the details of what kind of new world it might be. Scientists hardly ever do in public, for fear of being seen as panic-mongers. Besides, it's a relatively new hypothesis, but it's a pretty convincing one, and it should be more widely understood. Here's how bad it could get. The scientific consensus is that we are still on track for 3 degrees C of warming by 2100, but that's just warming caused by human greenhouse- gas emissions. The problem is that +3 degrees is well past the point where the major feedbacks kick in: natural phenomena triggered by our warming, like melting permafrost and the loss of Arctic sea-ice cover, that will add to the heating and that we cannot turn off. The trigger is actually around 2C (3.5 degrees F) higher average global temperature. After that we lose control of the process: ending our own carbon- dioxide emissions would no longer be enough to stop the warming. We may end up trapped on an escalator heading up to +6C (+10.5F), with no way of getting off. And +6C gives you the mass extinction. There have been five mass extinctions in the past 500 million years, when 50 per cent or more of the species then existing on the Earth vanished, but until recently the only people taking any interest in this were paleontologists, not climate scientists. They did wonder what had caused the extinctions, but the best answer they could come up was "climate change". It wasn't a very good answer. Why would a warmer or colder planet kill off all those species? The warming was caused by massive volcanic eruptions dumping huge quantities of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere for tens of thousands of years. But it was very gradual and the animals and plants had plenty of time to migrate to climatic zones that still suited them. (That's exactly what happened more recently in the Ice Age, as the glaciers repeatedly covered whole continents and then retreated again.) There had to be a more convincing kill mechanism than that. The paleontologists found one when they discovered that a giant asteroid struck the planet 65 million years ago, just at the time when the dinosaurs died out in the most recent of the great extinctions. So they went looking for evidence of huge asteroid strikes at the time of the other extinction events. They found none. What they discovered was that there was indeed major warming at the time of all the other extinctions - and that the warming had radically changed the oceans. The currents that carry oxygen- rich cold water down to the depths shifted so that they were bringing down oxygen- poor warm water instead, and gradually the depths of the oceans became anoxic: the deep waters no longer had any oxygen. When that happens, the sulfur bacteria that normally live in the silt (because oxygen is poison to them) come out of hiding and begin to multiply. Eventually they rise all the way to the surface over the whole ocean, killing all the oxygen-breathing life. The ocean also starts emitting enormous amounts of lethal hydrogen sulfide gas that destroy the ozone layer and directly poison land- dwelling species. This has happened many times in the Earth's history.


It will be rapid 
Light ‘12 (Malcolm, PhD, University of London – Earth science and climate consultant, “Global Extinction within one Human Lifetime as a Result of a Spreading Atmospheric Arctic Methane Heat wave and Surface Firestorm,” http://arctic-news.blogspot.com/p/global-extinction-within-one-human.html)

Although the sudden high rate Arctic methane increase at Svalbard in late 2010 data set applies to only a short time interval, similar sudden methane concentration peaks also occur at Barrow point and the effects of a major methane build-up has been observed using all the major scientific observation systems. Giant fountains/torches/plumes of methane entering the atmosphere up to 1 km across have been seen on the East Siberian Shelf. This methane eruption data is so consistent and aerially extensive that when combined with methane gas warming potentials, Permian extinction event temperatures and methane lifetime data it paints a frightening picture of the beginning of the now uncontrollable global warming induced destabilization of the subsea Arctic methane hydrates on the shelf and slope which started in late 2010. This process of methane release will accelerate exponentially, release huge quantities of methane into the atmosphere and lead to the demise of all life on earth before the middle of this century. Introduction The 1990 global atmospheric mean temperature is assumed to be 14.49 oC (Shakil, 2005; NASA, 2002; DATAWeb, 2012) which sets the 2 oC anomaly above which humanity will lose control of her ability to limit the effects of global warming on major climatic and environmental systems at 16.49 oC (IPCC, 2007). The major Permian extinction event temperature is 80 oF (26.66 oC) which is a temperature anomaly of 12.1766 oC above the 1990 global mean temperature of 14.49 oC (Wignall, 2009; Shakil, 2005). Results of Investigation Figure 1 shows a huge sudden atmospheric spike like increase in the concentration of atmospheric methane at Svalbard north of Norway in the Arctic reaching 2040 ppb (2.04 ppm)(ESRL/GMO, 2010 - Arctic - Methane - Emergency - Group.org). The cause of this sudden anomalous increase in the concentration of atmospheric methane at Svalbard has been seen on the East Siberian Arctic Shelf where a recent Russian - U.S. expedition has found widespread, continuous powerful methane seepages into the atmosphere from the subsea methane hydrates with the methane plumes (fountains or torches) up to 1 km across producing an atmospheric methane concentration 100 times higher than normal (Connor, 2011). Such high methane concentrations could produce local temperature anomalies of more than 50 oC at a conservative methane warming potential of 25. Figure 2 is derived from the Svalbard data in Figure 1 and the methane concentration data has been used to generate a Svalbard atmospheric temperature anomaly trend using a methane warming potential of 43.5 as an example. The huge sudden anomalous spike in atmospheric methane concentration in mid August, 2010 at Svalbard is clearly evident and the methane concentrations within this spike have been used to construct a series of radiating methane global warming temperature trends for the entire range of methane global warming potentials in Figure 3 from an assumed mean start temperature of -3.575 degrees Centigrade for Svalbard (see Figure 2) (Norwegian Polar Institute; 2011). Figure 3 shows a set of radiating Arctic atmospheric methane global warming temperature trends calculated from the steep methane atmospheric concentration gradient at Svalbard in 2010 (ESRL/GMO, 2010 - Arctic-Methane-Emergency-Group.org). The range of extinction temperature anomalies above the assumed 1990 mean atmospheric temperature of 14.49 oC (Shakil, 2005) are also shown on this diagram as well as the 80 oF (26.66 oC) major Permian extinction event temperature (Wignall, 2009). Sam Carana (pers. com. 7 Jan, 2012) has described large December 2011 (ESRL-NOAA data) warming anomalies which exceed 10 to 20 degrees centigrade and cover vast areas of the Arctic at times. In the centres of these regions, which appear to overlap the Gakkel Ridge and its bounding basins, the temperature anomalies may exceed 20 degrees centigrade. See this site:http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/psd/map/images/fnl/sfctmpmero1a30frames.fnl.anim.html The temperature anomalies in this region of the Arctic for the period from September 8 2011 to October 7, 2011 were only about 4 degrees Centigrade above normal (Carana, pers. com. 2012) and this data set can be seen on this site: http://arctic-newsblogspot.com/p/arctic-temperatures.html Because the Svalbard methane concentration data suggests that the major spike in methane emissions began in late 2010 it has been assumed for calculation purposes that the 2010 temperature anomalies peaked at 4 degrees Centigrade and the 2011 anomalies at 20 degrees Centigrade in the Gakkel Ridge region. The assumed 20 degree Centigrade temperature anomaly trend from 2010 to 2011 in the Gakkel Ridge region requires a methane gas warming potential of about 1000 to generate it from the Svalbard methane atmospheric concentration spike data in 2010. Such high methane warming potentials could only be active over a very short time interval (less than 5.7 months) as shown when the long methane global warming potential lifetimes data from the IPCC (2007; 1992) and Dessus, Laponte and Treut (2008 ) are used to generate a global warming potential growth curve with a methane global warming potential of 100 with a lifespan of 5 years. Because of the high methane global warming potential (1000) of the 2011, 20 oC temperature anomalies in the Gakkel Ridge region, the entire methane global warming potential range from 5 to 1000 has been used to construct the radiating set of temperature trends shown in Figure 3. The 50, 100, 500 and 1000 methane global warming potential (GWP) trends are red and in bold. The choice of a high temperature methane peak with a global warming potential near 1000 is in fact very conservative because the 16 oC increase is assumed to occur over a year. The observed ESRL-NOAA Arctic temperature anomalies varied from 4 to 20 degrees over less than a month in 2011 (Sam Carana, pers. comm. 2012). […] . This very narrow temperature range includes all the mathematically and visually determined extinction times and their means for the northern and southern hemispheres which were calculated quite separately (Figure 7; Table 1). Once the world's ice caps have completely melted away at temperatures above 22.49 oC and times later than 2051.3, the Earth's atmosphere will heat up at an extremely fast rate to reach the Permian extinction event temperature of 80oF (26.66 oC)(Wignall, 2009) by which time all life on Earth will have been completely extinguished. The position where the latent heat of ice melting curve intersects the 8 oC extinction line (22.49 oC) at 2051.3 represents the time when 100 percent of all the ice on the surface of the Earth will have melted. If we make this point on the latent heat of ice melting curve equal to 1 we can determine the time of melting of any fraction of the Earth's icecaps by using the time*temperature function at each time from 2051.3 back to 2015, the time the average Arctic atmospheric temperature curve is predicted to exceed 0 oC. The process of melting 1 kg of ice and heating the produced water up to a certain temperature is a function of the sum of the latent heat of melting of ice is 334 kilo Joules/kg and the final water temperature times the 4.18 kilo Joules/Kg.K (Wikipedia, 2012). This however represents the energy required over a period of one second to melt 1 kg of ice to water and raise it to the ambient temperature. Therefore the total energy per mass of ice over a certain time period is equal to (334 +(4.18*Ambient Temperature)*time in seconds that the melted water took to reach the ambient temperature. From the fractional time*temperature values at each ambient temperature the fractional amounts of melting of the total global icecaps have been calculated and are shown on Figure 9. The earliest calculated fractional volume of melting of the global ice caps in 2016 is 1.85*10^-3 of the total volume of global ice with an average yearly rate of ice melting of 2.557*10^-3 of the total volume of global ice. This value is remarkably similar to, but slightly less than the average rate of melting of the Arctic sea ice measured over an 18 year period of 2.7*10^-3 (1978 to 1995; 2.7% per decade - IPCC 2007).This close correlation between observed rates of Arctic ice cap and predicted rates of global ice cap melting indicates that average rates of Arctic ice cap melting between 1979 and 2015 (which represents the projected time the Arctic will lose its ice cover - Masters, 2009) will be continued during the first few years of melting of the global ice caps after the Arctic ice cover has gone in 2015 as the mean Arctic atmospheric temperature starts to climb above 0 oC. However from 2017 the rate of melting of the global ice will start to accelerate as will the atmospheric temperature until by 2049 it will be more than 9 times as fast as it was around 2015 (Table 2). The mean rate of melting of the global icecap between 2017 and 2049 is some 2*10^-2, some 7.4 times the mean rate of melting of the Arctic ice cap (Table 2). In concert with the increase in rate of global ice cap melting between 2017 and 2049, the acceleration in the rate of melting also increases from 7*10^-4 to 9.9*10^-4 with a mean value close to 8.6*10^-4 (Table 2). The ratio of the acceleration in the rate of global ice cap melting to the Arctic ice cap melting increases from 3.4 in 2017 to 4.8 by 2049 with a mean near 4.2. This fast acceleration in the rate of global ice cap melting after 2015 compared to the Arctic sea ice cap melting before 2015 is because the mean Arctic atmospheric temperature after 2017 is spiraling upward in temperature above 0 oC adding large amounts of additional energy to the ice and causing it to melt back more quickly. The melt back of the Arctic ice cap is a symptom of the Earth's disease but not its cause and it is the cause that has to be dealt with if we hope to bring about a cure. Therefore a massive cut back in carbon dioxide emissions should be mandatory for all developed nations (and some developing nations as well). Total destruction of the methane in the Arctic atmosphere is also mandatory if we are to survive the effects of its now catastrophic rate of build up in the atmospheric methane concentration However cooling of the Arctic using geoengineering methods is also vitally important to reduce the effects of the ice cap melting further enhancing the already out of control destabilization of the methane hydrates on the Arctic shelf and slope. · Developed (and some developing) countries must cut back their carbon dioxide emissions by a very large percentage (50% to 90%) by 2020 to immediately precipitate a cooling of the Earth and its crust. If this is not done the earthquake frequency and methane emissions in the Arctic will continue to grow exponentially leading to our inexorable demise between 2031 to 2051. · Geoenginering must be used immediately as a cooling method in the Arctic to counteract the effects of the methane buildup in the short term. However these methods will lead to further pollution of the atmosphere in the long term and will not solve the earthquake induced Arctic methane buildup which is going to lead to our annihilation. · The United States and Russia must immediately develop a net of powerful radio beat frequency transmission stations around the Arctic using the critical 13.56 MHZ beat frequency to break down the methane in the stratosphere and troposphere to nanodiamonds and hydrogen (Light 2011a) . Besides the elimination of the high global warming potential methane, the nanodiamonds may form seeds for light reflecting noctilucent clouds in the stratosphere and a light coloured energy reflecting layer when brought down to the Earth by snow and rain (Light 2011a). HAARP transmission systems are able to electronically vibrate the strong ionospheric electric current that feeds down into the polar areas and are thus the least evasive method of directly eliminating the buildup of methane in those critical regions (Light 2011a). The warning about extinction is stark. It is remarkable that global scientists had not anticipated a giant buildup of methane in the atmosphere when it had been so clearly predicted 10 to 20 years ago and has been shown to be critically linked to extinction events in the geological record (Kennett et al. 2003). Furthermore all the experiments should have already been done to determine which geoengineering methods were the most effective in oxidising/destroying the methane in the atmosphere in case it should ever build up to a concentration where it posed a threat to humanity. Those methods need to be applied immediately if there is any faint hope of reducing the catastrophic heating effects of the fast building atmospheric methane concentration.

WARMING IS A CONFLICT MULTIPLIER – MAKES THEIR IMPACTS WORSE 
Knickerbocker 7 (Brad, Staff writer at the Christian Science Monitor, Apr 19, http://www.csmonitor.com/2007/0419/p02s01-usgn.html , Christian Science Monitor)
For years, the debate over global warming has focused on the three big "E's": environment, energy, and economic impact. This week it officially entered the realm of national security threats and avoiding wars as well.  A platoon of retired US generals and admirals warned that global warming "presents significant national security challenges to the United States." The United Nations Security Council held its first ever debate on the impact of climate change on conflicts. And in Congress, a bipartisan bill would require a National Intelligence Estimate by all federal intelligence agencies to assess the security threats posed by global climate change.  Many experts view climate change as a "threat multiplier" that intensifies instability around the world by worsening water shortages, food insecurity, disease, and flooding that lead to forced migration. That's the thrust of a 35-page report (PDF) by 11 admirals and generals this week issued by the Alexandria, Va.-based national security think tank The CNA Corporation. The study, titled National Security and the Threat of Climate Change, predicts:  "Projected climate change will seriously exacerbate already marginal living standards in many Asian, African, and Middle Eastern nations, causing widespread political instability and the likelihood of failed states.... The chaos that results can be an incubator of civil strife, genocide, and the growth of terrorism.  "The U.S. may be drawn more frequently into these situations, either alone or with allies, to help provide stability before conditions worsen and are exploited by extremists. The U.S. may also be called upon to undertake stability and reconstruction efforts once a conflict has begun, to avert further disaster and reconstitute a stable environment."  "We will pay for this one way or another," retired Marine Gen. Anthony Zinni, former commander of American forces in the Middle East and one of the report's authors, told the Los Angeles Times. "We will pay to reduce greenhouse gas emissions today … or we'll pay the price later in military terms. And that will involve human lives."  As quoted in the Associated Press, British Foreign Secretary Margaret Beckett, who presided over the UN meeting in New York April 17, posed the question "What makes wars start?" The answer:  "Fights over water. Changing patterns of rainfall. Fights over food production, land use. There are few greater potential threats to our economies ... but also to peace and security itself."  This is the concern behind a recently introduced bipartisan bill by Sens. Richard Durbin (D) of Illinois and Chuck Hagel (R) of Nebraska. It would require all US intelligence agencies – the CIA, the NSA, the Pentagon, and the FBI – to conduct a comprehensive review of potential security threats related to climate change around the world.

 Highest probability impact- inaction is the largest risk of extinction 
Hanson, Goddard institute for space studies, et al, 2007
(J. Hansen1,2, M. Sato2, R. Ruedy3, P. Kharecha2, A. Lacis1,4, R. Miller1,5, L. Nazarenko2, K. Lo3, G. A. Schmidt1,4, G. Russell1, I. Aleinov2, S. Bauer2, E. Baum6, B. Cairns5, V. Canuto1, M. Chandler2, Y. Cheng3, A. Cohen6, A. Del Genio1,4, G. Faluvegi2, E. Fleming7, A. Friend8, T. Hall1,5, C. Jackman7, J. Jonas2, M. Kelley8, N. Y. Kiang1, D. Koch2,9, G. Labow7, J. Lerner2, S. Menon10, T. Novakov10, V. Oinas3, Ja. Perlwitz5, Ju. Perlwitz2, D. Rind1,4, A. Romanou1,4, R. Schmunk3, D. Shindell1,4, P. Stone11, S. Sun1,11, D. Streets12, N. Tausnev3, D. Thresher4, N. Unger2, M. Yao3, and S. Zhang2 1NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies, New York, NY, USA 2Columbia University Earth Institute, New York, NY, USA 3Sigma Space Partners LLC, New York, NY, USA 4Department of Earth and Environmental Sciences, Columbia University, New York, NY, USA 5Department of Applied Physics and Applied Mathematics, Columbia University, New York, NY, USA 6Clean Air Task Force, Boston, MA, USA 7NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, MD, USA 8Laboratoire des Sciences du Climat et de l’Environnement, Orme des Merisiers, Gif-sur-Yvette Cedex, France 9Department of Geology, Yale University, New Haven, CT, USA 10Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Berkeley, CA, USA  11Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, “Dangerous human-made interference with climate: a GISS modelE study,” http://www.atmos-chem-phys.net/7/2287/2007/acp-7-2287-2007.html)
These stark conclusions about the threat posed by global climate change and implications for fossil fuel use are not yet appreciated by essential governing bodies, as evidenced by ongoing plans to build coal-fired power plants without CO2 capture and sequestration. In our view, there is an acute need for science to inform society about the costs of failure to address global warming, because of a fundamental difference between the threat posed by climate change and most prior global threats.  In the nuclear standoff between the Soviet Union and United States, a crisis could be precipitated only by action of one of the parties. In contrast, the present threat to the planet and civilization, with the United States and China now the principal players (though, as Fig. 10 shows, Europe also has a large responsibility), requires only inaction in the face of clear scientific evidence of the danger.

Its anthro- 500 studies go aff
Romm ‘10 (Jon, Editor of Climate Progress, Senior Fellow at the American Progress, former Acting Assistant Secretary of Energy for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, Fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, “Disputing the “consensus” on global warming,” http://climateprogress.org/2010/06/16/scientific-consensus-on-global-warming-climate-science/,)

A good example of how scientific evidence drives our understanding concerns how we know that humans are the dominant cause of global warming. This is, of course, the deniers’ favorite topic. Since it is increasingly obvious that the climate is changing and the planet is warming, the remaining deniers have coalesced to defend their Alamo — that human emissions aren’t the cause of recent climate change and therefore that reducing those emissions is pointless. Last year, longtime Nation columnist Alexander Cockburn wrote, “There is still zero empirical evidence that anthropogenic production of CO2 is making any measurable contribution to the world’s present warming trend. The greenhouse fearmongers rely entirely on unverified, crudely oversimplified computer models to finger mankind’s sinful contribution.” In fact, the evidence is amazingly strong. Moreover, if the relatively complex climate models are oversimplified in any respect, it is by omitting amplifying feedbacks and other factors that suggest human-caused climate change will be worse than is widely realized. The IPCC concluded last year: “Greenhouse gas forcing has very likely (>90 percent) caused most of the observed global warming over the last 50 years. This conclusion takes into account … the possibility that the response to solar forcing could be underestimated by climate models.” Scientists have come to understand that “forcings” (natural and human-made) explain most of the changes in our climate and temperature both in recent decades and over the past millions of years. The primary human-made forcings are the heat-trapping greenhouse gases we generate, particularly carbon dioxide from burning coal, oil and natural gas. The natural forcings include fluctuations in the intensity of sunlight (which can increase or decrease warming), and major volcanoes that inject huge volumes of gases and aerosol particles into the stratosphere (which tend to block sunlight and cause cooling)…. Over and over again, scientists have demonstrated that observed changes in the climate in recent decades can only be explained by taking into account the observed combination of human and natural forcings. Natural forcings alone just don’t explain what is happening to this planet. For instance, in April 2005, one of the nation’s top climate scientists, NASA’s James Hansen, led a team of scientists that made “precise measurements of increasing ocean heat content over the past 10 years,” which revealed that the Earth is absorbing far more heat than it is emitting to space, confirming what earlier computer models had shown about warming. Hansen called this energy imbalance the “smoking gun” of climate change, and said, “There can no longer be genuine doubt that human-made gases are the dominant cause of observed warming.” Another 2005 study, led by the Scripps Institution of Oceanography, compared actual ocean temperature data from the surface down to hundreds of meters (in the Atlantic, Pacific and Indian oceans) with climate models and concluded: A warming signal has penetrated into the world’s oceans over the past 40 years. The signal is complex, with a vertical structure that varies widely by ocean; it cannot be explained by natural internal climate variability or solar and volcanic forcing, but is well simulated by two anthropogenically [human-caused] forced climate models. We conclude that it is of human origin, a conclusion robust to observational sampling and model differences. Such studies are also done for many other observations: land-based temperature rise, atmospheric temperature rise, sea level rise, arctic ice melt, inland glacier melt, Greeland and Antarctic ice sheet melt, expansion of the tropics (desertification) and changes in precipitation. Studies compare every testable prediction from climate change theory and models (and suggested by paleoclimate research) to actual observations. How many studies? Well, the IPCC’s definitive treatment of the subject, “Understanding and Attributing Climate Change,” has 11 full pages of references, some 500 peer-reviewed studies. This is not a consensus of opinion. It is what scientific research and actual observations reveal. And the science behind human attribution has gotten much stronger in the past 2 years (see a recent literature review by the Met Office here). That brings us to another problem with the word “consensus.” It can mean “unanimity” or “the judgment arrived at by most of those concerned.” Many, if not most, people hear the second meaning: “consensus” as majority opinion. The scientific consensus most people are familiar with is the IPCC’s “Summary for Policymakers” reports. But those aren’t a majority opinion. Government representatives participate in a line-by-line review and revision of these summaries. So China, Saudi Arabia and that hotbed of denialism — the Bush administration — get to veto anything they don’t like. The deniers call this “politicized science,” suggesting the process turns the IPCC summaries into some sort of unscientific exaggeration. In fact, the reverse is true. The net result is unanimous agreement on a conservative or watered-down document. You could argue that rather than majority rules, this is “minority rules.” Last April, in an article titled “Conservative Climate,” Scientific American noted that objections by Saudi Arabia and China led the IPCC to remove a sentence stating that the impact of human greenhouse gas emissions on the Earth’s recent warming is five times greater than that of the sun. In fact, lead author Piers Forster of the University of Leeds in England said, “The difference is really a factor of 10.” Then I discuss the evidence we had even back in 2008 that the IPCC was underestimating key climate impacts, a point I update here. The bottom line is that recent observations and research make clear the planet almost certainly faces a greater and more imminent threat than is laid out in the IPCC reports. That’s why climate scientists are so desperate. That’s why they keep begging for immediate action. And that’s why the “consensus on global warming” is a phrase that should be forever retired from the climate debate. The leading scientific organizations in this country and around the world, including all the major national academies of science, aren’t buying into some sort of consensus of opinion. They have analyzed the science and observations and expressed their understanding of climate science and the likely impacts we face on our current emissions path — an understanding that has grown increasingly dire in recent years (see “An illustrated guide to the latest climate science” and “An introduction to global warming impacts: Hell and High Water“).


China pursuing nuclear now but US leadership key to overcoming world fossil fuel reliance and solve warming
Tat ‘12 (Chee Hong Tat, Chief Executive, Energy Market Authority of Singapore, “Singapore International Market Week Publication”, “SECURING OUR ENERGY FUTURE APRIL 2012”, LEQ)

Nuclear Faces The Long Road Back For the nuclear industry, recovery will depend on turning around public opinion u For the nuclear industry, Fukushima will stand as the fault line dividing two eras. Before the catastrophic events of March 2011, nuclear energy had been reborn as the clean energy of choice, having emerged from decades as the pariah of the energy family. But the earthquake and tsunami that ripped through the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power plant changed all of that, radically altering the energy landscape. For the atomic energy sector, it will be a long, hard and expensive road back. "Since the Fukushima disaster in Japan, the EU has begun to carry out comprehensive stress tests at its nuclear power plants," European Commissioner for Energy Mr GÜnther Oettinger said in a video pre- recorded for the Singapore International Energy Week (SIEW) 2011. "It [also] aims to put in place the most advanced legal framework for the sustainable use of nuclear energy." If anything, the Fukushima disaster has shown that nuclear power cannot operate in isolation, requiring instead a comprehensive and global approach to safety. "To strengthen nuclear safety world- wide, we would welcome other countries operating nuclear power plants to carry out similar assessments as soon as pos- sible," Mr Oettinger added. The International Energy Agency (IEA) has painted a gloomy picture of a world with what it calls a "low nuclear case". A reduced nuclear output will lead to "increased import bills, heightened energy security concerns, and make it harder and more expensive to combat climate change." In the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, Germany, Europe's biggest economy, closed eight of its 17 reactors permanently. It later formally announced plans to shut down its nuclear programme within 11 years. While nuclear has made a muted comeback since Fukushima – the US recently reaffirmed its commitment to nuclear by opening two new nuclear units, the first in 15 years, experts see continuing challenges that will make it very difficult for the nuclear power industry to expand beyond a small handful of reactor projects. China promises that nuclear can be made safer. In particular, its research into safer thorium fuel cycle technology has been applauded by the nuclear lobby. Despite this, experts say nuclear programmes worldwide are set to contract rather than expand. The low nuclear case foresees the total amount of nuclear power capacity fall- ing from 393GW at the end of 2010 to 335GW in 2035, a little more than half the levels previously set out in IEA's New Policies Scenario. New Policies Scenario The share of nuclear power in total gen- eration will drop from 13 per cent in 2010 to just seven per cent in 2035, with implications for energy security, diversity of the fuel mix, spending on energy imports, and energy-related CO2 emissions. "It is clear now that without nuclear, we cannot meet CO2 reduction targets," said IEA's former Executive Director, Mr Nobuo Tanaka, when he opened SIEW 2011 with his keynote lecture. Or, as the agency’s Chief Economist, Dr Fatih Birol, posits – make power in general "viciously more expensive" and close the door to 2°C forever. A shift away from nuclear power "would definitely be bad news for energy security, for climate change and also for the eco- A shift away from nuclear power would definitely be bad news for energy security, for climate change, and also for the economics of the electricity price nomics of the electricity price," he added. Research into small modular reactors (SMR) is still in its infancy although the reduced cost of a 10MW modular unit that could power about 7,000 homes, compared with the one million homes from a conven- tional reactor, is receiving attention. ThE EvEr- ShriNkiNG piE The drastically-altered landscape can be seen in IEA projections for nuclear. Under its 2010 outlook, there was to be a 90 per cent increase in nuclear capacity. This compares with its latest projection of 60 per cent for the same period from 2011. While there will now be heavy reliance on the lighter emissions of gas to meet green house targets, the nuclear disaster has been an unexpected fillip for the renewables and alternative energy sector. The rise was driven by the solar power industry, where the value of transac- tions jumped by 56 per cent to $15.8 billion, to account for almost one-third of take-overs, according to advisory firm PricewaterhouseCoopers. Nevertheless, analysts say any surge in renewable energy is likely to be eclipsed by a return to coal, with a powerfully negative effect on CO2 emissions. Even before the Japanese earthquake, the nuclear industry was struggling. Weak power demand due to the reces-sion and cheaper alternatives such as gas and coal made it difficult to justify the hefty investment in reactors. Only those plants with strong government backing were going ahead. With nuclear-agnostic countries dropping plans for civil nuclear indus- tries, China remains the last hope of the beleaguered sector. While China froze approvals of new nuclear plants follow- ing Fukushima, it has already restarted its programme and the country is set to dominate the nuclear landscape. The PRC's 2020 target of reaching 80,000MW of nuclear capacity, from 10,000MW last year, may have been reduced due to delays caused by Fukush- ima. Nevertheless, its ambitious projects are putting most of the other countries' nuclear plans in the shade. Meanwhile, other emerging econo- mies, including India and the United Arab Emirates, are also planning signifi- cant investments in new reactors. Nuclear’s share of electricity generation is also likely to slip as other forms of generation grow more quickly. In the developed world, the emphasis is on finding alternatives to nuclear power. In Japan, which derived some 30 per cent of its electricity from nuclear power plants prior to Fukushima, efforts to regain public support for restarting the re- actors have made little headway. Since the tsunami, 52 out of the nation's 54 reactors have been offline as of March 2012. One important litmus of the industry's health has been companies that service the nuclear energy marketplace. They, too, have been repositioning themselves in an increasingly unattractive market. Shaw, the US civil engineering com- pany, has sold its 20 per cent stake in nuclear engineering group Westinghouse Electric Company to Toshiba of Japan. Toshiba, for its part, plans to sell the holding to another investor. General Electric, the US industrial group that is one of the world's lead- ing nuclear engineers through its joint venture with Hitachi of Japan, has said it does not hold out much hope for market growth in the immediate future. It now expects nuclear power to decline in importance as other parts of the business grow more rapidly. 



The plan solves-
SMR’s jump-start the US nuclear industry- DOD action is key to overcome market barriers and eliminate the nuclear stigma 
Loudermilk and Andres ‘10 (Richard B. Andres is a Senior Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University and a Professor of National Security Strategy at the National War College, Micah J. Loudermilk is a researcher at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, “Small Reactors and the Military's Role in Securing America's Nuclear Industry”, http://sitrep.globalsecurity.org/articles/100823646-small-reactors-and-the-militar.htm, April 23, 2010, LEQ)

Faced with the dual-obstacles of growing worldwide energy demand and a renewed push for clean energy, the stage is set for a vibrant revival of the nuclear power industry in the United States. During his 2008 campaign, President Barack Obama committed to setting the country on the road to a clean, secure, and independent energy future - and nuclear power can play a vital role in that. With abundant energy resources available and near-zero emission levels, nuclear power offers a domestically-generated, clean, and long-term solution to America's energy dilemma. While countries around the world are building new reactors though, the U.S. nuclear power industry has remained dormant - and even borders on extinction - as no new plants have been approved for construction in the more than three decades following the Three Mile Island accident in 1979. Although Congress and the Executive Branch have passed laws and issued proclamations over the years, little actual progress has been made in the nuclear energy realm. A number of severe obstacles face any potential entrant into the reactor market - namely the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), which lacks the budget and manpower necessary to seriously address nuclear power expansion. Additionally, public skepticism over the safety of nuclear power plants has impeded serious attempts at new plant construction. However, despite the hurdles facing private industry, the U.S. military is in a position to take a leading role in the advancement of nuclear reactor technology through the integration of small reactors on its domestic bases. While the Obama Administration has pledged $8 billion in federal loan guarantees to the construction of two new reactors in Georgia and an additional $36 billion in new guarantees to the nuclear industry, this comes on top of $18.5 billion budgeted, but unspent, dollars. Despite this aid, it is still improbable that the U.S. will see any new large reactors now or in the foreseeable future as enormous cost, licensing, construction, and regulatory hurdles must be overcome. In recent years though, attention in the nuclear energy sphere has turned in a new direction: small-scale reactors. These next-generation reactors seek to revolutionize the nuclear power industry and carry a host of benefits that both separate them from their larger cousins and provide a legitimate opportunity to successfully reinvigorate the American nuclear industry. When compared to conventional reactors, small reactors have a number of advantages. First, the reactors are both small and often scalable - meaning that sites can be configured to house one to multiple units based on power needs. Although they only exist on paper and the military has yet to embrace a size or design, the companies investing in these technologies are examining a range of possibilities. Hyperion, for example, is working on a so-called "nuclear battery" - a 25 MWe sealed and transportable unit the size of a hot tub. Similarly, Babcock & Wilcox - the company which built many of the Navy's reactors - is seeking licensing for its mPower reactor, which is scalable and produces 125 MWe of power per unit. Other designs, such as Westinghouse's International Reactor Innovative and Secure (IRIS) model, have a generating capacity of up to 335 MWe. Second, large reactors come with enormous price tags - often approaching $10 billion in projected costs. The costs associated with building new reactors are so astronomical that few companies can afford the capital outlay to finance them. Additionally, the risks classically associated with the construction of nuclear reactors serve as an additional deterrent to interested utilities. As a result, companies must be willing to accept significant financial risks since ventures could potentially sink them or result in credit downgrades - as evidenced by the fact that 40 of 48 utilities issuing debt to nuclear projects suffered downgrades following the accident at Three Mile Island. All of this adds up to an environment that is not conducive to the sponsorship of new reactor plants. On the other hand, small reactors are able to mostly circumvent the cost hurdles facing large reactors. During the construction of large reactors, utilities face "single-shaft risk" - forced to invest and tie up billions of dollars in a single plant. However, small reactors present the opportunity for utilities to buy and add reactor capacity as needed or in a step-by-step process, as opposed to an all-or-nothing approach. Small reactors are also factory-constructed and shipped, not custom-designed projects, and can be built and installed in half the time - all of which are cost-saving measures. Additionally, despite concerns from critics over the proliferation and safety risks that a cadre of small reactors would potentially pose, the reality is considerably different. On the safety side, the new designs boast a number of features - including passive safety measures and simpler designs, thus reducing the number of systems to monitor and potential for system failure, enhancing the safety of the reactors. Small reactors can often be buried underground, are frequently fully contained and sealed (complete with a supply of fuel inside), can run longer between refueling cycles, and feature on-site waste storage - all of which serve to further insulate and secure the units. Finally, due to their small size, the reactors do not require the vast water resources needed by large reactors and in the event of an emergency, are far easier to isolate, shut off, and cool down if necessary. Notwithstanding all of these benefits, with a difficult regulation environment, anti-nuclear lobbying groups, and skeptical public opinion, the nuclear energy industry faces an uphill - and potentially unwinnable - battle in the quest for new reactors in the United States. Left to its own devices it is unlikely, at best, that private industry will succeed in bringing new reactors to the U.S. on its own. However, a route exists by which small reactors could potentially become a viable energy option: the U.S. military. Since 1948, the U.S. Navy has deployed over 500 reactors and possesses a perfect safety record in managing them. At the same time, grave concern exists over the fact that U.S. military bases are tied to and entirely dependent upon the civilian electric grid - from which they receive 99% of their power. Recently, attention has turned to the fact that the civilian grid, in addition to accidents, is vulnerable to cyber or terrorist attacks. In the event of a deliberate attack on the United States that knocks out all or part of the electric grid, the assets housed at the affected bases would be unavailable and U.S. global military operations potentially jeopardized. The presence of small-scale nuclear reactors on U.S. military bases would enable these facilities to effectively become "islands" - insulating them from the civilian grid and even potentially deterring attacks if the opponent knows that the military network would be unaffected. Unlike private industry, the military does not face the same regulatory and congressional hurdles to constructing reactors and would have an easier time in adopting them for use. By integrating small nuclear reactors as power sources for domestic U.S. military bases, three potential energy dilemmas are solved at the same time. First, by incorporating small reactors at its bases, the military addresses its own energy security quandary. The military has recently sought to "island" its bases in the U.S. -protecting them from grid outages, be they accidental or intentional. The Department of Defense has promoted this endeavor through lowering energy consumption on bases and searching for renewable power alternatives, but these measures alone will prove insufficient. Small reactors provide sufficient energy output to power military installations and in some cases surrounding civilian population centers. Secondly, as the reactors become integrated on military facilities, the stigma on the nuclear power industry will ease and inroads will be created for the adoption of small-scale reactors as a viable source of energy. Private industry and the public will see that nuclear reactors can indeed be utilized safely and effectively, resulting in a renewed push toward the expansion of nuclear power. Although many of the same hurdles will still be in place, a shift in public opinion and a stronger effort by utilities, coupled with the demonstrated success of small reactors on military bases, could prove the catalysts necessary for the federal government and the NRC to take more aggressive action. 

[bookmark: _Toc332885681]Contention Two is Military Capabilities
Plan is key to make nuclear navy possible

Hsu 10- Journalist for popsci, reporter on military technology, Mobile Nuclear Reactors Could Provide Power and Jet Fuel for Military, DARPA Says,http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2010-03/mobile-nuclear-reactors-could-provide-power-and-jet-fuel-military-darpa-says
Making U.S. Navy carrier groups and Army bases more self-sufficient and energy-efficient could mean turning to mobile nuclear reactors. The Pentagon's DARPA scientists have put forth the modest proposal of deploying miniature reactors to convert hydrogen and carbon into military jet fuel, as well as providing power, The Register reports. That plan could fit well with the U.S. Navy's "Green Strike Group" concept for biofuel and nuclear-powered vessels. The Register points out that nuclear-powered aircraft carriers could make use of seawater to make JP-8 jet fuel from carbon dioxide and hydrogen, courtesy of work by the U.S. Naval Research Laboratory. This gets trickier for U.S. military land bases that lack easy access to carbon feedstocks or massive quantities of water, but DARPA does hint at making use of the sewage lakes that have accumulated next to some bases in Afghanistan. Still, trucking in huge amounts of water could prove unwieldy. Technology, Jeremy Hsu, aircraft carriers, army, darpa, fuel, Jet Fuel, military, military bases, navy, nuclear power, nuclear reactors, pentagon, wtf darpa The U.S. military has already begun deploying green technologies that aim for self-sufficiency for reasons beyond environmental concerns -- running fuel convoys puts U.S. warfighters in harm's way of insurgent ambushes and roadside bombs. DARPA ultimately hopes for portable nuclear reactors that can provide 5 to 10 megawatts of electricity and produce 15,000 gallons of JP-8 or road fuel every day -- about enough fuel to top off a Chinook helicopter a dozen times, according to The Register. Perhaps the biggest technical challenge is creating such small nuclear reactors in the first place. But at least Microsoft founder Bill Gates and others have already begun backing plans for shrinking nuclear power to portable sizes.
Demonstration ppa is key in order reduce costs of SMR which is a key barrier of tech integration
Yetiv 11- Lieutenant Chambers is a master’s student in the Graduate Program in International Studies at Old Dominion University, in Norfolk, Virginia. She holds a BS in political science from the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga. She has served as a member of the Bataan Expeditionary Strike Group and U.S. Joint Forces Command, completing deployments to the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean, Caribbean, and Afghanistan. Dr. Yetiv is University Professor of Political Science and International Studies at Old Dominion University. He is author of The Absence of Grand Strategy (Johns Hopkins, 2008); Crude Awakenings: Global Oil Security and American Foreign Policy (Cornell University Press, 2010); and Explaining Foreign Policy: U.S. Decision Making and the Gulf Wars (Johns Hopkins, 2011), THE GREAT GREEN FLEET The U.S. Navy and Fossil-Fuel Alternatives, http://www.usnwc.edu/getattachment/72d7de2c-b537-4466-9b4b-809c205d1747/The-Great-Green-Fleet--The-U-S--Navy-and-Fossil-Fu/
The required technology for becoming less dependent on oil exists but is not fully developed. Some of this technology is designed for increasing the ability of electricity to offset the use of fossil fuels, which, at present, is not significant. Increasing this ability translates chiefly into replacing oil with electricity where most of the world’s oil is used—in transportation. Moving to a fleet of electric and hybrid vehicles could accomplish this goal. Also, if history is any indication, the “technological curve” should produce higher-quality, lower-cost technologies over time. That has certainly been the case with semiconductor-based consumer products and with internet routers and switches. That is important because as long as oil remains relatively cheap, such technologies may not be feasible to pursue without government subsidies or market “triggers,” such as higher taxes on fossil fuels. This is where a customer like DoN could play a role, serving as a predictable customer of green technologies, with a long-term demand. 25 Even a comparatively small amount of money could help stimulate a growing industry, especially with other branches of the military following suit. Gradually larger military orders could drive innovation and foster economies of scale. Once capable of filling bulk orders at competitive cost, these burgeoning industries would be in a position to bid for private-sector fuel contracts. The Defense Energy Support Center (DESC) is the organization responsible for acquiring and providing various types of fuel to the services, at standard prices intended to provide some degree of protection against wild swings in the market. 26 The standard price, however, is subject to some fluctuation; from 2004 to 2005, it was adjusted ten times. 27 In fiscal year 2008, when oil hit $147 per barrel, the Navy and Marine Corps consumed about 38.5 million barrels, with 38 percent going to aviation, 25.5 percent to maritime forces, 31 percent to expeditionary forces, and 5.5 percent to shore-based services. 28 DoN’s fuel cost increased from $1.2 billion to five billion per year, in one year. 29 With further instability in global oil markets looming, the pursuit of alternatives grows more imperative for the Navy.

ONLY NUCLEAR BOATS SOLVE NAVAL DOMINANCE.

SPENCER AND SPRING, 7
(Jack, Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, and Baker, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy for the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation; “The Advantages of Expanding the Nuclear Navy,” 11/05, http://www.heritage.org/Research/HomelandDefense/wm1693.cfm)

Congress is debating whether future naval ships should include nuclear propulsion. The House version of the Defense Authorization Act of 2008 calls for all future major combatant vessels to be powered by an integrated nuclear power and propulsion system; the Senate version does not. While Congress must be careful in dictating how America's armed forces are resourced, it also has a constitutional mandate "to provide and maintain a Navy." Although nuclear-powered ships have higher upfront costs, their many advantages make a larger nuclear navy critical for protecting national security interests in the 21st century.  Nuclear Propulsion's Unique Benefits  As the defense authorization bill is debated, Members of the House and Senate should consider the following features of nuclear propulsion:      * Unparalleled Flexibility. A nuclear surface ship brings optimum capability to bear. A recent study by the Navy found the nuclear option to be superior to conventional fuels in terms of surge ability, moving from one theater to another, and staying on station. Admiral Kirkland Donald, director of the Navy Nuclear Propulsion Program, said in recent congressional testimony, "Without the encumbrances of fuel supply logistics, our nuclear-powered warships can get to areas of interest quicker, ready to enter the fight, and stay on station longer then their fossil-fueled counterparts."     * High-Power Density. The high density of nuclear power, i.e., the amount of volume required to store a given amount of energy, frees storage capacity for high value/high impact assets such as jet fuel, small craft, remote-operated and autonomous vehicles, and weapons. When compared to its conventional counterpart, a nuclear aircraft carrier can carry twice the amount of aircraft fuel, 30 percent more weapons, and 300,000 cubic feet of additional space (which would be taken up by air intakes and exhaust trunks in gas turbine-powered carriers). This means that ships can get to station faster and deliver more impact, which will be critical to future missions. This energy supply is also necessary for new, power-intensive weapons systems like rail-guns and directed-energy weapons as well as for the powerful radar that the Navy envisions.     * Real-Time Response. Only a nuclear ship can change its mission and respond to a crisis in real-time. On September 11, 2001, the USS Enterprise--then on its way home from deployment--responded to news of the terrorist attacks by rerouting and entering the Afghan theater.     * Energy Independence. The armed forces have acknowledged the vulnerability that comes from being too dependent on foreign oil. Delores Etter,Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research, Development, and Acquisition, said in recent congressional testimony, "[We] take seriously the strategic implications of increased fossil fuel independence." The Navy's use of nuclear propulsion for submarines and aircraft carriers already saves 11 million barrels of oil annually. Using nuclear propulsion for all future major surface combatants will make the Navy more energy independent.     * Survivability. U.S. forces are becoming more vulnerable as other nations become more technologically and tactically sophisticated. Expanding America's nuclear navy is critical to staying a step ahead of the enemy. A nuclear ship has no exhaust stack, decreasing its visibility to enemy detection; it requires no fuel supply line, assuring its ability to maneuver over long distances; and it produces large amounts of electricity, allowing it to power massive radars and new hi-tech weaponry.     * Force Enhancement. Though effective, modern aircraft carriers still depend on less capable fossil-fueled counterparts in the battle group. Increasing the number of nuclear surface ships would increase the capability of U.S. naval forces to operate both independently and as part of a battle-group.     * Superiority on the Seas. Policymakers have taken for granted the United States' superiority on the seas for many years. This has led to a decline in America's overall naval force structure and opened the door for foreign navies to potentially control critical blue-water regions. Expanding the nuclear navy will allow the United States to maintain its maritime superiority well into the 21st century.
Only nuclear power can solve naval primacy oil dependence kills it

O'Rourke 10- Specialist in Naval Affairs, Ronald, September 29, 2010, Navy Nuclear-Powered Surface Ships: Background, Issues, and Options for Congress, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL33946.pdf
Are there operational advantages of nuclear power for a surface ship other than increased ship mobility? One possibility concerns ship detectability. A nuclear-powered ship does not require an exhaust stack as part of its deckhouse, and does not emit hot exhaust gases. Other things held equal, this might make a nuclear-powered surface ship less detectible than a conventionally powered ship, particularly to infrared sensors. This possible advantage for the nuclear-powered ship might be either offset or reinforced by possible differences between the nuclear-powered ship and the conventionally powered ship in other areas, such as the temperature of the engine compartment (which again might affect infrared detectability) or the level of machinery noise (which might affect acoustic detectability). Some supporters of building future Navy surface ships with nuclear power have argued that an additional operational advantage of nuclear power for surface ships would be to reduce the Navy’s dependence on its relatively small force of refueling oilers, and thus the potential impact on fleet operations of an enemy attack on those oilers. The Navy acknowledges that potential attacks on oilers are a concern, but argues that the fleet’s vulnerability to such attacks is recognized and that oilers consequently are treated as high-value ships in terms of measures taken to protect them from attack. 27
Naval power prevents great power conflicts.
Helprin 11( MARK HELPRIN, a senior fellow at the Claremont Institute, is the author of, among other works, "Winter's Tale" (Harcourt), "A Soldier of the Great War" (Harcourt) and, most recently, "Digital Barbarism" (HarperCollins),  The Decline of U.S. Naval Power Sixty ships were commonly underway in America's seaward approaches in 1998, but today there are only 20. We are abdicating our role on the oceans, WSJ http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704150604576166362512952294.html//)
Separated by the oceans from sources of raw materials in the Middle East, Africa, Australia and South America, and from markets and manufacture in Europe, East Asia and India, we are in effect an island nation. Because 95% and 90% respectively of U.S. and world foreign trade moves by sea, maritime interdiction is the quickest route to both the strangulation of any given nation and chaos in the international system. First Britain and then the U.S. have been the guarantors of the open oceans. The nature of this task demands a large blue-water fleet that simply cannot be abridged. With the loss of a large number of important bases world-wide, if and when the U.S. projects military power it must do so most of the time from its own territory or the sea. Immune to political cross-currents, economically able to cover multiple areas, hypoallergenic to restive populations, and safe from insurgencies, the fleets are instruments of undeniable utility in support of allies and response to aggression. Forty percent of the world's population lives within range of modern naval gunfire, and more than two-thirds within easy reach of carrier aircraft. Nothing is better or safer than naval power and presence to preserve the often fragile reticence among nations, to protect American interests and those of our allies, and to prevent the wars attendant to imbalances of power and unrestrained adventurism.

The Navy is critical to the global liberal system and solves all potential for conflict but requires reinvestment to solve
McMahon 7 
(Michael, Captain USN, associate chair of the Political Science Department at the U.S. Naval Academy, where he teaches National Security Policy, “World Disorder and the Decline of Pax Americana, May, Proceedings Magazine, http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/archive/story.asp?STORY_ID=321)
Today, it appears that the American "empire" is in decline; Pax Americana is disintegrating. This is a repeat of naval history. It may not require a Cold War–size Navy to reverse the trend, but it will require a Navy that helps sow the seeds of globalization and then continues to do the gardening. It requires a forward-deployed, expeditionary Navy to mind the interests of the United States, just as the Royal Navy minded Britain's in the 19th century.  Navies, by their very presence and intercourse in faraway places, protect national interests every day in ways that armies and air forces cannot. The U.S. Navy is the only branch of our government that routinely employs all the elements of national power—diplomatic, informational, military, and economic. This most flexible use of our power advances national interests in important ways.  But idealistic plans for collective security and a 1,000-ship navy could, if not executed properly, actually undermine these interests and accelerate American decline. That decline would ensure international chaos. Therefore, for the United States the choice is clear: maritime supremacy or international chaos.   Lessons for Pax Americana  Pax Americana, in the unipolar world of the 1990s, greatly resembled Pax Britannica of the 1890s. The American government, like Britain's, concentrated on overseas commerce and investment—and reaped the peace dividend. But between 1990 and 2000, following the demise of the Soviet Union, the U.S. Navy decreased its size by 45 percent, from 574 ships to 316.1 Peacetime, after all, should not require the same size navy as wartime.  In 1897, Queen Victoria celebrated her Diamond Jubilee with a peacetime naval display so impressive to foreign attendees that Kaiser Wilhelm II decided Germany needed a larger fleet of its own. The Royal Navy and the British Empire appeared to be at their zenith during the celebration, the navy well-equipped with modern technology and "wisely distributed to meet the various threats,"2 but in fact both the navy and the empire had been in gradual decline due to the complacency of "splendid isolation" enjoyed by prosperous Britons in a former age of globalization.  With the shock of the Boer War and attendant focus on the army's troubles, the empire's worldwide interests became more difficult to finance and the challenges grew more obvious. Despite the growth of rival fleets, foreign and defense policy rationalization—a policy of reducing commitments, forming collective security alliances, and seeking efficiencies in the armed forces—seemed the least painful solution to a financially conscious empire.3 In 1904 Sir John Fisher, the First Sea Lord, began a "revolution" in naval policy by pursuing more efficient use of the fleet, especially in home waters, saying "the peace distribution of the fleet should also be its best strategical distribution for war."4  By 1906 and 1907, British foreign and colonial offices were complaining loudly about the lack of navy support for earthquakes, revolutions, and other troubles overseas: "If the number of ships is to be reduced to such an extent that the navy will be unable to give the foreign policy of this country such support in the future . . . the only possible conclusion will be that the exigencies of British world-wide policy and interests . . . are being sacrificed to a scheme of concentration for defensive purposes against an attack which is not likely to be made for some years to come."5  By 1914, Pax Britannica—a product of the Royal Navy's hegemony—had disintegrated. This left only alliances and balance-of-power politics to guarantee international order. Under this system, order too would soon disintegrate.   At the same time, in the United States a former assistant secretary of the Navy and president, an avowed Mahanist, was building a new fleet. But the lesson that Theodore Roosevelt learned was not necessarily about concentrating the fleet. Rather, as John Paul Jones understood, the lesson was in the value of its sailing beyond our coasts. Roosevelt ridiculed the opinion, "as old as the time of Jefferson," that the Navy should concentrate on "coast defense," calling it "an attitude about as sensible as that of a prizefighter who expected to win by merely parrying instead of hitting."6  By the time of the Cold War, the U.S. Navy had adopted the strategy of Jones, Mahan, and Roosevelt of deploying far abroad. But the Cold War was more peace than war. Pax Americana, born in 1945, shaped the global landscape largely in the image of the United States through the Marshall Plan, the Bretton Woods system, and the United Nations. The competition with the Soviet Navy may have spurred on a larger and more robust U.S. Navy, but since there was no direct fighting with the Soviets, the Americans helped to spread peace, security, and prosperity around the globe—just as the Royal Navy had done a century earlier.  Navies, unlike armies, are political instruments even in peacetime. But there is evidence today that declining naval hegemony has had a detrimental effect on international order, as it did with the decline of the Victorian Royal Navy. Acts of piracy in the South China Sea, for example, quintupled in the four years following the U.S. Navy's departure from the Philippines (from 25 in 1992 to 125 in 1996).7 Piracy has remained high there and has dramatically increased in other seas, too.   Strategy Is a Plan   As George Washington said to the Marquis de Lafayette (15 November 1781): "Without a decisive naval force we can do nothing definitive. And with it, everything honorable and glorious."  Strategy is nothing more than a plan: setting objectives and devising ways of achieving them. Maritime strategy is a subset of national security strategy (NSS). As NSS seeks to protect and advance core national objectives, so maritime strategy must do the same. While each new administration puts its own face on the NSS, there remain enduring core national objectives that appear in every version. They are measurable, enduring, and never out of vogue, such as territorial integrity of the United States.  These enduring objectives, and the national interests that serve them, are what the maritime strategy must safeguard using both soft and hard power. Our strategy should not hang on short-term threats as it did during the Cold War. It would be a mistake to design a strategy that answered only the identifiable threats of today, such as Iraq or Islamist fascism. To be enduring and effective, our strategy must serve the core national objectives of the United States with a clear-eyed understanding of likely threats, and with due regard for the interests of our allies and enemies.   Questionable Assumptions   Before discussing the role of U.S. national interests, it is important to address some of the dubious assumptions surrounding strategies of collective security, one of which the 1,000-ship navy certainly is.  Any policy that relies on the actions of other nations is not, strictly speaking, a strategy. It is a gamble. Strategies are plans of action designed to meet measurable objectives that, in turn, serve national interests. They are theories of persuasion or coercion that are only as effective as the if/then proposition contained therein (if U.S. ships are home-ported in Japan, then that will deter aggression against Japan).8  Strategies are only reliably effective as long as the strategist controls the resources (the means, or ships in the above example). A strategy can be designed to influence the actions of others, but others' compliance cannot be the action or mechanism in the strategy, because the others may choose not to cooperate. Their compliance is the objective of the strategy that serves national interests.  Additionally, common interests, shared by the strategist and the other, do not necessarily provide a theory of persuasion unless the common interest is of short duration or particularly acute (such as the immediacy of being attacked), because the other always has competing interests. We see this in the news every day at the United Nations.  We see diverging interests in policy toward North Korea (DPRK) and Iran. Members of the international community share a common interest in not allowing these regimes to have nuclear weapons, yet no real progress can be made because China and Russia have competing interests. Despite Security Council agreement about the threat and DPRK and Iranian violations, common interest in nuclear nonproliferation, and a ticking clock, other nations find it inimical to their interests to entertain more coercive strategies.  Finally, free-riders are an eternal part of the international landscape. Free-riders, in political economy terms, are those who "receive the benefits of a 'public good' or a 'positive externality' without contributing to paying the costs of producing those benefits."9 For example, the United States spends more real dollars on defense than the next dozen nations because it provides an umbrella of security over our allies, if not most of the globe. In 2002, Iceland actually spent 0.0 percent of its GDP on defense.10 Because of mutually beneficial American air bases there, which have since closed, Iceland didn't need to spend more on defense.  This type of relationship exists in the United Nations, NATO, and elsewhere that the United States provides positive security externalities. Today in Afghanistan, some of our allies in NATO refuse to allow their armed forces to take offensive action in southern Afghanistan against the resurgent Taliban, despite their obligation under NATO to do so. Germany, France, Spain and Italy refuse to allow their troops to participate in the south. The result is that the U.S., British, Dutch, and Canadian forces are left to do the heavy lifting.  It would be folly to expect these same allies to contribute more to U.S. maritime strategy, and to count on them in a pinch simply because we think they share our interests. The 1,000-ship navy will be very beneficial as a way to improve military and diplomatic relations, and even to help patrol the beat, so to speak. The United States, however, should be under no delusions about its kinetic ability: there will likely be more bobbies than sheriffs. Expecting those who agree to membership in the 1,000-ship navy to zealously protect U.S. interests is tantamount to surrender.   U.S. National Interests   National interests naturally flow from core national objectives that define what the United States is. Thus, any damage to them threatens our existence as a nation. Reasonable people can quibble over what exactly core national objectives are, but the general concepts are enduring. Broadly, there are three areas that concern us:        * Military: territorial integrity, freedom of citizens, promotion of external interests (through the use of force if necessary)     * Political: the preservation of our values: freedom, individual rights, and democratic institutions in the United States     * Economical: prosperity through free-market principles (which makes globalization inevitable)  All U.S. national interests derive from or serve these core objectives. The extent to which they impact core objectives makes them vital, important, or peripheral interests.  With this in mind, an assessment of threats to U.S. core national objectives is required in order to devise strategy that serves national interests. For example, when Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait in 1990 and massed Iraqi troops on the Saudi border, he directly threatened oil supplies upon which the U.S. economy relied. The preservation of the U.S. economy is a core national objective, therefore the Saudi and Kuwaiti oil supplies became vital national interests. They were vital because the threat immediately and directly impacted a core national objective. Vital interests are generally those that the United States will protect even at the expense of war.  An important interest could be something that will affect core national objectives over time, but not immediately. For example, keeping the Al Saud family in power in Saudi Arabia might be an important interest, because they ensure the oil keeps flowing. But a replacement regime won't necessarily stop the flow. We may or may not go to war over this.  Peripheral interests are those that may be in accord with our values and virtuous to advance, but not at significant cost. Human rights are a good example. The United States is working hard to end the genocide in Darfur by all means short of force, but it will not unilaterally invade to protect innocent civilians in another country without some vital interests being involved.  Military strategy concerns itself predominantly with threats to vital interests. The Navy, however, has an important role to play in defending other interests in addition to the vital ones, because it also possesses diplomatic, economic, and informational power. A carrier strike group on a port visit employs many different types of diplomacy, captures media attention, and infuses the local economy with hundreds of thousands of dollars per day.  Maritime strategy must meet the threats to vital interests (e.g., through deterrence, homeland defense, power projection)—and it must meet threats to the 90 percent of commerce that travels by ship, as well as the ideological threats to democracy and globalization.  It must take care of the gardening through expeditions, forward-basing, and port visits. The maritime strategy, in order to avoid global chaos, must provide for the spread of Pax Americana.  If Navy planners and resource providers want to continue to live in a world that increasingly promotes American values, the new maritime strategy must be one that ensures a rededication to Pax Americana. The strategy must serve U.S. interests without handing over to allies the responsibility for defending them.  Alliances are important; as Vice Admiral John Morgan's All Flag briefing says, "In a globalized, interconnected world, nobody can do it alone." But someone must lead. Without leadership, international chaos will ensue. Learning the lessons of the past requires that the U.S. Navy lead as the Royal Navy once did. We must not seek false security for a few dollars less than real security.
Declining sea power means we lose access to the Strait of Hormuz
Dyer, 10 - journalist and former intelligence analyst, served internationally for US Naval Intelligence from 1983 to 2004 (J.E, “Naval Decline: It Starts with the Small Stuff,” 5-12-2010, http://theoptimisticconservative.wordpress.com/2010/05/12/naval-decline-it-starts-with-the-small-stuff/)
Each of the services has come in for its share of such criticism since 1991; in many instances it’s justified. Gates’s goal of cutting the defense budget is also not necessarily objectionable in and of itself. And the goal of streamlining and improving our weapon systems to meet emerging threats, rather than remaining stuck on old concepts, is always appropriate. But everything has to be done on the basis of a valid understanding of the threat – and that’s where Gates’s remarks are jarringly ill-timed. There is a greater threat to US maritime dominance than Somali piracy. It has been on display this spring in multiple theaters. The threat is regional navies establishing maritime power over the seas and chokepoints through which global commerce passes, and setting up arbitrary regimes of regulation and permission. The two most obvious actors in this regard are Iran and China. Iran chose unilaterally to detain and inspect two foreign merchant ships in the Strait of Hormuz during her big military exercise in April. The Iranian press has also celebrated two unusual and provocative moves from that exercise and one being held this week. In April, Iran’s navy sent a small reconnaissance aircraft, a Fokker F-27, to make a close approach to USS Eisenhower, our Nimitz-class carrier on station in the Persian Gulf. In the exercise this week in the Gulf of Oman (the approach to the Strait of Hormuz from outside the Gulf), Iranian forces warned a US reconnaissance aircraft out of the exercise area. These actions seem minor and incremental because they are. But small regional navies take such provocative actions against dominant navies only if their national leaders think they can get away with it. The more Iran thinks she can get away with, the greater will be the naval force required to counter the provocations. If it becomes a naval problem for the US to keep the Strait of Hormuz open to global shipping, the small guns and low-lethality weapons suitable for antipiracy operations will be badly outclassed. Only the big, expensive platforms Gates decries can do that job: aircraft carriers, Aegis cruisers and destroyers, attack submarines – and lots of them.

Ensures escalation of conflict – draws the US in conventionally and prompts Iranian aggression
Talmadge, 8 (Caitlin Talmadge, doctoral candidate in political science at the Security Studies Program, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, former fellow at the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies at Harvard University, “Closing Time: Assessing the Iranian Threat to the Strait of Hormuz,” International Security, 33(1), Summer 2008, p.115-116, http://web.mac.com/caitlintalmadge/Site/Publications_files/Talmadge%20article.pdf)
The United States’ ultimate military superiority vis-à-vis Iran is without question, and eventually the United States would prevail in any confrontation. Nevertheless, mine warfare is within Iran’s capabilities, and Iran possesses the antiship cruise missiles and air defense needed to make U.S. MCM operations even more difficult and time-consuming than they normally are. It does not take much imagination to suggest that the traffic in the Strait of Hormuz could be impeded for weeks or longer, with major air and naval operations required to restore the full flow of traffic. Iran’s limitations, such as the command and control and targeting challenges it would face in littoral warfare, are not often appreciated. But its strengths are often overlooked as well, such as the stocks of missiles and much more explosively powerful mines it has acquired since the tanker wars of the 1980s. Likewise, although the United States retains the world’s best conventional military, its past experiences hunting mobile targets from the air and conducting MCM operations in the littorals do not inspire confidence that confrontation in the strait would end quickly. The United States’ ºeet defenses have never been tested in combat against an adversary with large numbers of cruise missiles, and the United States is in the midst of a major transition in its entire concept of MCM operations. Given these realities, sanguine assurances about the course and outcome of military conºict in the strait seem unjustiªed at best, and dangerous at worst. Most important, Iran does not have to seal the strait entirely to provoke U.S. intervention, and once that intervention begins, the potential for further military escalation is high. In particular, if the air and naval campaigns appear to be dragging on, the United States might be forced to consider holding hostage other targets in Iran or using ground forces. Either way, a signiªcant and sustained increase in the price of oil would seem likely. This analysis has signiªcant implications for U.S. force posture
WW3
Steinberg, 7 (Jeffrey, The People’s Voice, http://www.thepeoplesvoice.org/cgi-bin/blogs/voices.php/2007/10/04/cheney_s_ouster_may_be_last_chance_to_st)
On Sept. 25, retired CIA officer Philip Giraldi penned a frightening piece for antiwar.com, which took up the potential consequences of a U.S. military confrontation with Iran. Under the provocative title "What World War III May Look Like," Giraldi spelled out an unfortunately realistic scenario for an escalation of military conflict between the United States and Iran, triggered by a low-level skirmish between U.S. and Iranian soldiers along the Iraq border. Under Giraldi's scenario, a full-scale war erupts between the United States and Iran, which soon spreads to Iraq, where Shi'ite insurgents engage in large-scale asymmetric combat with American soldiers, who finally have to shoot their way out of the country, at tremendous loss of life. Ultimately, the conflict spreads to the Eastern Mediterranean, Central Asia, and the Indian subcontinent; it sparks a war between India and Pakistan, a violent coup in Afghanistan, a war between Israel and Syria/Lebanon, rioting throughout the Muslim nations of the Asia Pacific region, and, ultimately, U.S. use of nuclear weapons, which draws both Russia and China to the brink of intervention. As Giraldi concludes, "World War III has begun."
An expansionist Iran destabilizes the region and creates multiple scenarios for war and a nuclear arms race
Rachman 6 (Gideon, chief foreign affairs columnist for the Financial Times, journalist at Financial Times,November 14, 2006 http://blogs.ft.com/rachmanblog/2006/11/dangers-of-iranhtml/) 
This is what he really said: “In my opinion we are heading into really dark times,” with a momentum towards further wars that he regards as “unstoppable”. He sees the major destabilising force in the region as an expansionist and over-confident Iran, that is bidding for regional dominance. In his opinion the war in Lebanon over the summer was the “first Israel-Iran war in all but name.” He believes that there will be further Iranian-Israeli wars – perhaps next year. The Iranians and Syrians he believes are very confident at the moment, since they regard the Lebanese war as a major setback for Israel. He is one of those who believes that Hizbollah unleashed the fighting, more or less on the direct orders of Tehran. Under pressure because of their nuclear plans, “the Iranians wanted to show that they could destabilise the region just like that”. The Iranians are also using their nuclear programme to further their regional ambitions. A regional nuclear arms race is already beginning.My interlocutor has met President Ahmadi-Nejad and describes him as “truly scary”. He adds that he is used to dealing with populist Arab leaders, “but when you talk to them in private, they are usually quite reasonable and rational. Ahmadi-Nejad is not like that.” His impression is that Ahmadi-Nejad is now calling the shots in Iran, and has intimidated the moderates into silence: “They are all scared of him.”He believes that Iran is currently stirring up trouble in many different areas including Lebanon, the Israeli occupied territories and Iraq. Iraq he believes is becoming the “arena for a regional power struggle”, pitting Sunnis against Shia. The Sunni Arab states see themselves as engaged in an ancient struggle with the Persians for dominance of the region. Syria has become detached from its natural Arab allies and is now firmly in the Iranian camp. But it is also the “weak link” in the Iranian alliance and can expect to come under enormous pressure as a result.As for the moderate Arab states – the Saudis, the Jordanians and the Egyptians – “they have all told me they expect this to end in war”. They are also much more concerned about Iran than Israel, because “they know that Israel is not really an expansionist power”. Indeed the moderate Arab states would like to form a de facto alliance with Israel to contain Iran – but opinion on the “Arab street” prevents them from doing it. 


Contention 3 is Solvency
First is Small Modular Nuclear Reactor solves-
SMR’s are an energy game changer- but purchasing agreements are key to jump-start the industry 
Madia 12 (Chairman of the Board of Overseers and Vice President for the NAL at Stanford and was the Laboratory Director at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory and the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory) (William Madia, Stanford Energy Journal, Dr. Madia serves as Chairman of the Board of Overseers and Vice President for the SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory at Stanford University.  Previously, he was the Laboratory Director at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory from 2000-2004 and the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory from 1994-1999., “SMALL MODULAR REACTORS: A POTENTIAL GAME-CHANGING TECHNOLOGY”, http://energyclub.stanford.edu/index.php/Journal/Small_Modular_Reactors_by_William_Madia, Spring 2012, LEQ)

There is a new type of nuclear power plant (NPP) under development that has the potential to be a game changer in the power generation market: the small modular reactor (SMR).  Examples of these reactors that are in the 50-225 megawatt electric (MW) range can be found in the designs being developed and advanced by Generation mPower (http://generationmpower.com/), NuScale (http://nuscale.com/), the South Korean SMART reactor (http://smart.kaeri.re.kr/) and Westinghouse (http://www.westinghousenuclear.com/smr/index.htm/). Some SMR concepts are up to 20 times smaller than traditional nuclear plants Today’s reactor designers are looking at concepts that are 5 to 20 times smaller than more traditional gigawatt-scale (GW) plants. The reasons are straightforward; the question is, “Are their assumptions correct?” The first assumption is enhanced safety. GW-scale NPPs require sophisticated designs and cooling systems in case of a total loss of station power, as happened at Fukushima due to the earthquake and tsunami. These ensure the power plant will be able to cool down rapidly enough, so that the nuclear fuel does not melt and release dangerous radioactive fission products and hydrogen gas. SMRs are sized and designed to be able to cool down without any external power or human actions for quite some time without causing damage to the nuclear fuel. The second assumption is economics. GW-scale NPPs cost $6 billion to $10 billion to build. Very few utilities can afford to put this much debt on their balance sheets. SMRs offer the possibility of installing 50-225 MW of power per module at a total cost that is manageable for most utilities. Furthermore, modular configurations allow the utilities to deploy a more tailored power generation capacity, and that capacity can be expanded incrementally. In principle, early modules could be brought on line and begin producing revenues, which could then be used to fund the addition of more modules, if power needs arise. The third assumption is based on market need and fit. Utilities are retiring old fossil fuel plants. Many of them are in the few hundred MW range and are located near load centers and where transmission capacity currently exists. SMRs might be able to compete in the fossil re-power markets where operators don’t need a GW of power to serve their needs. This kind of “plug and play” modality for NPPs is not feasible with many of the current large-scale designs, thus giving carbon-free nuclear power an entry into many of the smaller markets, currently not served by these technologies. There are numerous reasons why SMRs might be viable today. Throughout the history of NPP development, plants grew in size based on classic “economies of scale” considerations. Bigger was cheaper when viewed on a cost per installed kilowatt basis. The drivers that caused the industry to build bigger and bigger NPPs are being offset today by various considerations that make this new breed of SMRs viable. Factory manufacturing is one of these considerations. Most SMRs are small enough to allow them to be factory built and shipped by rail or barge to the power plant sites. Numerous industry “rules of thumb” for factory manufacturing show dramatic savings as compared to “on-site” outdoor building methods. 
Significant schedule advantages are also available because weather delay considerations are reduced. Of course, from a total cost perspective, some of these savings will be offset by the capital costs associated with building multiple modules to get the same total power output. Based on analyses I have seen, overnight costs in the range of $5000 to $8000 per installed kilowatt are achievable. If these analyses are correct, it means that the economies of scale arguments that drove current designs to GW scales could be countered by the simplicity and factory-build possibilities of SMRs. No one has yet obtained a design certification from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for an SMR, so we must consider licensing to be one of the largest unknowns facing these new designs. Nevertheless, since the most developed of the SMRs are mostly based on proven and licensed components and are configured at power levels that are passively safe, we should not expect many new significant licensing issues to be raised for this class of reactor. Still, the NRC will need to address issues uniquely associated with SMRs, such as the number of reactor modules any one reactor operator can safely operate and the size of the emergency planning zone for SMRs. To determine if SMRs hold the potential for changing the game in carbon-free power generation, it is imperative that we test the design, engineering, licensing, and economic assumptions with some sort of public-private development and demonstration program. Instead of having government simply invest in research and development to “buy down” the risks associated with SMRs, I propose a more novel approach. Since the federal government is a major power consumer, it should commit to being the “first mover” of SMRs. This means purchasing the first few hundred MWs of SMR generation capacity and dedicating it to federal use. The advantages of this approach are straightforward. The government would both reduce licensing and economic risks to the point where utilities might invest in subsequent units, thus jumpstarting the SMR industry. It would then also be the recipient of additional carbon-free energy generation capacity. This seems like a very sensible role for government to play without getting into the heavy politics of nuclear waste, corporate welfare, or carbon taxes. If we want to deploy power generation technologies that can realize near-term impact on carbon emissions safely, reliably, economically, at scale, and at total costs that are manageable on the balance sheets of most utilities, we must consider SMRs as a key component of our national energy strategy.

Aggregate-output power purchase agreement solves best—key to private sector funding and no counterplans—best studies go aff
Rosner, Goldberg, and Hezir et. al. ‘11 (Robert Rosner, Robert Rosner is an astrophysicist and founding director of the Energy Policy Institute at Chicago. He was the director of Argonne National Laboratory from 2005 to 2009, and Stephen Goldberg, Energy Policy Institute at Chicago, The Harris School of Public Policy Studies, Joseph S. Hezir, Principal, EOP Foundation, Inc., Many people have made generous and valuable contributions to this study. Professor Geoff Rothwell, Stanford University, provided the study team with the core and supplemental analyses and very timely and pragmatic advice. Dr. J’Tia Taylor, Argonne National Laboratory, supported Dr. Rothwell in these analyses. Deserving special mention is Allen Sanderson of the Economics Department at the University of Chicago, who provided insightful comments and suggested improvements to the study. Constructive suggestions have been received from Dr. Pete Lyons, DOE Assistant Secretary of Nuclear Energy; Dr. Pete Miller, former DOE Assistant Secretary of Nuclear Energy; John Kelly, DOE Deputy Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Reactor Technologies; Matt Crozat, DOE Special Assistant to the Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Energy; Vic Reis, DOE Senior Advisor to the Under Secretary for Science; and Craig Welling, DOE Deputy Office Director, Advanced Reactor Concepts Office, as well as Tim Beville and the staff of DOE’s Advanced Reactor Concepts Office. The study team also would like to acknowledge the comments and useful suggestions the study team received during the peer review process from the nuclear industry, the utility sector, and the financial sector. Reviewers included the following: Rich Singer, VP Fuels, Emissions, and Transportation, MidAmerican Energy Co.; Jeff Kaman, Energy Manager, John Deere; Dorothy R. Davidson, VP Strategic Programs, AREVA; T. J. Kim, Director—Regulatory Affairs & Licensing, Generation mPower, Babcock & Wilcox; Amir Shahkarami, Senior Vice President, Generation, Exelon Corp.; Michael G. Anness, Small Modular Reactor Product Manager, Research & Technology, Westinghouse Electric Co.; Matthew H. Kelley and Clark Mykoff, Decision Analysis, Research & Technology, Westinghouse Electric Co.; George A. Davis, Manager, New Plant Government Programs, Westinghouse Electric Co.; Christofer Mowry, President, Babcock & Wilcox Nuclear Energy, Inc.; Ellen Lapson, Managing Director, Fitch Ratings; Stephen A. Byrne, Executive Vice President, Generation & Transmission Chief Operating Officer, South Carolina Electric & Gas Company; Paul Longsworth, Vice President, New Ventures, Fluor; Ted Feigenbaum, Project Director, Bechtel Corp.; Kennette Benedict, Executive Director, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientist; Bruce Landrey, CMO, NuScale; Dick Sandvik, NuScale; and Andrea Sterdis, Senior Manager of Strategic Nuclear Expansion, Tennessee Valley Authority. The authors especially would like to acknowledge the discerning comments from Marilyn Kray, Vice-President at Exelon, throughout the course of the study, “Small Modular Reactors – Key to Future Nuclear Power”, http://epic.uchicago.edu/sites/epic.uchicago.edu/files/uploads/SMRWhite_Paper_Dec.14.2011copy.pdf, November 2011, LEQ)


6.2 GOVERNMENT SPONSORSHIP OF MARKET TRANSFORMATION INCENTIVES Similar to other important energy technologies, such as energy storage and renewables, “market pull” activities coupled with the traditional “technology push” activities would significantly increase the likelihood of timely and successful commercialization. Market transformation incentives serve two important objectives. They facilitate demand for the off-take of SMR plants, thus reducing market risk and helping to attract private investment without high risk premiums. In addition, if such market transformation opportunities could be targeted to higher price electricity markets or higher value electricity applications, they would significantly reduce the cost of any companion production incentives. There are three special market opportunities that may provide the additional market pull needed to successfully commercialize SMRs: the federal government, international applications, and the need for replacement of existing coal generation plants. 6.2.1 Purchase Power Agreements with Federal Agency Facilities Federal facilities could be the initial customer for the output of the LEAD or FOAK SMR plants. The federal government is the largest single consumer of electricity in the U.S., but its use of electricity is widely dispersed geographically and highly fragmented institutionally (i.e., many suppliers and customers). Current federal electricity procurement policies do not encourage aggregation of demand, nor do they allow for agencies to enter into long-term contracts that are “bankable” by suppliers. President Obama has sought to place federal agencies in the vanguard of efforts to adopt clean energy technologies and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Executive Order 13514, issued on October 5, 2009, calls for reductions in greenhouse gases by all federal agencies, with DOE establishing a target of a 28% reduction by 2020, including greenhouse gases associated with purchased electricity. SMRs provide one potential option to meet the President’s Executive Order. One or more federal agency facilities that can be cost effectively connected to an SMR plant could agree to contract to purchase the bulk of the power output from a privately developed and financed LEAD plant. 46 A LEAD plant, even without the benefits of learning, could offer electricity to federal facilities at prices competitive with the unsubsidized significant cost of other clean energy technologies. Table 4 shows that the LCOE estimates for the LEAD and FOAK-1plants are in the range of the unsubsidized national LCOE estimates for other clean electricity generation technologies (based on the current state of maturity of the other technologies). All of these technologies should experience additional learning improvements over time. However, as presented earlier in the learning model analysis, the study team anticipates significantly greater learning improvements in SMR technology that would improve the competitive position of SMRs over time. Additional competitive market opportunities can be identified on a region-specific, technology-specific basis. For example, the Southeast U.S. has limited wind resources. While the region has abundant biomass resources, the estimated unsubsidized cost of biomass electricity is in the range of $90-130 per MWh (9-13¢/kWh), making LEAD and FOAK plants very competitive (prior to consideration of subsidies). 47 
Competitive pricing is an important, but not the sole, element to successful SMR deployment. A bankable contractual arrangement also is required, and this provides an important opportunity for federal facilities to enter into the necessary purchase power arrangements. However, to provide a “bankable” arrangement to enable the SMR project sponsor to obtain private sector financing, the federal agency purchase agreement may need to provide a guaranteed payment for aggregate output, regardless of actual generation output. 48 Another challenge is to establish a mechanism to aggregate demand among federal electricity consumers if no single federal facility customer has a large enough demand for the output of an SMR module. The study team believes that highlevel federal leadership, such as that exemplified in E.O. 13514, can surmount these challenges and provide critical initial markets for SMR plants.



And US is the only country capable of mass producing SMR’s and they are the only technology sufficient to solve global emissions- US key to global spillover of tech
Rosner, Goldberg, and Hezir et. al. ‘11 (Robert Rosner, Robert Rosner is an astrophysicist and founding director of the Energy Policy Institute at Chicago. He was the director of Argonne National Laboratory from 2005 to 2009, and Stephen Goldberg, Energy Policy Institute at Chicago, The Harris School of Public Policy Studies, Joseph S. Hezir, Principal, EOP Foundation, Inc., Many people have made generous and valuable contributions to this study. Professor Geoff Rothwell, Stanford University, provided the study team with the core and supplemental analyses and very timely and pragmatic advice. Dr. J’Tia Taylor, Argonne National Laboratory, supported Dr. Rothwell in these analyses. Deserving special mention is Allen Sanderson of the Economics Department at the University of Chicago, who provided insightful comments and suggested improvements to the study. Constructive suggestions have been received from Dr. Pete Lyons, DOE Assistant Secretary of Nuclear Energy; Dr. Pete Miller, former DOE Assistant Secretary of Nuclear Energy; John Kelly, DOE Deputy Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Reactor Technologies; Matt Crozat, DOE Special Assistant to the Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Energy; Vic Reis, DOE Senior Advisor to the Under Secretary for Science; and Craig Welling, DOE Deputy Office Director, Advanced Reactor Concepts Office, as well as Tim Beville and the staff of DOE’s Advanced Reactor Concepts Office. The study team also would like to acknowledge the comments and useful suggestions the study team received during the peer review process from the nuclear industry, the utility sector, and the financial sector. Reviewers included the following: Rich Singer, VP Fuels, Emissions, and Transportation, MidAmerican Energy Co.; Jeff Kaman, Energy Manager, John Deere; Dorothy R. Davidson, VP Strategic Programs, AREVA; T. J. Kim, Director—Regulatory Affairs & Licensing, Generation mPower, Babcock & Wilcox; Amir Shahkarami, Senior Vice President, Generation, Exelon Corp.; Michael G. Anness, Small Modular Reactor Product Manager, Research & Technology, Westinghouse Electric Co.; Matthew H. Kelley and Clark Mykoff, Decision Analysis, Research & Technology, Westinghouse Electric Co.; George A. Davis, Manager, New Plant Government Programs, Westinghouse Electric Co.; Christofer Mowry, President, Babcock & Wilcox Nuclear Energy, Inc.; Ellen Lapson, Managing Director, Fitch Ratings; Stephen A. Byrne, Executive Vice President, Generation & Transmission Chief Operating Officer, South Carolina Electric & Gas Company; Paul Longsworth, Vice President, New Ventures, Fluor; Ted Feigenbaum, Project Director, Bechtel Corp.; Kennette Benedict, Executive Director, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientist; Bruce Landrey, CMO, NuScale; Dick Sandvik, NuScale; and Andrea Sterdis, Senior Manager of Strategic Nuclear Expansion, Tennessee Valley Authority. The authors especially would like to acknowledge the discerning comments from Marilyn Kray, Vice-President at Exelon, throughout the course of the study, “Small Modular Reactors – Key to Future Nuclear Power”, http://epic.uchicago.edu/sites/epic.uchicago.edu/files/uploads/SMRWhite_Paper_Dec.14.2011copy.pdf, November 2011, LEQ)


As stated earlier, SMRs have the potential to achieve significant greenhouse gas emission reductions. They could provide alternative base load power generation to facilitate the retirement of older, smaller, and less efficient coal generation plants that would, otherwise, not be good candidates for retrofitting carbon capture and storage technology. They could be deployed in regions of the U.S. and the world that have less potential for other forms of carbon-free electricity, such as solar or wind energy. There may be technical or market constraints, such as projected electricity demand growth and transmission capacity, which would support SMR deployment but not GW-scale LWRs. From the on-shore manufacturing perspective, a key point is that the manufacturing base needed for SMRs can be developed domestically. Thus, while the large commercial LWR industry is seeking to transplant portions of its supply chain from current foreign sources to the U.S., the SMR industry offers the potential to establish a large domestic manufacturing base building upon already existing U.S. manufacturing infrastructure and capability, including the Naval shipbuilding and underutilized domestic nuclear component and equipment plants. The study team learned that a number of sustainable domestic jobs could be created – that is, the full panoply of design, manufacturing, supplier, and construction activities – if the U.S. can establish itself as a credible and substantial designer and manufacturer of SMRs. While many SMR technologies are being studied around the world, a strong U.S. commercialization program can enable U.S. industry to be first to market SMRs, thereby serving as a fulcrum for export growth as well as a lever in influencing international decisions on deploying both nuclear reactor and nuclear fuel cycle technology. A viable U.S.-centric SMR industry would enable the U.S. to recapture technological leadership in commercial nuclear technology, which has been lost to suppliers in France, Japan, Korea, Russia, and, now rapidly emerging, China.


Second- the DOD is the key agency to fund SMRs- a demonstration project coupled with purchasing will get the industry off the ground 
Andres and Breetz ‘11 (Richard B. Andres is professor of National Security Strategy at the National War College and a Senior Fellow and Energy and Environmental Security and Policy chair in the Center for Strategic Research, Institute for National Strategic Studies, at the National Defense University, Hanna L. Breetz is a doctoral candidate in the Department of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “Small Nuclear Reactors  for Military Installations: Capabilities, Costs, and Technological Implications”, February 16, 2011, LEQ)

DoD as first Mover Thus far, this paper has reviewed two of DOD’s most pressing energy vulnerabilities—grid insecurity and fuel convoys—and explored how they could be addressed by small reactors. We acknowledge that there are many un- certainties and risks associated with these reactors. On the other hand, failing to pursue these technologies raises its own set of risks for DOD, which we review in this section: first, small reactors may fail to be commercialized in the United States; second, the designs that get locked in by the private market may not be optimal for DOD’s needs; and third, expertise on small reactors may become concentrated in foreign countries. By taking an early “first mover” role in the small reactor market, DOD could mitigate these risks and secure the long-term availability and appropriateness of these technologies for U.S. military applications. The “Valley of Death.” Given the promise that small reactors hold for military installations and mo- bility, DOD has a compelling interest in ensuring that they make the leap from paper to production. How- ever, if DOD does not provide an initial demonstration and market, there is a chance that the U.S. small reactor industry may never get off the ground. The leap from the laboratory to the marketplace is so difficult to bridge that it is widely referred to as the “Valley of Death.” Many promising technologies are never commercialized due to a variety of market failures— including technical and financial uncertainties, information asymmetries, capital market imperfections, transaction costs, and environmental and security externalities—that impede financing and early adoption and can lock innovative technologies out of the mar- ketplace.28 In such cases, the Government can help a worthy technology to bridge the Valley of Death by accepting the first mover costs and demonstrating the technology’s scientific and economic viability.29 Historically, nuclear power has been “the most clear-cut example . . . of an important general-purpose technology that in the absence of military and defense- related procurement would not have been developed at all.”30 Government involvement is likely to be crucial for innovative, next-generation nuclear technology as well. Despite the widespread revival of interest in nuclear energy, Daniel Ingersoll has argued that radically innovative designs face an uphill battle, as “the high capital cost of nuclear plants and the painful lessons learned during the first nuclear era have created a pre- vailing fear of first-of-a-kind designs.”31 In addition, Massachusetts Institute of Technology reports on the Future of Nuclear Power called for the Government to provide modest “first mover” assistance to the private sector due to several barriers that have hindered the nuclear renaissance, such as securing high up-front costs of site-banking, gaining NRC certification for new technologies, and demonstrating technical viability.32 It is possible, of course, that small reactors will achieve commercialization without DOD assistance. As discussed above, they have garnered increasing attention in the energy community. Several analysts have even ar- gued that small reactors could play a key role in the sec- ond nuclear era, given that they may be the only reactors within the means of many U.S. utilities and developing countries.33 However, given the tremendous regulatory hurdles and technical and financial uncertainties, it appears far from certain that the U.S. small reactor industry will take off. If DOD wants to ensure that small reactors are available in the future, then it should pursue a leadership role now. 



DOD implementation is vital to get optimal capabilities- key to solvency- this takes out any free market or States counterplans
Andres and Breetz ‘11 (Richard B. Andres is professor of National Security Strategy at the National War College and a Senior Fellow and Energy and Environmental Security and Policy chair in the Center for Strategic Research, Institute for National Strategic Studies, at the National Defense University, Hanna L. Breetz is a doctoral candidate in the Department of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “Small Nuclear Reactors  for Military Installations: Capabilities, Costs, and Technological Implications”, February 16, 2011, LEQ)

Technological Lock-in. A second risk is that if small reactors do reach the market without DOD assistance, the designs that succeed may not be optimal for DOD’s applications. Due to a variety of positive feedback and increasing returns to adoption (including demonstration effects, technological interdependence, net- work and learning effects, and economies of scale), the designs that are initially developed can become “locked in.”34 Competing designs—even if they are superior in some respects or better for certain market segments— can face barriers to entry that lock them out of the market. If DOD wants to ensure that its preferred designs are not locked out, then it should take a first mover role on small reactors. It is far too early to gauge whether the private market and DOD have aligned interests in reactor designs. On one hand, Matthew Bunn and Martin Malin argue that what the world needs is cheaper, safer, more secure, and more proliferation-resistant nuclear reactors; presumably, many of the same broad qualities would be favored by DOD.35 There are many varied market niches that could be filled by small reactors, because there are many different applications and settings in which they can be used, and it is quite possible that some of those niches will be compatible with DOD’s interests.36 On the other hand, DOD may have specific needs (transportability, for instance) that would not be a high priority for any other market segment. Moreover, while DOD has unique technical and organizational capabilities that could enable it to pursue more radically innovative reactor lines, DOE has indicated that it will focus its initial small reactor deployment efforts on LWR designs.37 If DOD wants to ensure that its preferred reactors are developed and available in the future, it should take a leadership role now. Taking a first mover role does not necessarily mean that DOD would be “picking a winner” among small reactors, as the market will probably pursue multiple types of small reactors. Nevertheless, DOD leadership would likely have a profound effect on the industry’s timeline and trajectory. 



Last- there are no disads
The DOE spent 450 million dollars on SMR and Obama gave a speech on it
Energy.gov ‘12 (Energy.gov, “Obama Administration Announces $450 Million to Design and Commercialize U.S. Small Modular Nuclear Reactors”, http://energy.gov/articles/obama-administration-announces-450-million-design-and-commercialize-us-small-modular, March 22, 2012, LEQ)

Obama Administration Announces $450 Million to Design and Commercialize U.S. Small Modular Nuclear Reactors. Today, as President Obama went to Ohio State University to discuss the all-out, all-of-the-above strategy for American energy, the White House announced new funding to advance the development of American-made small modular reactors (SMRs), an important element of the President’s energy strategy. A total of $450 million will be made available to support first-of-its-kind engineering, design certification and licensing for up to two SMR designs over five years, subject to congressional appropriations. Manufacturing these reactors domestically will offer the United States important export opportunities and will advance our competitive edge in the global clean energy race. Small modular reactors, which are approximately one-third the size of current nuclear plants, have compact, scalable designs that are expected to offer a host of safety, construction and economic benefits. “The Obama Administration and the Energy Department are committed to an all-of-the-above energy strategy that develops every source of American energy, including nuclear power, and strengthens our competitive edge in the global clean energy race,” said Energy Secretary Steven Chu. “Through the funding for small modular nuclear reactors announced today, the Energy Department and private industry are working to position America as the leader in advanced nuclear energy technology and manufacturing.” Through cost-share agreements with private industry, the Department will solicit proposals for promising SMR projects that have the potential to be licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and achieve commercial operation by 2022. These cost-share agreements will span a five-year period and, subject to congressional appropriations, will provide a total investment of approximately $900 million, with at least 50 percent provided by private industry. SMRs can be made in factories and transported to sites where they would be ready to “plug and play” upon arrival, reducing both capital costs and construction times. The smaller size also makes SMRs ideal for small electric grids and for locations that cannot support large reactors, offering utilities the flexibility to scale production as demand changes. Today’s announcement builds on the Obama Administration’s efforts to help jumpstart America’s nuclear energy industry that include: · In 2010, the Department signed a conditional commitment for $8 billion in loan guarantees to support the Vogtle project, where the Southern Company and Georgia Power are building two new nuclear reactors, helping to create new jobs and export opportunities for American workers and businesses. · The Energy Department has also supported the Vogtle project and the development of the next generation of nuclear reactors by providing more than $200 million through a cost-share agreement to support the licensing reviews for Westinghouse’s AP1000 reactor design certification. The Vogtle license is the first for new nuclear power plant construction in more than three decades. · Promoting a sustainable nuclear industry in the U.S. also requires cultivating the next generation of scientists and engineers. Over the past three years, the Department has invested $170 million in research grants at more than 70 universities, supporting R&D into a full spectrum of technologies, from advanced reactor concepts to enhanced safety design.



And DOD is performing 50 energy demonstrations now
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 DoD began the Installation Energy Test Bed as a pilot program in 2009 with $20 million in funds from the Stimulus Act. Seeing the value of these demonstrations, in 2010 the Department directed $30 million from the Energy Conservation Investment Program, a flexible military construction budget line, to ESTCP to continue the test bed. For FY2012, the President’s budget proposes $30 million in RDT&E funds for the test bed. ESTCP has successfully piloted the test bed over the last two years. Each year, ESTCP has invited private firms, universities, and government labs to identify emerging technologies that would meet DoD installation needs. The response from industry has been extremely strong: many of the ongoing demonstrations are viewed as critical elements in the business plans of both large and small companies seeking to bring their technologies to full commercialization and widespread deployment. In 2010, ESTCP received more than 300 proposals from leading corporations in the building energy sector, small start-ups with venture capital funding, and the major DOE labs. The proposals were reviewed by teams made up of technical experts from inside and outside of DoD, as well as service representatives familiar with the installations’ needs. Winning proposals (about 15 percent of the total submitted) were then matched up with a service and an installation at which to demonstrate the technology. ESTCP expected some of the early projects to begin to show results in late 2011. The most recent solicitation closed in late March 2011; ESTCP received 600 preproposals whose combined requested funds were over a billion dollars. The timing for an energy test bed is ideal, which is one reason the response from industry has been so strong. The federal government is investing significant resources in building energy R&D, largely through the Department of Energy, and the private sector is making even larger investments, as evidenced by the growth of venture capital backing for “clean tech.” As a structured demonstration program linked to the large DoD market, the ESTCP test bed can leverage these resources for the military’s benefit. The test bed program carries out demonstrations in three broad technical areas: energy component technologies, both for efficiency and generation; system approaches to building energy control, management, and decision making; and installation-level smart-microgrid technologies. Component Technologies The test bed program demonstrates and evaluates advanced component technologies for both demand reduction and distributed generation—technologies that, due to real or perceived risks, are not being used across DoD. The value of these technologies is very cost sensitive: a new component must provide equal or better performance while reducing life-cycle costs. Life-cycle costs are highly sensitive to a number of factors, including the technology’s operational efficiency, its maintenance costs, and the component’s life expectancy. For technologies that appear particularly promising, ESTCP shoulders the cost of first implementation, feeds information back to the developers, and stimulates the adoption of technologies that have been shown to be cost-effective. This also saves DoD the expense of having costly mistakes repeated at individual installations. One example of DoD’s approach is the pilot program currently testing building integrated photo voltaic (BIPV) technologies. BIPV technologies are commercially available and could be deployed on thousands of DoD flat roofs; they could be installed during required roof replacements in place of a traditional roof, providing both a protective roof and a source of energy. Currently, however, neither the Army Corps of Engineers nor the Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) includes BIPV as a roofing option, because neither has data on the performance of the technology. The pilot program is collecting detailed data on the performance of BIPV along multiple criteria. NAVFAC leads this project in collaboration with Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. Systems Approaches to Energy Control  and Management Although individual component technologies are important, the largest potential payoff lies in the opportunities to integrate technologies throughout a building and across an entire installation. Unlike other DoD platforms, such as aircraft and ships, buildings and installations have not been designed or maintained with a systems perspective. They are complex entities with many nonlinear interactions that affect energy flows and operations. A systems approach is needed to optimize performance for individual buildings and building clusters within an installation. Systems approaches will focus on new design tools and the exploitation of distributed sensors linked to innovative control strategies. In addition to the impediments to commercialization discussed above, systems approaches face another major obstacle: the lack of real-world testing, particularly in the retrofit market, where DoD has the greatest interest. DoD has a unique opportunity in this area due to the nature of its installations and the unique security concerns associated with information assurance that a demonstration must address. For example, the pilot program is testing an innovative approach to “continuous building commissioning.” Over time, the energy performance of buildings degrades; most buildings rarely meet their design intent, much less perform optimally. Advances in monitoring and modeling tools now make it possible to continuously optimize building performance. Two pilot projects demonstrating a whole-building monitoring system are assessing its ability to do the following: 1) Identify, classify, and quantify deviations from design intent or optimal performance regarding consumption of energy and water in the building; 2) Classify and identify the root causes of such deviation; 3) Identify corrective actions; and 4) Quantify the value of these actions in terms of energy and water savings and other economic benefits. Project participants include United Technologies Research Center (lead), Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, the University of California at Berkeley, and Oak Ridge National Laboratory. Smart-Microgrid Technologies In addition to demand reduction and increased distributed energy generation, DoD’s energy security goal requires the deployment of smart-microgrid technologies that allow DoD installations to “island” and provide operational capability in the event of grid failure. These same technologies offer DoD opportunities to reduce operational costs through demand response management. DoD’s requirement for this class of technology puts it in a unique position: although DoD has security concerns not found in the private sector, it expects to use commercial smart-grid technologies in the future, rather than developing its own solutions. Standards and smart-grid technologies are expected to change significantly in the coming years; DoD should not adopt an approach that is independent of, or inconsistent with, the changing commercial market. The test bed program will demonstrate emerging commercial technologies configured to meet DoD’s unique security needs, and evaluate the critical operational and information security issues related to the use of these technologies. For example, the pilot program is currently testing a General Electric smart-microgrid technology at the Marine Corps’ Twentynine Palms installation in California. The technology is designed to manage and control the complicated interactions among heat and electrical power generation, power demand, energy storage, and power distribution and delivery. It can also optimize energy usage, and offers energy security by managing backup power operation for critical loads if the microgrid is disconnected from the bulk grid (or “islanded”). The technology is scalable and is applicable to multiple DoD installations that contain renewable resources. However, the economic value and security of such a system cannot be determined in the absence of real-world testing on a DoD installation. The system needs to be integrated with real-world generation and loads to assess its performance and finalize design details. To date, nearly 50 demonstrations are under way across DoD as part of ESTCP’s Installation Energy Test Bed (see figure 3.8). DoD plans to continue this program in FY2012. A competitive process is under way to identify the next round of technology demonstrations in the following areas: 1) Smart microgrids and energy storage to increase energy security on DoD installations 2) Renewable energy generation on DoD installations 3) Advanced component technologies to improve building energy efficiency 4) Advanced building energy management and control 5) Tools and processes for design, assessment, and decision making associated with energy use and management The interest from industry has been extremely high. Companies see the ongoing demonstrations as crucial means of bringing their technologies to full commercialization and widespread deployment. The current solicitation has attracted enormous interest, highlighting the pent-up need for efforts to move energy technologies beyond research and development and to overcome the Valley of Death. 

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

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

Personality outweighs policies
Warren ’12 (Do Issues Matter? Frank Luntz investigates. 4:29 PM, SEP 4, 2012 • BY MICHAEL WARREN, Weekly Standard Report Pineville, N.C.http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/do-issues-matter_651656.html?page=2
 
Having now seen two Luntz focus groups up close, I’m almost ready to agree with him. Twenty-seven local voters, mostly Barack Obama voters in 2008 but undecideds this year, are sitting in an office here in suburban Charlotte. Luntz, wearing a yellow Indiana Pacers polo and clutching his pen and pad, is firing off questions, trying to extract immediate, emotional responses from his subjects. Frequently, the pollster sounds more like a psychiatrist. “What keeps you awake at night?” Luntz asks repeatedly of the crowd. Some are concerned about losing their jobs, and others about even finding jobs. Health care costs are skyrocketing, they say, and so are gas prices. One woman is worried about her kids’ futures after college. “How does that make you feel, as a mom?” Luntz asks. The economy, jobs, health care, education—these sound like “issues,” don’t they? In fact, the group seems eager to debate how both Obama and Mitt Romney might better deal with the problems facing the country. Does Obama need four more years to implement his economic blueprint, or is it time for a change? Is Romney’s plan the solution for our continuing woes, or will it only improve circumstances for the wealthy while leaving the rest of us behind? But Luntz insists these people don’t care as much about the “issues” as they do about the “attributes” of the candidates. To demonstrate this, Luntz asks the group for a word or phrase to describe Romney. “Decent human being” … “successful” … “cocky” … “rich spoiled child” … “not sure he’s running for the right reasons” … “kind of stiff”… “business savvy,” they say. Exercises like this seem to prove, conveniently, Luntz’s central thesis: swing voters pay attention to personalities, not policies. The second half of the program, where the group watches a series of ads and turns radio dials to indicate those ads’ effectiveness, offers more proof. The most effective ads, nearly universally accepted as such, are two pro-Romney ads that acknowledge Luntz’s “attributes, not issues” paradigm. The first, from the conservative group Americans for Prosperity, was just as popular at Luntz’s group last week in Tampa. The ad features several former Obama voters expressing disappointment and disillusionment with the president after the lofty promises of the 2008 campaign. The Charlotte group took to referring to this as the “real people” ad, a series of testimonials from voters who don’t hate Obama but who just can’t bring themselves to give the guy another term. People just like them. The ad echoes the themes of the recent Republican convention, which was light on the anti-Obama polemics but heavy (almost heavy-handed) in its appeals to disaffected Obama voters. The second ad, a new one from the Republican National Committee, takes the positive view of Obama these swing voters have—a well-meaning new kind of political figure—and flips it on its head. The 60-second spot features a side-by-side comparison of clips from several Obama speeches in both 2008 and 2012. Each applause line in 2008 is repeated, sometimes verbatim, in 2012. “These are the steps that we must take,” says 2008 Obama. “There are plenty of steps we can take,” echoes 2012 Obama. “Right now,” say both Obamas. “To start getting out economy back on track,” finishes 2008 Obama. “To help create jobs and grow this economy,” concludes 2012 Obama. 2008 Obama: “We’ll recruit an army of new teachers.” 2012 Obama: “I want to recruit an army of new teachers.” 2008 Obama: “Make college affordable.” 2012 Obama: “Make college more affordable.” And so on. Eyes widen at the repetitive rhetoric, and a few heads are shaking, suggesting disbelief. At one point, Luntz orders the group to stop laughing so they can pay attention and rate each second of the ad. Later, he says his intervention probably dampened the nevertheless big response the ad received. When Luntz asks the group what they thought of the RNC ad, one woman in the back, who has stayed quiet until now, pipes up. “The definition of insanity is doing the same thing over and over again and expecting change!” she says. The others nod in agreement. Obama the honest broker has become Obama the duplicitous politician. But the group isn’t ready to dump Obama for Romney just yet. They recognize the president’s failure to live up to his promises, but Romney still looks like a gamble to these independents, perhaps a bridge too far. The Obama ads criticizing Romney’s work at Bain Capital, particularly the charges that Romney helped outsource American manufacturing jobs and closed down plants and factories, reinforced this group’s concerns about how their economic fortunes might worsen under a Republican administration. The ads knocking Romney’s tax shelters in Switzerland and the Cayman Islands, too, struck a populist note with those folks who say their paychecks are shrinking while their tax bills are growing. “Why can he get away with paying half the taxes the rest of us do?” asks one woman. Luntz says, ultimately, Romney can’t just rely on Obama fatigue to win the small but critical margin of voters represented in his focus group. It’s not that Obama’s argument on the economy is stronger—it isn’t. Most voters, Luntz explains, seem to agree that Romney’s business experience and Obama’s failure in office are reasons enough for a change in the White House. But if that’s true, why is the race still so close? It’s all about personality.



