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Funding runs out now
Anderson ’12 (February 06, 2012 Zark Anderson, Science and Technology expert and author, “Next Generation Reactor in Need of Funding” Temperature requirements of potential applications compared with LWR and HTGR operating temperatures. Image Credit: Department of Energy

Most commercial reactors in the U.S. are of the Light Water Reactor (LWR) configuration. They use ordinary water as the primary coolant and moderator inside the reactor. But as the diagram above illustrates, LWRs don't have the high temperatures needed for some game-changing applications. High Temperature Reactors (HTRs) could allow the U.S. to exploit its vast coal reserves to produce portable energy, so desperately needed for the existing transportation infrastructure. The vast natural gas reserves could likewise be exploited to enable the hydrogen economy. NGNP Project 2011 Status and Path Forward explains the Department of Energy has determined the High Temperature Gas Reactor (HTGR) is the best path forward for very high temperature reactors and under the the Next Generation Nuclear Plant (NGNP) have been developing technologies and strategies. One thing is certain - much increased investment is necessary to ready the metals and ceramics capable of withstanding the heat and nuclear bombardment for 60 years. To date, the U.S. government has invested $500M in the NGNP project. The preliminary design calls for ceramic fuel, a graphite-based core, and helium coolant. Mmm. See Earth's helium reserves will run out in 25 years. Helium was originally produced by the radioactive decay of rocks and the only way to artificially create it is through radioactive decay of tritium. But back to the HTGR. Its outlet temperature will be 950 degrees C, (1740 degrees Fahrenheit). Note in the graphic on the left, that helium circulates inside the reactor's pressure vessel. The Next Generation Reactor Plant project runs out of funding early this year. Congress and the Department of Energy need to agree on the importance and priority of the next generation reactor.

1AR- Water- 
Water scarcity causes war not coop- current conflicts prove
Rasmussen 11 – CEO, Monday Morning; Founder, Green Growth Leaders, founder of the Copenhagen Climate Council (Erik, 04/12, “Prepare for the Next Conflict: Water Wars,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/erik-rasmussen/water-wars_b_844101.html)

For years experts have set out warnings of how the earth will be affected by the water crises, with millions dying and increasing conflicts over dwindling resources. They have proclaimed -- in line with the report from the US Senate -- that the water scarcity is a security issue, and that it will yield political stress with a risk of international water wars. This has been reflected in the oft-repeated observation that water will likely replace oil as a future cause of war between nations. Today the first glimpses of the coming water wars are emerging. Many countries in the Middle East, Africa, Central and South Asia -- e.g. Afghanistan, Pakistan, China, Kenya, Egypt, and India -- are already feeling the direct consequences of the water scarcity -- with the competition for water leading to social unrest, conflict and migration. This month the escalating concerns about the possibility of water wars triggered calls by Zafar Adeel, chair of UN-Water, for the UN to promote "hydro-diplomacy" in the Middle East and North Africa in order to avoid or at least manage emerging tensions over access to water. The gloomy outlook of our global fresh water resources points in the direction that the current conflicts and instability in these countries are only glimpses of the water wars expected to unfold in the future. Thus we need to address the water crisis that can quickly escalate and become a great humanitarian crisis and also a global safety problem.

Interdependence doesn’t lead to peace

Friedman and Friedman ’98 (George Friedman, PhD, Chairman of STRATFOR, internationally recognized expert in security and intelligence, and Meredith Friedman, senior writer and co-founders of STRATFOR, freelance international affairs writer, 1998, The Future of War: Power, Technology and American World Dominance in the Twenty-First Century, p. 3-5

The argument that interdependence gives rise to peace is flawed in theory as well as in practice. Conflicts arise from friction, particularly friction involving the fundamental interests of different nations. The less interdependence there is, the fewer the areas of serious friction. The more interdependence there is, the greater the areas of friction, and, therefore, the greater the potential for conflict. Two widely separated nations that trade little with each other are unlikely to go to war—Brazil is unlikely to fight Madagascar precisely because they have so little to do with each other. France and Germany, on the other hand, which have engaged in extensive trade and transnational finance, have fought three wars with each other over about seventy years. Interdependence was the root of the conflicts, not the deterrent. There are, of course, cases of interdependence in which one country effectively absorbs the other or in which their interests match so precisely that the two countries simply merge. In other cases, interdependence remains peaceful because the economic, military, and political power of one country is overwhelming and inevitable. In relations between advanced industrialized countries and third-world countries, for example, this sort of asymmetrical relationship can frequently be seen. All such relationships have a quality of unease built into them, particularly when the level of interdependence is great. When one or both nations attempt, intentionally or unintentionally, to shift the balance of power, the result is often tremendous anxiety and, sometimes, real pain. Each side sees the other’s actions as an attempt to gain advantage and becomes frightened. In the end, precisely because the level of interdependence is so great, the relationship can, and frequently does, spiral out of control. Consider the seemingly miraculous ability of the United States and Soviet Union to be rivals and yet avoid open warfare. These two powers could forgo extreme measures because they were not interdependent. Neither relied on the other for its economic well-being, and therefore, its social stability. This provided considerable room for maneuvering. Because there were few economic linkages, neither nation felt irresistible pressure to bring the relationship under control; neither felt any time constraint. Had one country been dependent on the other for something as important as oil or long-term investment, there would have been enormous fear of being held hostage economically. Each would have sought to dominate the relationship, and the result would have been catastrophic. In the years before World War I, as a result of European interdependence, control of key national issues fell into the hands of foreign governments. Thus, decisions made in Paris had tremendous impact on Austria, and decisions made in London determined growth rates in the Ruhr. Each government sought to take charge of its own destiny by shift​ing the pattern of interdependence in its favor. Where economic means proved insufficient, political and military strategies were tried. The international system following the Cold War resembles the pre-World War I system in some fundamental ways. First, there is a gen​eral prosperity. That is to say, the international economic system appears to be functioning extremely well, in spite of the normal cyclical down​turns of the early 1990s. Second, almost no fundamental ideological issues divide the major powers; one could say there is general agreement on matters of political principle. Third, there is a long-standing pattern of interdependence, measured in both trade and financial flows—capital has become transnational. Fourth, and perhaps most important, beneath the apparent prosperity and stability there is a sense within each great power of a real and growing vulnerability to the actions of others. Some nations fear that growing protectionism will shift the balance of the sys​tem against them, while others are convinced that maintaining the cur​rent system will be devastating to their interests. Today, observers focus on the first three phenomena, as they did prior to World War I, and argue that there is no economic basis for polit​ical conflict. What they miss is that the subsurface sense of insecurity—experienced by Japan, the United States, and Europe—marks the beginning of such conflict. Thus, the argument that war is obsolete because of growing inter​dependence is unsupportable. War may be obsolete, but, if it is, it is not because of interdependence. As we have seen, World War I broke out at a time when interdependence was substantially higher than it is today; indeed, in all likelihood war broke out because interdependence was so high. Today, war remains not only possible but, as a simple statistical matter, highly likely.
Intevening Events
Econ is collapsing now- it will happen and thumps the election

Elliot ’9-20 (Elliott Economics editor at The Guardian (Global slowdown predicted after deluge of bad economic data Prospect of synchronised recession across Europe, China and US looms four years after Lehman collapse triggered slump Share Tweet this Email Larry, Thursday 20 September 2012 13.33 EDT

The prospect of a synchronised recession across the global economy loomed larger on Thursday after news that China's factory output shrank for an 11th straight month, Europe's recession intensified and the manufacturing sector in the US had its weakest quarter in three years. Four years after the collapse of Lehman Brothers triggered the biggest slump since the 1930s, a range of gloomy data highlighted the struggle of policymakers to boost activity. Analysts said Europe's sovereign debt crisis, high commodity prices, the legacy of the financial collapse and tension between the world's three biggest economies had soured the economic environment since the start of 2012. Japan, involved in a territorial row with China over disputed islands, reported a drop in exports for a fourth month, leaving the country on course in 2012 to run a trade deficit for a second year. Meanwhile, a flash estimate of US industry in the third quarter from Markit showed that output has barely been rising over the summer. The purchasing managers index stood at 51.5 in September, down from 54.2 in June and the weakest since September 2009. "Manufacturing isn't looking good," said David Sloan, economist at 4Cast in New York. "The global situation is a restraint on the US economy. "Certainly, there is not going to be much growth in Europe. Growth in Asia, and China in particular, is slowing down, so US growth is going to have to be domestically generated." Markit chief economist, Chris Williamson, said: "With output growing at the slowest pace since the recovery began, the manufacturing sector may have even acted as a slight drag on the economy in the third quarter." A separate report from the US labour department showed initial claims for unemployment aid edged down only 3,000 to a seasonally adjusted 382,000 last week. Economists had attributed a spike in claims in the prior week to hurricane Isaac, but the minimal improvement in the latest reading pointed to fundamental weakness and will add to the nervousness of Barack Obama's team in the remaining weeks of the US presidential election campaign. With jobs and growth seen as vital by both Democrats and Republicans in the race for the White House, the four-week moving average for new claims rose 2,000 to 377,750 – the highest level since June and the fifth consecutive weekly increase. Pressure is also mounting on Beijing for a fresh economic stimulus after the broad-based weakening in global demand continued to dampen export demand from China's factories, and left the economy on course in 2012 to post its first sub-8% growth since 1999. Despite an easing of credit conditions and higher spending on infrastructure spending, analysts warned there was little sign of an end to the slowdown in the world's second biggest economy. "We are now approaching the one-year anniversary of this index dropping below 50 and a recovery is still not in sight," said Mark Williams, chief Asia economist at Capital Economics. The flash estimate of manufacturing from HSBC/Markit showed the purchasing managers' index at 47.8, little changed from the 47.6 recorded in August and below the cut off point of 50 that separates a contracting from expanding sector. Meanwhile, a European commission report showed eurozone consumer confidence falling for the fourth consecutive month in September to a 40-month low amid signs that activity across the 17-nation single currency zone is heading for a second quarter of decline, meeting the technical definition of recession. Markit's composite PMI for the eurozone dropped from 46.3 to 45.9 in September, its lowest level in three years. Analysts were particularly worried about the big fall recorded in France, seeing it as confirmation that even Europe's biggest economies were not immune from the knock-on effects of the debt crisis. Although Germany put in a stronger than expected performance, financial markets are braced for official growth figures to show that the eurozone contracted by 0.3-0.4% in the third quarter. The EC's consumer confidence index sank to -25.9 in September from -24.6 in August, while Ireland reported that gross domestic product was flat in the second quarter owing to falling consumer spending and much lower investment spending. Martin van Vliet, economist at ING, said: "Today's PMI figures confirm that the Eurozone economy as a whole remains stuck in recession, despite the tentative signs of stabilisation in Germany. We can only hope that the improved sentiment on financial markets in the wake of the latest actions by the central banks will spill over to the real economy – not just in Germany – and help foster a gradual recovery in the fourth quarter. But with the fiscal squeeze across the region intensifying, we cannot rely on it. Indeed, further macroeconomic stimulus – including a weaker euro and an ECB rate cut – is likely to be needed to put the region on a path of sustained growth and hence ensure the survival of EMU."
Econ decline will swing the election- Silver says 17% chance of winning
The Economist ’12 (Democracy in America American politics Elections and economics Grexiting the White House May 31st 2012, 19:01 by W.W. | IOWA CITY http://www.economist.com/blogs/democracyinamerica/2012/05/elections-and-economics

EUROPE is not well. But forget about the hundreds of millions of Europeans who stand to suffer from a deepening of the continent's misfortunes, if you can. What about America? Won't anyone think of us for a change? How about the president? Won't anyone think of him for once? What happens to our presidential election if between now and November Europe is visited by the dread Grexodus, or whatever we're calling it, and everything goes to hell? Mitt Romney becomes a real boy, is my guess. Last November, Nate Silver of the New York Times laid out the following scenario, using his model for forecasting election outcomes: Mitt Romney is the Republican nominee, and economic growth, rather than continuing along sluggishly, comes to a halt (perhaps the debt dominoes have fallen in Europe). Under these assumptions, Obama would only have a 17 percent chance—about one in six—of winning a majority of the popular vote. This was Mr Silvers' worst case for Mr Obama, and it could yet become reality. Yesterday, Mr Silver noted that Mr Obama does not face the sort of profoundly dismal economic conditions that sunk Jimmy Carter. But things don't need to be that bad to spell trouble for the president. "Economists differ greatly on whether [a meltdown in Europe] would have relatively mild or more catastrophic effects on the American economy", Mr Silver reports. "But most versions of it would be enough to leave Mr. Obama as a clear underdog for re-election." 

Plan Popular

Post Fukishima, nuclear power is still massively popular


Brown ’12 (Dave Brown — Exclusive to Uranium Investing News, “United States Still Favors Nuclear Power”, http://uraniuminvestingnews.com/11008/united-states-still-favors-nuclear-power.html, March 28, 2012)

According to the results of Gallup’s annual Environment survey, conducted earlier this month, the majority of Americans continue to favor nuclear energy as a source of electricity for the United States. The survey indicated that 57 percent of participants were in favor of nuclear power this year, the same amount as in 1994, the first year for the survey. This year’s results also demonstrate an equal level of support among participants as last year, just prior to the Japanese earthquake and tsunami. Support for the nuclear industry as measured by the survey has ranged from a low of 46 percent in 2001 to a high of 62 percent in 2010. These results are of significance to investors as the US is the largest consumer of uranium in the world, with 104 operational nuclear reactors. Continued public support and confidence from the country should guide future political decisions and foster economic interest in domestic and international uranium resources as well as in nuclear industry stakeholders.

Opponents are disorganized- nuclear industry empirically controls the messaging battle

Squassoni ‘12 [Sharon, Director and Senior Fellow, Proliferation Prevention Program @ CSIS, former senior assoc. @ Nuclear Nonproliferation Program @ Carnegie, former Congressional adviser as senior specialist in weapons of mass destruction at the Congressional Research Service, “Nuclear Power in the Global Energy Portfolio” in the report: The Future of Nuclear Power in the United States -- Federation of American Scientists -- February -- http://www.fas.org/pubs/_docs/Nuclear_Energy_Report-lowres.pdf]

Concerns about contamination of the soil and water by radioactivity lay relatively dormant in recent years because of the strong support of the U.S. government for nuclear power and the portrayal of nuclear energy as “clean, green and secure.” Marketing campaigns by the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) portraying nuclear energy as “clean air” energy and by the NEI-funded the Clean and Safe Energy Coalition were  likely inﬂuential.16 On the whole, opponents of nuclear energy generally have had less money to spend on media campaigns, and their message is less pithy. They have stressed  that nuclear power is not the solution to climate change and that it is dangerous, polluting, unsafe, and expensive. The accident at Fukushima returned safety and waste  concerns to headline news. Shortly after the accident, a Gallup poll showed 44 percent  of the public in favor (in contrast to 59 percent the previous year) and 47 percent  opposing g nuclear power.17 Figure 6 below shows the results of a Pew Research Center  poll conducted about a week aer Fukushima.18

Plan spins Obama as a job creator- no backlash

Hartmann, 12 -- SLM co-owner 

(Ray, "Think Again," St. Louis Magazine, June 2012, www.stlmag.com/St-Louis-Magazine/June-2012/Think-Again-Nuclear-Power-Debate-Returns-to-Missouri-Politics/, accessed 9-4-12, mss)

Yes, nuclear power is back as a political issue, and again it’s the Democrats making the most noise. But this time, the party is anything but anti-nuke: Not only is the erstwhile party of the political left beating the drums for nuclear reactors, it also wants the state to become the global kingpin of the nuke-building business. Poor Republicans. Try positioning yourselves to the right of that in an election year. What are they supposed to do? Call for a nuclear reactor in every pot? They ought to sue the Democrats for identity theft. What happened? Here’s what: Nuclear power became a job creator. And since we all know that the most important function of government is to create jobs—an article of faith to which Democrats and Republicans join at the hip in pledging their daily allegiance—then how can any voter-fearing politician be anything but pro-nuke in 2012? I know your next question: “No, really, what happened?” What really happened is that the very notion of government’s purpose has transformed since a generation of Americans just said no to nuclear generators. Back in the ancient ’70s, concern over the environment might have actually trumped concern over the plight of a multinational giant missing a corporate-welfare opportunity—especially among Democrats. Back then, Democrats didn’t sound like chamber of commerce presidents on the stump; they actually talked about attacking poverty and housing needs and welfare for children, among other issues. Today, they dare not express concern about anyone lower on the economic ladder than the middle class. Far too often, today’s message from the party of President John F. Kennedy is: “Ask not what government can do for you. Ask what government can do for your company.” Even the Republicans of yesteryear weren’t as bullish on business as Democrats are today. They campaigned for less regulation and for other policies that chamber of commerce presidents would like, but they didn’t pretend that the mission of the government itself was to create jobs. There’s a reason for this, radical as it might seem: Government in our democratic republic was never intended to fulfill the mission of job creation. That’s why there isn’t a constitution in the land that references the subject. None of that matters now. With precious few exceptions, people running for public office must convince voters that they will create jobs and repair what’s broken in the economy, all the while professing their belief that government isn’t the answer to anything. It’s a ridiculous premise. State and local governments don’t create jobs—other than public ones, which have now fallen out of public favor—and the entire economic development/tourism game is about nothing more than outbribing one’s state- and local-government counterparts with special tax breaks and other corporate-welfare gifts to new and expanding companies. In this context, if building nuclear power plants can be sold as economic development, no self-protecting politician would trivialize the subject with peripheral detail such as environmental-safety or public-health concerns.

Too Late
Too late to change the election- ideology
Helling ’12 (DAVE HELLING, McClatchy Newspapers    Miami Herald  7-22-12  "Is the race for president already over?"

But a growing number of political scientists and campaign consultants - backed by the latest polling data - think the daily campaign back-and-forth is having no significant effect on voters. Most Americans have locked in their presidential decisions, polls released Thursday suggested, and the already small number of persuadable voters shrinks by the hour. Put another way: America could vote for president next week, and the outcome would probably be the same as it will be in November. "That's accurate, barring some really big, big event or change in the political environment," said Alan Abramowitz, a political science professor at Emory University in Atlanta, who has studied presidential voting patterns. Kenneth Warren, a political science professor at St. Louis University, agreed. "Most people have decided who they're going to vote for early on," he said. Recent polls show those who have decided are split almost evenly between Obama and Romney. In a CBS/New York Times poll, Romney led by 1 point. In a Fox News poll, he trailed Obama by 4 points. A National Public Radio poll found Obama leading by 2 points. A Gallup tracking poll over the same time period showed the race dead even. The average of polls puts the Obama advantage at 1.2 percent, according to Real Clear Politics, a political aggregation website. The incumbent has led Romney in that average by a one- to two-point margin since last October. Political scientists and consultants said there were several reasons for early presidential decision-making. In an Internet-cable-TV age, voters are pounded with political messages daily, helping them make up their minds far in advance of the election. An incumbent in the race makes at least one of the candidates a known quantity. And American voters are deeply divided, further cementing their choices.
Impact D

No impact-Romney won’t act aggressively towards China if elected

Bennett ‘6-19 [2012, John, covers national security and foreign policy for U.S. News & World Report, “Romney Likely to Follow Obama’s Lead on China,” http://www.usnews.com/news/blogs/dotmil/2012/06/19/romney-likely-to-follow-obamas-lead-on-china-2]

Should Mitt Romney become president, he likely would use the same kind of nonconfrontational approach to China that occupants of the Oval Office have used for over four decades, says one foreign policy analyst. Since the 1970s, U.S. presidents have sought to persuade Beijing to make economic and social reforms. In foreign policy circles, this is called trying to "integrate China into the international order," as Brookings Institution analyst Michael O'Hanlon put it Tuesday. U.S. presidents from both political parties for decades have sought to "convince China it is best served playing ball with us the way the rest of the world does," O'Hanlon said during a forum in Washington. O'Hanlon, also a Johns Hopkins University professor, said he sees no evidence that Romney would alter that course. Yet, Romney has been tough on Beijing on the campaign trail, claiming he would, as president, formally call China a currency manipulator. Romney also has said Beijing uses the lure of cheap labor to rob Americans of jobs. But, as Kurt Campbell, assistant secretary of state for East Asian and Pacific affairs, noted last week, the U.S.-Chinese relationship "is much more complicated and much more sophisticated" than even was the U.S.-Soviet relationship during the Cold War. One main reason is China holds much more U.S. debt than any other nation or global institution. Some foreign policy officials and experts believe this alone will keep U.S.-Sino relations stable because if Beijing picked a fight with Washington, not only would it cripple the United States's ankles but it would do permanent damage to its economy.
