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Plan

The United States federal government should substantially increase investment in its transportation by establishing a foundation, with the authority to form partnerships with private investors, to disperse grants for transportation infrastructure in the United States. 

Economy

Contention 1 is the Economy

Public and private infrastructure investment is declining significantly

Nutting, 12 (Rex, MarketWatch's international commentary editor, 6/1/2012, “Investments in the future have dried up; Commentary: Infrastructure spending down 20% since recession began,” http://www.marketwatch.com/story/investments-in-the-future-have-dried-up-2012-06-01)


WASHINGTON (MarketWatch) – When I was growing up in the 1960s and 1970s, the legacy of the Great Depression was everywhere: Dams, bridges, roads, airports, courthouses and even picnic areas and hiking trails. Leaders of that dire time — Democrats and Republicans — took advantage of the Depression to put millions of Americans back to work, building the infrastructure that we still rely on today. They had lemons, and they made lemonade. This time, however, we’re not so fortunate. Instead of picking up the shovel and getting to work, we’ve thrown the shovel aside, complaining that we just can’t afford to repair what Hoover, FDR, Eisenhower, and LBJ built, much less invest in the infrastructure than our grandchildren will need. The fact is, we’re investing less than we were before the recession hit more than four years ago, not just in government money but in private money, as well. Here are the facts, according to the Bureau of Economic Analysis: Government investments (in structures and in equipment) ramped up between 2007 and 2010, only to fall back to 2005 levels by early 2012. The trajectory for private-sector investments was the opposite — a collapse followed by a modest rebound — but they arrived in the same place: back at 2005 levels, some 6% lower than when the recession began. Looking just at investments in structures (such as buildings, roads, mines, utilities and factories), private companies are investing no more today (in inflation-adjusted terms) than they were in late 1978, according to data from the BEA. All together, public- and private-sector investments in structures are down about 20% compared with 2007, in inflation-adjusted terms. In 2007, we spent $684 billion on structures; in 2011, we spent $550 billion. Even before the recession arrived, we were underinvesting. Investments in infrastructure as a share of the economy had declined by 20% compared with 1960, according to a study by the Congressional Research Service. One widely cited estimate from civil engineers put the infrastructure gap at more than $2 trillion.

Scenario 1 is Keynesian Stimulus

Double Dip by 2013 without stimulus now – don’t trust neg authors, empirics prove they suck at predicting dips

Rasmus 12 (Jack, Jack Rasmus   Ph.D in Political Economy and currently teaches economics and politics at St. Mary’s College and Santa Clara University in California is the author of the just-released book, "Obama's Economy: Recovery for the Few," Thursday, 05 January 2012, Economic Predictions for 2012 to 2013, 

http://truthout.org/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=5904:economic-predictions-for-2012-to-2013

A striking fact of the past four years is that the world's 10,000 or so economists have overwhelmingly failed to predict the three major economic developments of this period, 2007-2011. First, only a handful predicted the financial crash of 2007-08 and subsequent deep global contraction that I have called an "Epic" recession, to distinguish it from normal recessions (and also from depressions). Second, the 10,000 have failed to predict the current protracted economic stagnation that has occurred since 2008 as well; instead, nearly all mainstream economists in recent years forecast a sharp "V"-shaped sustained economic recovery since 2008-09 that has yet to take place. Third, at year end 2011, they once again failed to see the sharp and even deeper retrenchment of the US and global economies that is coming, no later than 2013 - and possibly even earlier should the eurozone currency and banking system crash in 2012, which appears increasingly likely. In contrast to mainstream economists, the methodology applied to the US and global economy used by this writer to predict the US and global economies the past four years (as outlined in my book, "Epic Recession: Prelude to Global Depression") has relatively accurately forecast the course of economic events. Based on that same methodology, this writer has recently predicted a double-dip recession in the US no later than early 2013, a major financial crisis in the eurozone and a slowing of the global economy once again. This double dip in the US and global slowdown in 2012-13 is treated in more detail in this writer's forthcoming book available in 2012, Obama's Economy: Recovery for the Few." In the meantime, here are this writer's predictions for 2012-13 for the US, euro and global economy. Predictions for 2012 to 2013 1. The US will experience a double-dip recession in early 2013. Or, in the event of another banking crisis in Europe, perhaps - though less likely - earlier in 2012. Despite a continual hyping of economic reports by the media and business press in recent months, there is no recovery underway for jobs, housing or state and local government finances. Job growth has been stuck throughout 2011 at around 80,000 to 100,000 a month per the Labor Department's monthly data. The broader measure of unemployment, the U-6 rate, has been consistently in the 16 percent range, or about 25 million to 26 million for the past year. State and local governments continue to lay off workers in the 20,000 range every month. Little effective stimulus will be forthcoming from the federal government in 2012, despite the election year, and further deficit cutting is even possible in 2012. The first quarter of 2012 will record a significant slowing of gross domestic product (GDP) growth once again. Should the eurozone debt crisis escalate once more in the second quarter of 2012, the US economy will weaken further in the second quarter. It may even slip into recession if the euro crisis is particularly severe. More likely, however, is the scenario of an emerging double-dip recession in early 2013, when deficit cutting by Congress and the administration intensifies.

Infrastructure stimulus is effective – empirics prove

Blodget 12 ( Henry Blodget is co-founder, CEO and Editor-In Chief of Business Insider a top-ranked Wall Street Internet analyst. Jun. 19, 2012, Yes, It's Time For A Massive Infrastructure Spending Program, ://www.businessinsider.com/infrastructure-spending-program-2012-6?op=1)

YES, GOVERNMENT SPENDING DOES WORK--SOME GOVERNMENT SPENDING. The economy is basically composed of three big spending engines —consumers, corporations (investment), and governments. So when the first two weaken, as they have in recent years, the third can help offset this weakness. Specifically, the government can increase its spending to offset the lost consumer and business spending. When governments spend money well, moreover—such as on infrastructure projects that benefit all citizens—the impact of this spending lasts far beyond the years in which the money is spent. Roads, bridges, schools, airports, national broadband networks, and other investments can improve the country for decades. When the government spends money badly, meanwhile--on bailouts and handouts and by perpetuating unsustainable promises of entitlement programs--the money is just wasted. Ever since the 2009 stimulus "failed to fix the economy," the consensus in the US has been that government stimulus doesn't work. There's actually a lot of evidence to suggest that it did work, or at least helped improve the situation (check out these charts). But the theory that government spending "doesn't work" is pervasive. In support of this theory, everyone first points to Japan, where the government has been frantically "stimulating" the economy for two decades now. Then they point to the Great Depression, with its massive public-works programs. But other evidence suggests that the impact of government stimulus, specifically infrastructure stimulus, is being badly misunderstood. Richard Koo Think Japan's stimulus has failed? Look at what it would have done with government intervention (red line). The work of economist Richard Koo, for example, suggests that Japan's stimulus has been vastly more successful than is commonly believed. Far from not working, Koo argues, Japan's government stimulus has kept Japan's economy alive for the past 20 years. Without the stimulus, Koo says, Japan's economy would not have crawled along for the last two decades—it would have collapsed. When the same logic is applied to the US stimulus of 2009-2010, the conclusion is that the stimulus "failed to fix" the US economy, but that it kept the recession from being much worse. In addition to Japan, one of the most often-repeated examples cited by those who say stimulus doesn't work is the US experience in the Great Depression. To see that stimulus doesn't work, they say, all you need to do is look at the huge public-works programs of the 1930s, which failed to pull the US permanently out of the Depression. What finally got the US out of the Depression, these folks continue, was World War 2. World War 2: The biggest Keynesian stimulus ever. But what was World War 2 if not a gigantic government stimulus? That's exactly what World War 2 was. It put the US government deeply in debt, vastly deeper in debt than we are today. But it got our production engine humming again. And it set the stage for decades of impressive growth, during which we eventually worked off the World War 2 debt. So there's a lot of evidence to suggest that the current consensus that stimulus "doesn't work" is flat-out wrong. In fact, the evidence suggests, stimulus can keep the economy from collapsing while the private sector heals itself. And this, in turn, suggests that ruling out future stimulus in the form of infrastructure investment as a way to help the economy is a major mistake, especially with US infrastructure in such lousy shape and so many US workers idled by the construction industry slowdown. To learn more about how government stimulus helps economies get through depressions, flip through some of Richard Koo's excellent slides below. They focus on Japan, the Depression, and recent US and Europe experiences...

Keynesian stimulus is good – monetarists got it wrong by basing their theory on beauty and greed rather than fact and monetarist statistical analyses are false

Krugman ’09 (Paul Krugman is a Professor of Economics and International Affairs at Princeton University, Centenary Professor at the London School of Economics, and an op-ed columnist for The New York Times. In 2008, Krugman won a Nobel Prize in Economics,  September 6, 2009, “ How Did Economists Get It So Wrong?”, http://www.csus.edu/indiv/d/dowellm/Econ100A/krugman_macro.pdf) SRK

I. MISTAKING BEAUTY FOR TRUTH It’s hard to believe now, but not long ago economists were congratulating themselves over the success of their field. Those successes — or so they believed — were both theoretical and practical, leading to a golden era for the profession. On the theoretical side, they thought that they had resolved their internal disputes. Thus, in a 2008 paper titled “The State of Macro” (that is, macroeconomics, the study of big-picture issues like recessions), Olivier Blanchard of M.I.T., now the chief economist at the International Monetary Fund, declared that “the state of macro is good.” The battles of yesteryear, he said, were over, and there had been a “broad convergence of vision.” And in the real world, economists believed they had things under control: the “central problem of depression-prevention has been solved,” declared Robert Lucas of the University of Chicago in his 2003 presidential address to the American Economic Association. In 2004, Ben Bernanke, a former Princeton professor who is now the chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, celebrated the Great Moderation in economic performance over the previous two decades, which he attributed in part to improved economic policy making. Last year, everything came apart. Few economists saw our current crisis coming, but this predictive failure was the least of the field’s problems. More important was the profession’s blindness to the very possibility of catastrophic failures in a market economy. During the golden years, financial economists came to believe that markets were inherently stable — indeed, that stocks and other assets were always priced just right. There was nothing in the prevailing models suggesting the possibility of the kind of collapse that happened last year. Meanwhile, macroeconomists were divided in their views. But the main division was between those who insisted that free-market economies never go astray and those who believed that economies may stray now and then but that any major deviations from the path of prosperity could and would be corrected by the all-powerful Fed. Neither side was prepared to cope with an economy that went off the rails despite the Fed’s best efforts. And in the wake of the crisis, the fault lines in the economics profession have yawned wider than ever. Lucas says the Obama administration’s stimulus plans are “schlock economics,” and his Chicago colleague John Cochrane says they’re based on discredited “fairy tales.” In response, Brad DeLong of the University of California, Berkeley, writes of the “intellectual collapse” of the Chicago School, and I myself have written that comments from Chicago economists are the product of a Dark Age of macroeconomics in which hard-won knowledge has been forgotten. What happened to the economics profession? And where does it go from here? As I see it, the economics profession went astray because economists, as a group, mistook beauty, clad in impressive-looking mathematics, for truth. Until the Great Depression, most economists clung to a vision of capitalism as a perfect or nearly perfect system. That vision wasn’t sustainable in the face of mass unemployment, but as memories of the Depression faded, economists fell back in love with the old, idealized vision of an economy in which rational individuals interact in perfect markets, this time gussied up with fancy equations. The renewed romance with the idealized market was, to be sure, partly a response to shifting political winds, partly a response to financial incentives. But while sabbaticals at the Hoover Institution and job opportunities on Wall Street are nothing to sneeze at, the central cause of the profession’s failure was the desire for an all-encompassing, intellectually elegant approach that also gave economists a chance to show off their mathematical prowess. Unfortunately, this romanticized and sanitized vision of the economy led most economists to ignore all the things that can go wrong. They turned a blind eye to the limitations of human rationality that often lead to bubbles and busts; to the problems of institutions that run amok; to the imperfections of markets — especially financial markets — that can cause the economy’s operating system to undergo sudden, unpredictable crashes; and to the dangers created when regulators don’t believe in regulation. It’s much harder to say where the economics profession goes from here. But what’s almost certain is that economists will have to learn to live with messiness. That is, they will have to acknowledge the importance of irrational and often unpredictable behavior, face up to the often idiosyncratic imperfections of markets and accept that an elegant economic “theory of everything” is a long way off. In practical terms, this will translate into more cautious policy advice — and a reduced willingness to dismantle economic safeguards in the faith that markets will solve all problems. II. FROM SMITH TO KEYNES AND BACK The birth of economics as a discipline is usually credited to Adam Smith, who published “The Wealth of Nations” in 1776. Over the next 160 years an extensive body of economic theory was developed, whose central message was: Trust the market. Yes, economists admitted that there were cases in which markets might fail, of which the most important was the case of “externalities” — costs that people impose on others without paying the price, like traffic congestion or pollution. But the basic presumption of “neoclassical” economics (named after the congestion or pollution. But the basic presumption of “neoclassical” economics (named after the late-19th-century theorists who elaborated on the concepts of their “classical” predecessors) was that we should have faith in the market system. This faith was, however, shattered by the Great Depression. Actually, even in the face of total collapse some economists insisted that whatever happens in a market economy must be right: “Depressions are not simply evils,” declared Joseph Schumpeter in 1934 — 1934! They are, he added, “forms of something which has to be done.” But many, and eventually most, economists turned to the insights of John Maynard Keynes for both an explanation of what had happened and a solution to future depressions. Keynes did not, despite what you may have heard, want the government to run the economy. He described his analysis in his 1936 masterwork, “The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money,” as “moderately conservative in its implications.” He wanted to fix capitalism, not replace it. But he did challenge the notion that free-market economies can function without a minder, expressing particular contempt for financial markets, which he viewed as being dominated by short-term speculation with little regard for fundamentals. And he called for active government intervention — printing more money and, if necessary, spending heavily on public works — to fight unemployment during slumps. It’s important to understand that Keynes did much more than make bold assertions. “The General Theory” is a work of profound, deep analysis — analysis that persuaded the best young economists of the day. Yet the story of economics over the past half century is, to a large degree, the story of a retreat from Keynesianism and a return to neoclassicism. The neoclassical revival was initially led by Milton Friedman of the University of Chicago, who asserted as early as 1953 that neoclassical economics works well enough as a description of the way the economy actually functions to be “both extremely fruitful and deserving of much confidence.” But what about depressions? Friedman’s counterattack against Keynes began with the doctrine known as monetarism. Monetarists didn’t disagree in principle with the idea that a market economy needs deliberate stabilization. “We are all Keynesians now,” Friedman once said, although he later claimed he was quoted out of context. Monetarists asserted, however, that a very limited, circumscribed form of government intervention — namely, instructing central banks to keep the nation’s money supply, the sum of cash in circulation and bank deposits, growing on a steady path — is all that’s required to prevent depressions. Famously, Friedman and his collaborator, Anna Schwartz, argued that if the Federal Reserve had done its job properly, the Great Depression would not have happened. Later, Friedman made a compelling case against any deliberate effort by government to push unemployment below its “natural” level (currently thought to be about 4.8 percent in the United States): excessively expansionary policies, he predicted, would lead to a combination of inflation and high unemployment — a prediction that was borne out by the stagflation of the 1970s, which and high unemployment — a prediction that was borne out by the stagflation of the 1970s, which greatly advanced the credibility of the anti-Keynesian movement. Eventually, however, the anti-Keynesian counterrevolution went far beyond Friedman’s position, which came to seem relatively moderate compared with what his successors were saying. Among financial economists, Keynes’s disparaging vision of financial markets as a “casino” was replaced by “efficient market” theory, which asserted that financial markets always get asset prices right given the available information. Meanwhile, many macroeconomists completely rejected Keynes’s framework for understanding economic slumps. Some returned to the view of Schumpeter and other apologists for the Great Depression, viewing recessions as a good thing, part of the economy’s adjustment to change. And even those not willing to go that far argued that any attempt to fight an economic slump would do more harm than good. Not all macroeconomists were willing to go down this road: many became self-described New Keynesians, who continued to believe in an active role for the government. Yet even they mostly accepted the notion that investors and consumers are rational and that markets generally get it right. Of course, there were exceptions to these trends: a few economists challenged the assumption of rational behavior, questioned the belief that financial markets can be trusted and pointed to the long history of financial crises that had devastating economic consequences. But they were swimming against the tide, unable to make much headway against a pervasive and, in retrospect, foolish complacency. III. PANGLOSSIAN FINANCE In the 1930s, financial markets, for obvious reasons, didn’t get much respect. Keynes compared them to “those newspaper competitions in which the competitors have to pick out the six prettiest faces from a hundred photographs, the prize being awarded to the competitor whose choice most nearly corresponds to the average preferences of the competitors as a whole; so that each competitor has to pick, not those faces which he himself finds prettiest, but those that he thinks likeliest to catch the fancy of the other competitors.” And Keynes considered it a very bad idea to let such markets, in which speculators spent their time chasing one another’s tails, dictate important business decisions: “When the capital development of a country becomes a by-product of the activities of a casino, the job is likely to be ill-done.” By 1970 or so, however, the study of financial markets seemed to have been taken over by Voltaire’s Dr. Pangloss, who insisted that we live in the best of all possible worlds. Discussion of investor irrationality, of bubbles, of destructive speculation had virtually disappeared from investor irrationality, of bubbles, of destructive speculation had virtually disappeared from academic discourse. The field was dominated by the “efficient-market hypothesis,” promulgated by Eugene Fama of the University of Chicago, which claims that financial markets price assets precisely at their intrinsic worth given all publicly available information. (The price of a company’s stock, for example, always accurately reflects the company’s value given the information available on the company’s earnings, its business prospects and so on.) And by the 1980s, finance economists, notably Michael Jensen of the Harvard Business School, were arguing that because financial markets always get prices right, the best thing corporate chieftains can do, not just for themselves but for the sake of the economy, is to maximize their stock prices. In other words, finance economists believed that we should put the capital development of the nation in the hands of what Keynes had called a “casino.” It’s hard to argue that this transformation in the profession was driven by events. True, the memory of 1929 was gradually receding, but there continued to be bull markets, with widespread tales of speculative excess, followed by bear markets. In 1973-4, for example, stocks lost 48 percent of their value. And the 1987 stock crash, in which the Dow plunged nearly 23 percent in a day for no clear reason, should have raised at least a few doubts about market rationality. These events, however, which Keynes would have considered evidence of the unreliability of markets, did little to blunt the force of a beautiful idea. The theoretical model that finance economists developed by assuming that every investor rationally balances risk against reward — the so-called Capital Asset Pricing Model, or CAPM (pronounced cap-em) — is wonderfully elegant. And if you accept its premises it’s also extremely useful. CAPM not only tells you how to choose your portfolio — even more important from the financial industry’s point of view, it tells you how to put a price on financial derivatives, claims on claims. The elegance and apparent usefulness of the new theory led to a string of Nobel prizes for its creators, and many of the theory’s adepts also received more mundane rewards: Armed with their new models and formidable math skills — the more arcane uses of CAPM require physicist-level computations — mild-mannered business-school professors could and did become Wall Street rocket scientists, earning Wall Street paychecks. To be fair, finance theorists didn’t accept the efficient-market hypothesis merely because it was elegant, convenient and lucrative. They also produced a great deal of statistical evidence, which at first seemed strongly supportive. But this evidence was of an oddly limited form. Finance economists rarely asked the seemingly obvious (though not easily answered) question of whether asset prices made sense given real-world fundamentals like earnings. Instead, they asked only whether asset prices made sense given other asset prices. Larry Summers, now the top economic adviser in the Obama administration, once mocked finance professors with a parable about “ketchup economists” who “have shown that two-quart bottles of ketchup invariably sell for exactly twice as much as one-quart bottles of ketchup,” and conclude from this that the ketchup exactly twice as much as one-quart bottles of ketchup,” and conclude from this that the ketchup market is perfectly efficient. But neither this mockery nor more polite critiques from economists like Robert Shiller of Yale had much effect. Finance theorists continued to believe that their models were essentially right, and so did many people making real-world decisions. Not least among these was Alan Greenspan, who was then the Fed chairman and a long-time supporter of financial deregulation whose rejection of calls to rein in subprime lending or address the ever-inflating housing bubble rested in large part on the belief that modern financial economics had everything under control. There was a telling moment in 2005, at a conference held to honor Greenspan’s tenure at the Fed. One brave attendee, Raghuram Rajan (of the University of Chicago, surprisingly), presented a paper warning that the financial system was taking on potentially dangerous levels of risk. He was mocked by almost all present — including, by the way, Larry Summers, who dismissed his warnings as “misguided.” By October of last year, however, Greenspan was admitting that he was in a state of “shocked disbelief,” because “the whole intellectual edifice” had “collapsed.” Since this collapse of the intellectual edifice was also a collapse of real-world markets, the result was a severe recession — the worst, by many measures, since the Great Depression. What should policy makers do? Unfortunately, macroeconomics, which should have been providing clear guidance about how to address the slumping economy, was in its own state of disarray. IV. THE TROUBLE WITH MACRO “We have involved ourselves in a colossal muddle, having blundered in the control of a delicate machine, the working of which we do not understand. The result is that our possibilities of wealth may run to waste for a time — perhaps for a long time.” So wrote John Maynard Keynes in an essay titled “The Great Slump of 1930,” in which he tried to explain the catastrophe then overtaking the world. And the world’s possibilities of wealth did indeed run to waste for a long time; it took World War II to bring the Great Depression to a definitive end. Why was Keynes’s diagnosis of the Great Depression as a “colossal muddle” so compelling at first? And why did economics, circa 1975, divide into opposing camps over the value of Keynes’s views? I like to explain the essence of Keynesian economics with a true story that also serves as a parable, a small-scale version of the messes that can afflict entire economies. Consider the travails of the Capitol Hill Baby-Sitting Co-op. This co-op, whose problems were recounted in a 1977 article in The Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, was an association of about 150 young couples who agreed to help one another by baby- sitting for one another’s children when parents wanted a night out. To ensure that every couple did its fair share of baby-sitting, the co-op introduced a form of scrip: coupons made out of heavy did its fair share of baby-sitting, the co-op introduced a form of scrip: coupons made out of heavy pieces of paper, each entitling the bearer to one half-hour of sitting time. Initially, members received 20 coupons on joining and were required to return the same amount on departing the group. Unfortunately, it turned out that the co-op’s members, on average, wanted to hold a reserve of more than 20 coupons, perhaps, in case they should want to go out several times in a row. As a result, relatively few people wanted to spend their scrip and go out, while many wanted to baby- sit so they could add to their hoard. But since baby-sitting opportunities arise only when someone goes out for the night, this meant that baby-sitting jobs were hard to find, which made members of the co-op even more reluctant to go out, making baby-sitting jobs even scarcer. . . . In short, the co-op fell into a recession. O.K., what do you think of this story? Don’t dismiss it as silly and trivial: economists have used small-scale examples to shed light on big questions ever since Adam Smith saw the roots of economic progress in a pin factory, and they’re right to do so. The question is whether this particular example, in which a recession is a problem of inadequate demand — there isn’t enough demand for baby-sitting to provide jobs for everyone who wants one — gets at the essence of what happens in a recession. Forty years ago most economists would have agreed with this interpretation. But since then macroeconomics has divided into two great factions: “saltwater” economists (mainly in coastal U.S. universities), who have a more or less Keynesian vision of what recessions are all about; and “freshwater” economists (mainly at inland schools), who consider that vision nonsense. Freshwater economists are, essentially, neoclassical purists. They believe that all worthwhile economic analysis starts from the premise that people are rational and markets work, a premise violated by the story of the baby-sitting co-op. As they see it, a general lack of sufficient demand isn’t possible, because prices always move to match supply with demand. If people want more baby-sitting coupons, the value of those coupons will rise, so that they’re worth, say, 40 minutes of baby-sitting rather than half an hour — or, equivalently, the cost of an hours’ baby-sitting would fall from 2 coupons to 1.5. And that would solve the problem: the purchasing power of the coupons in circulation would have risen, so that people would feel no need to hoard more, and there would be no recession. But don’t recessions look like periods in which there just isn’t enough demand to employ everyone willing to work? Appearances can be deceiving, say the freshwater theorists. Sound economics, in their view, says that overall failures of demand can’t happen — and that means that they don’t. Keynesian economics has been “proved false,” Cochrane, of the University of Chicago, says. Yet recessions do happen. Why? In the 1970s the leading freshwater macroeconomist, the Nobel laureate Robert Lucas, argued that recessions were caused by temporary confusion: workers and companies had trouble distinguishing overall changes in the level of prices because of inflation or deflation from changes in their own particular business situation. And Lucas warned that any attempt to fight the business cycle would be counterproductive: activist policies, he argued, would just add to the confusion. By the 1980s, however, even this severely limited acceptance of the idea that recessions are bad things had been rejected by many freshwater economists. Instead, the new leaders of the movement, especially Edward Prescott, who was then at the University of Minnesota (you can see where the freshwater moniker comes from), argued that price fluctuations and changes in demand actually had nothing to do with the business cycle. Rather, the business cycle reflects fluctuations in the rate of technological progress, which are amplified by the rational response of workers, who voluntarily work more when the environment is favorable and less when it’s unfavorable. Unemployment is a deliberate decision by workers to take time off. Put baldly like that, this theory sounds foolish — was the Great Depression really the Great Vacation? And to be honest, I think it really is silly. But the basic premise of Prescott’s “real business cycle” theory was embedded in ingeniously constructed mathematical models, which were mapped onto real data using sophisticated statistical techniques, and the theory came to dominate the teaching of macroeconomics in many university departments. In 2004, reflecting the theory’s influence, Prescott shared a Nobel with Finn Kydland of Carnegie Mellon University. Meanwhile, saltwater economists balked. Where the freshwater economists were purists, saltwater economists were pragmatists. While economists like N. Gregory Mankiw at Harvard, Olivier Blanchard at M.I.T. and David Romer at the University of California, Berkeley, acknowledged that it was hard to reconcile a Keynesian demand-side view of recessions with neoclassical theory, they found the evidence that recessions are, in fact, demand-driven too compelling to reject. So they were willing to deviate from the assumption of perfect markets or perfect rationality, or both, adding enough imperfections to accommodate a more or less Keynesian view of recessions. And in the saltwater view, active policy to fight recessions remained desirable. But the self-described New Keynesian economists weren’t immune to the charms of rational individuals and perfect markets. They tried to keep their deviations from neoclassical orthodoxy as limited as possible. This meant that there was no room in the prevailing models for such things as bubbles and banking-system collapse. The fact that such things continued to happen in the real world — there was a terrible financial and macroeconomic crisis in much of Asia in 1997-8 and a depression-level slump in Argentina in 2002 — wasn’t reflected in the mainstream of New Keynesian thinking. Even so, you might have thought that the differing worldviews of freshwater and saltwater economists would have put them constantly at loggerheads over economic policy. Somewhat surprisingly, however, between around 1985 and 2007 the disputes between freshwater and saltwater economists were mainly about theory, not action. The reason, I believe, is that New Keynesians, unlike the original Keynesians, didn’t think fiscal policy — changes in government spending or taxes — was needed to fight recessions. They believed that monetary policy, administered by the technocrats at the Fed, could provide whatever remedies the economy needed. At a 90th birthday celebration for Milton Friedman, Ben Bernanke, formerly a more or less New Keynesian professor at Princeton, and by then a member of the Fed’s governing board, declared of the Great Depression: “You’re right. We did it. We’re very sorry. But thanks to you, it won’t happen again.” The clear message was that all you need to avoid depressions is a smarter Fed. And as long as macroeconomic policy was left in the hands of the maestro Greenspan, without Keynesian-type stimulus programs, freshwater economists found little to complain about. (They didn’t believe that monetary policy did any good, but they didn’t believe it did any harm, either.) It would take a crisis to reveal both how little common ground there was and how Panglossian even New Keynesian economics had become. V. NOBODY COULD HAVE PREDICTED . . . In recent, rueful economics discussions, an all-purpose punch line has become “nobody could have predicted. . . .” It’s what you say with regard to disasters that could have been predicted, should have been predicted and actually were predicted by a few economists who were scoffed at for their pains. Take, for example, the precipitous rise and fall of housing prices. Some economists, notably Robert Shiller, did identify the bubble and warn of painful consequences if it were to burst. Yet key policy makers failed to see the obvious. In 2004, Alan Greenspan dismissed talk of a housing bubble: “a national severe price distortion,” he declared, was “most unlikely.” Home-price increases, Ben Bernanke said in 2005, “largely reflect strong economic fundamentals.” How did they miss the bubble? To be fair, interest rates were unusually low, possibly explaining part of the price rise. It may be that Greenspan and Bernanke also wanted to celebrate the Fed’s success in pulling the economy out of the 2001 recession; conceding that much of that success rested on the creation of a monstrous bubble would have placed a damper on the festivities. But there was something else going on: a general belief that bubbles just don’t happen. What’s striking, when you reread Greenspan’s assurances, is that they weren’t based on evidence — they striking, when you reread Greenspan’s assurances, is that they weren’t based on evidence — they were based on the a priori assertion that there simply can’t be a bubble in housing. And the finance theorists were even more adamant on this point. In a 2007 interview, Eugene Fama, the father of the efficient-market hypothesis, declared that “the word ‘bubble’ drives me nuts,” and went on to explain why we can trust the housing market: “Housing markets are less liquid, but people are very careful when they buy houses. It’s typically the biggest investment they’re going to make, so they look around very carefully and they compare prices. The bidding process is very detailed.” Indeed, home buyers generally do carefully compare prices — that is, they compare the price of their potential purchase with the prices of other houses. But this says nothing about whether the overall price of houses is justified. It’s ketchup economics, again: because a two-quart bottle of ketchup costs twice as much as a one-quart bottle, finance theorists declare that the price of ketchup must be right. In short, the belief in efficient financial markets blinded many if not most economists to the emergence of the biggest financial bubble in history. And efficient-market theory also played a significant role in inflating that bubble in the first place. Now that the undiagnosed bubble has burst, the true riskiness of supposedly safe assets has been revealed and the financial system has demonstrated its fragility. U.S. households have seen $13 trillion in wealth evaporate. More than six million jobs have been lost, and the unemployment rate appears headed for its highest level since 1940. So what guidance does modern economics have to offer in our current predicament? And should we trust it? VI. THE STIMULUS SQUABBLE Between 1985 and 2007 a false peace settled over the field of macroeconomics. There hadn’t been any real convergence of views between the saltwater and freshwater factions. But these were the years of the Great Moderation — an extended period during which inflation was subdued and recessions were relatively mild. Saltwater economists believed that the Federal Reserve had everything under control. Freshwater economists didn’t think the Fed’s actions were actually beneficial, but they were willing to let matters lie. But the crisis ended the phony peace. Suddenly the narrow, technocratic policies both sides were willing to accept were no longer sufficient — and the need for a broader policy response brought the old conflicts out into the open, fiercer than ever. Why weren’t those narrow, technocratic policies sufficient? The answer, in a word, is zero. During a normal recession, the Fed responds by buying Treasury bills — short-term government debt — from banks. This drives interest rates on government debt down; investors seeking a higher rate of return move into other assets, driving other interest rates down as well; and normally these lower interest rates eventually lead to an economic bounceback. The Fed dealt with the recession that began in 1990 by driving short-term interest rates from 9 percent down to 3 percent. It dealt with the recession that began in 2001 by driving rates from 6.5 percent to 1 percent. And it tried to deal with the current recession by driving rates down from 5.25 percent to zero. But zero, it turned out, isn’t low enough to end this recession. And the Fed can’t push rates below zero, since at near-zero rates investors simply hoard cash rather than lending it out. So by late 2008, with interest rates basically at what macroeconomists call the “zero lower bound” even as the recession continued to deepen, conventional monetary policy had lost all traction. Now what? This is the second time America has been up against the zero lower bound, the previous occasion being the Great Depression. And it was precisely the observation that there’s a lower bound to interest rates that led Keynes to advocate higher government spending: when monetary policy is ineffective and the private sector can’t be persuaded to spend more, the public sector must take its place in supporting the economy. Fiscal stimulus is the Keynesian answer to the kind of depression-type economic situation we’re currently in. Such Keynesian thinking underlies the Obama administration’s economic policies — and the freshwater economists are furious. For 25 or so years they tolerated the Fed’s efforts to manage the economy, but a full-blown Keynesian resurgence was something entirely different. Back in 1980, Lucas, of the University of Chicago, wrote that Keynesian economics was so ludicrous that “at research seminars, people don’t take Keynesian theorizing seriously anymore; the audience starts to whisper and giggle to one another.” Admitting that Keynes was largely right, after all, would be too humiliating a comedown. And so Chicago’s Cochrane, outraged at the idea that government spending could mitigate the latest recession, declared: “It’s not part of what anybody has taught graduate students since the 1960s. They [Keynesian ideas] are fairy tales that have been proved false. It is very comforting in times of stress to go back to the fairy tales we heard as children, but it doesn’t make them less false.” (It’s a mark of how deep the division between saltwater and freshwater runs that Cochrane doesn’t believe that “anybody” teaches ideas that are, in fact, taught in places like Princeton, M.I.T. and Harvard.) Meanwhile, saltwater economists, who had comforted themselves with the belief that the great divide in macroeconomics was narrowing, were shocked to realize that freshwater economists hadn’t been listening at all. Freshwater economists who inveighed against the stimulus didn’t sound like scholars who had weighed Keynesian arguments and found them wanting. Rather, they sounded like people who had no idea what Keynesian economics was about, who were sounded like people who had no idea what Keynesian economics was about, who were resurrecting pre-1930 fallacies in the belief that they were saying something new and profound. And it wasn’t just Keynes whose ideas seemed to have been forgotten. As Brad DeLong of the University of California, Berkeley, has pointed out in his laments about the Chicago school’s “intellectual collapse,” the school’s current stance amounts to a wholesale rejection of Milton Friedman’s ideas, as well. Friedman believed that Fed policy rather than changes in government spending should be used to stabilize the economy, but he never asserted that an increase in government spending cannot, under any circumstances, increase employment. In fact, rereading Friedman’s 1970 summary of his ideas, “A Theoretical Framework for Monetary Analysis,” what’s striking is how Keynesian it seems. And Friedman certainly never bought into the idea that mass unemployment represents a voluntary reduction in work effort or the idea that recessions are actually good for the economy. Yet the current generation of freshwater economists has been making both arguments. Thus Chicago’s Casey Mulligan suggests that unemployment is so high because many workers are choosing not to take jobs: “Employees face financial incentives that encourage them not to work . . . decreased employment is explained more by reductions in the supply of labor (the willingness of people to work) and less by the demand for labor (the number of workers that employers need to hire).” Mulligan has suggested, in particular, that workers are choosing to remain unemployed because that improves their odds of receiving mortgage relief. And Cochrane declares that high unemployment is actually good: “We should have a recession. People who spend their lives pounding nails in Nevada need something else to do.” Personally, I think this is crazy. Why should it take mass unemployment across the whole nation to get carpenters to move out of Nevada? Can anyone seriously claim that we’ve lost 6.7 million jobs because fewer Americans want to work? But it was inevitable that freshwater economists would find themselves trapped in this cul-de-sac: if you start from the assumption that people are perfectly rational and markets are perfectly efficient, you have to conclude that unemployment is voluntary and recessions are desirable. Yet if the crisis has pushed freshwater economists into absurdity, it has also created a lot of soul- searching among saltwater economists. Their framework, unlike that of the Chicago School, both allows for the possibility of involuntary unemployment and considers it a bad thing. But the New Keynesian models that have come to dominate teaching and research assume that people are perfectly rational and financial markets are perfectly efficient. To get anything like the current slump into their models, New Keynesians are forced to introduce some kind of fudge factor that for reasons unspecified temporarily depresses private spending. (I’ve done exactly that in some of my own work.) And if the analysis of where we are now rests on this fudge factor, how much confidence can we have in the models’ predictions about where we are going? The state of macro, in short, is not good. So where does the profession go from here? VII. FLAWS AND FRICTIONS Economics, as a field, got in trouble because economists were seduced by the vision of a perfect, frictionless market system. If the profession is to redeem itself, it will have to reconcile itself to a less alluring vision — that of a market economy that has many virtues but that is also shot through with flaws and frictions. The good news is that we don’t have to start from scratch. Even during the heyday of perfect-market economics, there was a lot of work done on the ways in which the real economy deviated from the theoretical ideal. What’s probably going to happen now — in fact, it’s already happening — is that flaws-and-frictions economics will move from the periphery of economic analysis to its center. There’s already a fairly well developed example of the kind of economics I have in mind: the school of thought known as behavioral finance. Practitioners of this approach emphasize two things. First, many real-world investors bear little resemblance to the cool calculators of efficient- market theory: they’re all too subject to herd behavior, to bouts of irrational exuberance and unwarranted panic. Second, even those who try to base their decisions on cool calculation often find that they can’t, that problems of trust, credibility and limited collateral force them to run with the herd. On the first point: even during the heyday of the efficient-market hypothesis, it seemed obvious that many real-world investors aren’t as rational as the prevailing models assumed. Larry Summers once began a paper on finance by declaring: “THERE ARE IDIOTS. Look around.” But what kind of idiots (the preferred term in the academic literature, actually, is “noise traders”) are we talking about? Behavioral finance, drawing on the broader movement known as behavioral economics, tries to answer that question by relating the apparent irrationality of investors to known biases in human cognition, like the tendency to care more about small losses than small gains or the tendency to extrapolate too readily from small samples (e.g., assuming that because home prices rose in the past few years, they’ll keep on rising). Until the crisis, efficient-market advocates like Eugene Fama dismissed the evidence produced on behalf of behavioral finance as a collection of “curiosity items” of no real importance. That’s a much harder position to maintain now that the collapse of a vast bubble — a bubble correctly diagnosed by behavioral economists like Robert Shiller of Yale, who related it to past episodes of “irrational exuberance” — has brought the world economy to its knees. On the second point: suppose that there are, indeed, idiots. How much do they matter? Not much, argued Milton Friedman in an influential 1953 paper: smart investors will make money by buying when the idiots sell and selling when they buy and will stabilize markets in the process. But the second strand of behavioral finance says that Friedman was wrong, that financial markets are sometimes highly unstable, and right now that view seems hard to reject. Probably the most influential paper in this vein was a 1997 publication by Andrei Shleifer of Harvard and Robert Vishny of Chicago, which amounted to a formalization of the old line that “the market can stay irrational longer than you can stay solvent.” As they pointed out, arbitrageurs — the people who are supposed to buy low and sell high — need capital to do their jobs. And a severe plunge in asset prices, even if it makes no sense in terms of fundamentals, tends to deplete that capital. As a result, the smart money is forced out of the market, and prices may go into a downward spiral. The spread of the current financial crisis seemed almost like an object lesson in the perils of financial instability. And the general ideas underlying models of financial instability have proved highly relevant to economic policy: a focus on the depleted capital of financial institutions helped guide policy actions taken after the fall of Lehman, and it looks (cross your fingers) as if these actions successfully headed off an even bigger financial collapse. Meanwhile, what about macroeconomics? Recent events have pretty decisively refuted the idea that recessions are an optimal response to fluctuations in the rate of technological progress; a more or less Keynesian view is the only plausible game in town. Yet standard New Keynesian models left no room for a crisis like the one we’re having, because those models generally accepted the efficient-market view of the financial sector. There were some exceptions. One line of work, pioneered by none other than Ben Bernanke working with Mark Gertler of New York University, emphasized the way the lack of sufficient collateral can hinder the ability of businesses to raise funds and pursue investment opportunities. A related line of work, largely established by my Princeton colleague Nobuhiro Kiyotaki and John Moore of the London School of Economics, argued that prices of assets such as real estate can suffer self-reinforcing plunges that in turn depress the economy as a whole. But until now the impact of dysfunctional finance hasn’t been at the core even of Keynesian economics. Clearly, that has to change. VIII. RE-EMBRACING KEYNES So here’s what I think economists have to do. First, they have to face up to the inconvenient reality that financial markets fall far short of perfection, that they are subject to extraordinary delusions and the madness of crowds. Second, they have to admit — and this will be very hard for the people who giggled and whispered over Keynes — that Keynesian economics remains the best framework we have for making sense of recessions and depressions. Third, they’ll have to do their best to incorporate the realities of finance into macroeconomics.
Stimulus through increased financing would greatly increase GPD in the short term
McConaghy and Kessler 11

(Ryan, Deputy Director of the Third Way Economic Program, Jim, Vice President for Policy at Third Way, January 2011, “A National Infrastructure Bank”, http://www.bernardlschwartz.com/political-initiatives/Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_A_National_Infrastructure_Bank-1.pdf)

By providing a new and innovative mechanism for project financing, the NIB could help provide funding for projects stalled by monetary constraints. This is particularly true for large scale projects that may be too complicated or costly for traditional means of financing. In the short-term, providing resources for infrastructure investment would have clear, positive impacts for recovery and growth. It has been estimated that every $1 billion in highway investment supports 30,000 jobs,37 and that every dollar invested in infrastructure increases GDP by $1.59.38 It has also been projected that an investment of $10 billion into both broadband and smart grid infrastructure would create 737,000 jobs.39 In the longer-term, infrastructure investments supported by the NIB will allow the U.S. to meet future demand, reduce the waste currently built into the system, and keep pace with competition from global rivals.

Scenario 2 is Infrastructure

All sectors of American transportation infrastructure are falling apart

The Economist 11 (Life in the slow lane, Americans are gloomy about their economy’s ability to produce. Are they right to be? We look at two areas of concern, transport infrastructure and innovation, Apr 28th 2011, http://www.economist.com/node/18620944)

America, despite its wealth and strength, often seems to be falling apart. American cities have suffered a rash of recent infrastructure calamities, from the failure of the New Orleans levees to the collapse of a highway bridge in Minneapolis, to a fatal crash on Washington, DC’s (generally impressive) metro system. But just as striking are the common shortcomings. America’s civil engineers routinely give its transport structures poor marks, rating roads, rails and bridges as deficient or functionally obsolete. And according to a World Economic Forum study America’s infrastructure has got worse, by comparison with other countries, over the past decade. In the WEF 2010 league table America now ranks 23rd for overall infrastructure quality, between Spain and Chile. Its roads, railways, ports and air-transport infrastructure are all judged mediocre against networks in northern Europe. America is known for its huge highways, but with few exceptions (London among them) American traffic congestion is worse than western Europe’s. Average delays in America’s largest cities exceed those in cities like Berlin and Copenhagen. Americans spend considerably more time commuting than most Europeans; only Hungarians and Romanians take longer to get to work (see chart 1). More time on lower quality roads also makes for a deadlier transport network. With some 15 deaths a year for every 100,000 people, the road fatality rate in America is 60% above the OECD average; 33,000 Americans were killed on roads in 2010. There is little relief for the weary traveller on America’s rail system. The absence of true high-speed rail is a continuing embarrassment to the nation’s rail enthusiasts. America’s fastest and most reliable line, the north-eastern corridor’s Acela, averages a sluggish 70 miles per hour between Washington and Boston. The French TGV from Paris to Lyon, by contrast, runs at an average speed of 140mph. America’s trains aren’t just slow; they are late. Where European passenger service is punctual around 90% of the time, American short-haul service achieves just a 77% punctuality rating. Long-distance trains are even less reliable. The Amtrak alternative Air travel is no relief. Airport delays at hubs like Chicago and Atlanta are as bad as any in Europe. Air travel still relies on a ground-based tracking system from the 1950s, which forces planes to use inefficient routes in order to stay in contact with controllers. The system’s imprecision obliges controllers to keep more distance between air traffic, reducing the number of planes that can fly in the available space. And this is not the system’s only bottleneck. Overbooked airports frequently lead to runway congestion, forcing travellers to spend long hours stranded on the tarmac while they wait to take off or disembark. Meanwhile, security and immigration procedures in American airports drive travellers to the brink of rebellion. And worse looms. The country’s already stressed infrastructure must handle a growing load in decades to come, thanks to America’s distinctly non-European demographics. The Census Bureau expects the population to grow by 40% over the next four decades, equivalent to the entire population of Japan. All this is puzzling. America’s economy remains the world’s largest; its citizens are among the world’s richest. The government is not constitutionally opposed to grand public works. The country stitched its continental expanse together through two centuries of ambitious earthmoving. Almost from the beginning of the republic the federal government encouraged the building of critical canals and roadways. In the 19th century Congress provided funding for a transcontinental railway linking the east and west coasts. And between 1956 and 1992 America constructed the interstate system, among the largest public-works projects in history, which criss-crossed the continent with nearly 50,000 miles of motorways. But modern America is stingier. Total public spending on transport and water infrastructure has fallen steadily since the 1960s and now stands at 2.4% of GDP. Europe, by contrast, invests 5% of GDP in its infrastructure, while China is racing into the future at 9%. America’s spending as a share of GDP has not come close to European levels for over 50 years. Over that time funds for both capital investments and operations and maintenance have steadily dropped (see chart 2). Although America still builds roads with enthusiasm, according to the OECD’s International Transport Forum, it spends considerably less than Europe on maintaining them. In 2006 America spent more than twice as much per person as Britain on new construction; but Britain spent 23% more per person maintaining its roads. America’s dependence on its cars is reinforced by a shortage of alternative forms of transport. Europe’s large economies and Japan routinely spend more than America on rail investments, in absolute not just relative terms, despite much smaller populations and land areas. America spends more building airports than Europe but its underdeveloped rail network shunts more short-haul traffic onto planes, leaving many of its airports perpetually overburdened. Plans to upgrade air-traffic-control technology to a modern satellite-guided system have faced repeated delays. The current plan is now threatened by proposed cuts to the budget of the Federal Aviation Administration. The Congressional Budget Office estimates that America needs to spend $20 billion more a year just to maintain its infrastructure at the present, inadequate, levels. Up to $80 billion a year in additional spending could be spent on projects which would show positive economic returns. Other reports go further. In 2005 Congress established the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission. In 2008 the commission reckoned that America needed at least $255 billion per year in transport spending over the next half-century to keep the system in good repair and make the needed upgrades. Current spending falls 60% short of that amount.
Infrastructure degradation will cost the US increasingly more – congestion already saps 1.6 percent of GDP

Regan 12 (Ed Regan is a CDM Smith senior vice president based in Columbia, South Carolina, USA, and a preeminent thought leader on transportation finance and planning. Nearly 4 decades of dedication to the toll industry have fed his passion to advocate sustainable solutions for funding transportation infrastructure today and in the future. January 10, 2012, Falling Behind: A Crisis in Transportation Infrastructure Investment FUNDING FUTURE MOBILITY: EXIT 1, http://cdmsmith.com/en-US/Insights/Funding-Future-Mobility/Exit-1-Falling-Behind.aspx)

This is our first stop in a thought leadership series that discusses the current state of transportation infrastructure and explores future funding solutions. In “Falling Behind,” we examine how today’s investments are not meeting the growing needs of the U.S. transportation system, creating a gap that will continue to grow if action isn’t taken. Coming Up Short Recognizing a growing problem with infrastructure investment, the last federal transportation authorization bill in 2005 enacted by the U.S. Congress established two independent commissions to address transportation policy and funding: the National Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission and the National Transportation Infrastructure Finance Commission. Both commissions identified huge shortfalls in transportation funding at virtually every level of government. Assuming no improvement from current conditions over the next 25 years, the finance commission forecasted average federal needs for capital transportation investments at $78 billion per year and total investment at all government levels at $172 billion per year. Assuming reasonable improvements in the system, including capacity expansion, the finance commission estimates rose to $100 billion per year in federal dollars and $215 billion per year at all levels of government. The policy commission estimated even higher amounts will be needed. Forecasts of revenue from current federal sources are expected to meet just 41 percent of needs without improvements to the system, and only 33 percent of the amount needed to improve the system. Similar shortfalls are shown at all levels of government. In short, the two commissions indicated that transportation funding needs to be increased between 175 and 240 percent over the next 25 years to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure. Inflation Brings Gas Tax Deflation Are these estimates realistic? A quick look at recent trends in the U.S. Highway Trust Fund (HTF) show they are. The HTF is the primary source of dedicated funding for transportation at the federal level. It was established with the advent of the federal gas tax in 1956 as a means to fund the interstate highway system. The current federal gas tax is $0.184 per gallon—slightly higher for diesel—and has not been increased in almost 20 years. This chart shows recent HTF trends and forecasts provided by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). Revenue into the HTF had historically been close to outlays, but since 2008, outlays have significantly exceeded revenues. The HTF essentially went broke in 2008 and has required significant transfers of funding from the U.S. General Fund in each of the last 3 years. By 2015, just 3 years away, federal funding needs are expected to exceed revenues by $17 billion assuming no increase is made to the federal gas tax. Over the long term, there have been increases in both the federal and state gas tax levels, but they have not kept up with inflation. As this chart shows, the total gas tax —including the federal and average state taxes—rose from $0.115 per gallon in 1963 to about $0.39 per gallon in 2009. After adjusting for inflation, the 2009 tax is equivalent to just $0.056 in 1963 dollars, a decrease of 50 percent in purchasing power in spite of several rate increases over 46 years. But the real demand for transportation investment comes from vehicle miles of travel, not gallons of fuel consumed. Over the years, we have seen significant improvements in fuel efficiency, which further erode the effective funding capacity of the per-gallon tax. Fleet fuel efficiency standards for the future have been aggressively increased, which will further reduce the funding capacity by another 45 percent by 2016. Hybrid and electric vehicles are great for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and our dependency on foreign oil, but they will have a major negative impact on transportation funding. The Cost of Falling Behind The U.S. transportation system is aging rapidly and is in bad need of reconstruction and rehabilitation. Much of the interstate highway system is more than 50 years old, and reconstruction and expansion will cost 10 to 20 times its original cost. There is a real cost to this underinvestment in transportation—a price paid every day by sitting in traffic, paying more for goods, and deteriorating competitiveness in an increasingly global economy. The American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) recently issued a report, entitled “Failure to Act,” which attempted to quantify the economic impact of underinvestment in infrastructure. It estimated in 2010, the cost to businesses and households was nearly $130 billion, including increased operating costs, safety issues and travel time that delays. It also projected that this will increase to more than $500 billion per year by2040, with a cumulative economic cost over the next 30 years of $3 trillion if current transportation investment levels continue. These ASCE estimates may well be conservative. In a recent report, Building America’s Future— a bipartisan coalition of elected officials dedicated to increasing infrastructure investment—puts the annual cost of urban congestion alone at $115 billion, noting that Americans waste 4.8 billion hours per year sitting in traffic. If the costs of delays to freight movement are factored in, congestion costs reach $200 billion per year—about 1.6 percent of the U.S. gross domestic product. Without significant increases in investment, at levels which will not only maintain but increase capacity, we can look forward to exponential growth in congestion in U.S. cities. Global Perspective Today, we see an increasingly global economy with a rapidly changing, competitive landscape. Never has mobility and transportation efficiency been more important to stay competitive in world markets. Thankfully, the United States has always led the world in transportation investment and innovations. At least until now. According to Building America’s Future, U.S. infrastructure was ranked first globally by the World Economic Forum’s 2005 index. In 2010, that number dropped to 15th. It is clear that the United States is facing an uphill battle to improve funding systems and bridge the widening gap between its current transportation system and the worldwide norm. In our next series installment, we will explore how much investment is actually being made in this vital system.

Infrastructure investment boosts long-term growth

Boushey, 11 (Heather, Senior Economist at American Progress, 9/22/2011, “Now Is the Time to Fix Our Broken Infrastructure: American Jobs Act Will Put Millions to Work, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/09/aja_infrastructure.html)

Investing in infrastructure creates jobs and yields lasting benefits for the economy, including increasing growth in the long run. Upgrading roads, bridges, and other basic infrastructure creates jobs now by putting people to work earning good, middle-class incomes, which expands the consumer base for businesses. These kinds of investments also pave the way for long-term economic growth by lowering the cost of doing business and making U.S. companies more competitive.  There is ample empirical evidence that investment in infrastructure creates jobs. In particular, investments made over the past couple of years have saved or created millions of U.S. jobs. Increased investments in infrastructure by the Department of Transportation and other agencies due to the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act saved or created 1.1 million jobs in the construction industry and 400,000 jobs in manufacturing by March 2011, according to San Francisco Federal Reserve Bank economist Daniel Wilson.[1] Although infrastructure spending began with government dollars, these investments created jobs throughout the economy, mostly in the private sector.[2]  Infrastructure projects have created jobs in communities nationwide. Recovery funds improved drinking and wastewater systems, fixed bridges and roads, and rehabilitated airports and shipyards across the nation. Some examples of high-impact infrastructure projects that have proceeded as a result of Recovery Act funding include:  An expansion of a kilometer-long tunnel in Oakland, California, that connects two busy communities through a mountain.[3]  An expansion and rehabilitation of the I-76/Vare Avenue Bridge in Philadelphia and 141 other bridge upgrades that supported nearly 4,000 jobs in Pennsylvania in July 2011.[4]  The construction of new railway lines to serve the city of Pharr, Texas, as well as other infrastructure projects in that state that have saved or created more than 149,000 jobs through the end of 2010.[5]  Infrastructure investments are an especially cost-effective way to boost job creation with scarce government funds. Economists James Feyrer and Bruce Sacerdote found for example that at the peak of the Recovery Act’s effect, 12.3 jobs were created for every $100,000 spent by the Department of Transportation and the Department of Energy—much of which was for infrastructure.[6] These two agencies spent $24.7 billion in Recovery dollars through September 2010, 82 percent of which was transportation spending. This implies a total of more than 3 million jobs created or saved.  The value of infrastructure spending  Analysis of all fiscal stimulus policies shows a higher “multiplier” from infrastructure spending than other kinds of government spending, such as tax cuts, meaning that infrastructure dollars flow through the economy and create more jobs than other kinds of spending. Economist Mark Zandi found, for example, that every dollar of government spending boosts the economy by $1.44, whereas every dollar spent on a refundable lump-sum tax rebate adds $1.22 to the economy.[7]

US slowing down causes double dip
Rahman ‘11 (Ashfaqur former Ambassador and Chairman of the Centre for Foreign Affairs Studies.. “Another global recession?”. August 21. http://www.thedailystar.net/newDesign/news-details.php?nid=199461)

Several developments, especially in Europe and the US, fan this fear. First, the US recovery from the last recession has been fragile. Its economy is much more susceptible to geopolitical shocks. Second there is a rise in fuel prices. The political instability in the Middle East is far from over. This is causing risks for the country and the international economy. Third, the global food prices in July this year is markedly higher than a year ago, almost 35% more. Commodities such as maize (up 84%), sugar (up 62%), wheat (up 55%), soybean oil (up 47%) have seen spike in their prices. Crude oil prices have also risen by 45%, affecting production costs. In the US, even though its debt ceiling has been raised and the country can now continue to borrow, credit agencies have downgraded its credit rating and therefore its stock markets have started to flounder. World Bank President Zoellick recently said: "There was a convergence of some events in Europe and the US that has led many market participants to lose confidence in economic leadership of the key countries." He added: "Those events, combined with other fragilities in the nature of recovery, have pushed US into a new danger zone." Employment in the US has, therefore, come near to a grinding halt. Prices of homes there continue to slide. Consumer and business spending is slowing remarkably. So, when the giant consumer economy slows down, there would be less demand for goods she buys from abroad, even from countries like Bangladesh. This would lead to decline in exports from such countries to the US. Then these economies would start to slide too, leading to factory closures and unemployment on a large scale. There would be less money available for economic development activities. Adding to the woes of the US economy are the travails of European economies. There, countries like Greece and Portugal, which are heavily indebted, have already received a first round of bailout. But this is not working. A second bailout has been given to Greece. But these countries remain in deep economic trouble. Bigger economies like Spain and Italy are also on the verge of bankruptcy. More sound economies like France and Germany are unwilling to provide money through the European Central Bank to bail them out. A proposal to issue Euro bonds to be funded by all the countries of the Euro Zone has also not met with approval. A creeping fear of the leaders of such big economies is that their electorate is not likely to agree to fund bankruptcies in other countries through the taxes they pay. Inevitably, they are saying that these weaker economies must restrain expenditures and thereby check indebtedness and live within their means. Thus, with fresh international bailouts not in the horizon and with possibilities of a debt default by countries like Greece, there is a likelihood of a ripple going through the world's financial system. Now what is recession and especially one with a global dimension ? There is no commonly accepted definition of a recession or for that matter of a global recession. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) regards periods when global growth is less than 3% to be a global recession. During this period, global per capita output growth is zero or negative and unemployment and bankruptcies are on the rise. Recession within a country implies that there is a business cycle contraction. It occurs when "there is a widespread drop in spending following an adverse supply shock or the bursting of an economic bubble." The most common indicator is "two down quarters of GDP." That is, when GDP of a country does not increase for six months. When recession occurs there is a slowdown in economic activity. Overall consumption, investment, government spending and net exports fall. Economic drivers such as employment, household savings, corporate investments, interest rates are on the wane. Interestingly, recession can be of several types. Each type may be literally of distinctive shapes. Thus V-shaped, or a short and sharp contraction, is common. It is usually followed by a rapid and sustained recovery. A U-shaped slump is a prolonged recession. The W-shaped slowdown of the economy is a double dip recession. There is also an L-shaped recession when, in 8 out of 9 three-monthly quarters, the economy is spiraling downward. So what type of recession can the world expect in the next quarter? Experts say that it could be a W-shaped one, known as a double dip type. But let us try to understand why the world is likely to face another recession, when it has just emerged from the last one, the Great Recession in 2010. Do not forget that this recession had begun in 2007 with the "mortgage and the derivative" scandal when the real estate and property bubble burst. Today, many say that the last recession had never ended. Despite official data that shows recovery, it was only a modest recovery. So, when the recession hit the US in 2007 it was the Great Recession I. The US government fought it by stimulating their economy with large bailouts. But this time, for the Great Recession II, which we may be entering, there is a completely different response. Politicians are squabbling over how much to cut spending. Therefore, we may be in a new double dip or W-shaped recession. 

Scenario 3 is Net Savings

Infrastructural crisis is looming—costs are projected to rise by 351%

ASCE 11 (American Society of Civil Engineers, Failure to Act The economic impact of current Investment trends In surface Transportation infrastructure, http://www.asce.org/uploadedFiles/Infrastructure/Report_Card/ASCE-FailureToActFinal.pdf)

The nation’s surface transportation infrastructure includes the critical highways, bridges, railroads, and transit systems that enable people and goods to access the markets, services, and inputs of production essential to America’s economic vitality. For many years, the nation’s surface transportation infrastructure has been deteriorating. Yet because this deterioration has been diffused throughout the nation, and has occurred gradually over time, its true costs and economic impacts are not always immediately apparent. In practice, the transportation funding that is appropriated is spent on a mixture of system expansion and preservation projects. Although these allocations have often been sufficient to avoid the imminent failure of key facilities, the continued deterioration leaves a significant and mounting burden on the U.S. economy . This burden will be explored further in this report. Deteriorating conditions and performance impose costs on American households and businesses in a number of ways. Facilities in poor condition lead to increases in operating costs for trucks, cars, and rail vehicles. Additional costs include damage to vehicles from deteriorated roadway surfaces, imposition of both additional miles traveled, time expended to avoid unusable or heavily congested roadways or due to the breakdown of transit vehicles, and the added cost of repairing facilities after they have deteriorated as opposed to preserving them in good condition. In addition, increased congestion decreases the reliability of transportation facilities, meaning that travelers are forced to allot more time for trips to assure on-time arrivals (and for freight vehicles, on-time delivery). Moreover, it increases environmental and safety costs by exposing more travelers to substandard travel conditions and requiring vehicles to operate at less efficient levels. As conditions continue to deteriorate over time, they will increasingly detract from the ability of American households and businesses to be productive and prosperous at work and at home. This report is about the effect that surface transportation deficiencies have, and will continue to have, on U.S. economic performance. For the purpose of this report, the term “deficiency” is defined as the extent to which roads, bridges, and transit services fall below standards defined by the U.S. Department of Transportation as “minimum tolerable conditions” (for roads and bridges) and “state of good repair” for transit 1 . These standards are substantially lower than ideal conditions, such as “free-flow2 ,” that are used by some researchers as the basis for highway analysis. This report is about the effect these deficiencies have, and will continue to have, on U.S. economic performance. In 2010, it was estimated that deficiencies in America’s surface transportation systems cost households and businesses nearly $130 billion. This included approximately $97 billion in vehicle operating costs, $32 billion in travel time delays, $1.2 billion in safety costs and $590 million in environmental costs. In 2040, America’s projected infrastructure deficiencies in a trends extended scenario are expected to cost the national economy more than 400,000 jobs. Approximately 1.3 million more jobs could exist in key knowledge-based and technology-related economic sectors if sufficient transportation infrastructure were maintained. These losses are balanced against almost 900,000 additional jobs projected in traditionally lower-paying service sectors of the economy that would benefit by deficient transportation (such as auto repair services) or by declining productivity in domestic service related sectors (such as truck driving and retail trade). If present trends continue, by 2020 the annual costs imposed on the U.S. economy by deteriorating infrastructure will increase by 82% to $210 billion, and by 2040 the costs will have increased by 351% to $520 billion (with cumulative costs mounting to $912 billion and $2.9 trillion by 2020 and 2040, respectively). Table 1 summarizes the economic and societal costs of today’s deficiencies, and how the present values of these costs are expected to accumulate by 2040. Table 2 provides a summary of impacts these costs have on economic performance today, and how these impacts are expected to increase over time. The avoidable transportation costs that hinder the nation’s economy are imposed primarily by pavement and bridge conditions, highway congestion, and transit and train vehicle conditions that are operating well below minimum tolerable levels for the level of traffic they carry. If the nation’s infrastructure were free of deficient conditions in pavement, bridges, transit vehicles, and track and transit facilities, Americans would earn more personal income and industry would be more productive, as demonstrated by the gross domestic product (value added) that will be lost if surface transportation infrastructure is not brought up to a standard of “minimum tolerable conditions.” As of 2010, the loss of GDP approached $125 billion due to deficient surface transportation infrastructure. The expected losses in GDP and personal income through 2040 are displayed in Table 2. Across the U.S., regions are affected differently by deficient and deteriorating infrastructure. The most affected regions are those with the largest concentrations of urban areas, because urban highways, bridges and transit systems are in worse condition today than rural facilities. Peak commuting patterns also place larger burdens on urban capacities. However, because the nation is so dependent on the Interstate Highway System, impacts on interstate performance in some regions or area types are felt throughout the nation. Nationally, for highways and transit, 630 million vehicle hours traveled were lost due to congestion in 2010. This total is expected to triple to 1.8 billion hours by 2020 and further increase to 6.2 billion hours in 2040. 3 These vehicle hours understate person hours and underscore the severity of the loss in productivity. The specific economic implications of the further deterioration of the U.S. national surface transportation system are as follows: « Deficient surface transportation infrastructure will cost Americans nearly $3 trillion by 2040, as shown in Table 1, which represents more than $1.1 trillion in added business expenses and nearly $1.9 trillion from household budgets. « This cost to business will reduce the productivity and competitiveness of American firms relative to global competitors. Increased cumulative cost to businesses will reach $430 billion by 2020. Businesses will have to divert increasing portions of earned income to pay for transportation delays and vehicle repairs, draining money that would otherwise be invested in innovation and expansion. « Households will be forced to forgo discretionary purchases such as vacations, cultural events, educational opportunities, and restaurant meals, reduce health related purchases along with other expenditures that affect quality of life, in order to pay transportation costs that could be avoided if infrastructure were built to sufficient levels. Increased cumulative costs to households will be $482 billion in 2020. « The U.S. will lose jobs in high value, high-paying services and manufacturing industries. Overall, this will result in employee income in 2040 that is $252 billion less than would be the case in a transportation-sufficient economy. In general three distinct forces are projected to affect employment: n First, a negative impact is due to larger costs of transportation services in terms of time expended and vehicle costs. These costs absorb money from businesses and households that would otherwise be directed to investment, innovation and “quality of life purchases.” Thus, not only will business and personal income be lower, but more of that income will need to be diverted to transportation related costs. This dynamic will create lower demand in key economic sectors associated with business investments for expansion and research and development, and in consumer sectors. n Second, the impact of declining business productivity, due to inefficient surface transportation, tends to push up employment, even if income is declining. Productivity deteriorates with infrastructure degradation, so more resources are wasted in each sector. In other words, it may take two jobs to complete the tasks that one job could handle without delays due to worsening surface transportation infrastructure. n Third, related to productivity effects, degrading surface transportation conditions will generate jobs to address problems created by worsening conditions in sectors such as transportation services and automobile repair services.6 American Society of Civil Engineers « Overall job losses are mitigated by more people working for less money and less productively due to the diminished effectiveness of the U.S. surface transportation system. Recasting the 2020 and 2040 initial job impacts based on income and productivity lost reduces worker effectiveness by an additional 27% (another 234,000 jobs). By 2040, this drain on wages and productivity implies an additional 115% effect if income and productivity were stable (another 470,000 jobs). « By 2040 the cost of infrastructure deficiencies are expected to result in the U.S. losing more than $72 billion in foreign exports in comparison with the level of exports from a transportation-sufficient U.S. economy. These exports are lost due to lost productivity and the higher costs of American goods and services, relative to competing product prices from around the globe.

The National Infrastructure Bank is the best way to solve—if we don’t act now, costs will rise dramatically

Rohatyn, 10 (Felix G. Rohatyn, special adviser to the chairman and CEO of Lazard Frères & Co. LLC, 9/15/2010 , “The Case for an Infrastructure Bank; We need projects that meet national economic objectives, not local political ones,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703376504575491643198373362.html)

President Obama has proposed a program to renew and expand America's infrastructure. Central to the president's plan is the creation of a permanent, national infrastructure bank that could leverage private capital for projects of regional and national significance. Hopefully members of Congress will make jobs and the economy their priority and support its establishment. A national infrastructure bank could begin to reverse federal policies that treat infrastructure as a way to give states and localities resources for projects that meet local political objectives rather than national economic ones. The bank would evaluate prospective infrastructure projects on consistent terms. It would be able to negotiate with state or local sponsors of a project what their cost shares should be. The bank also could help groups of states come together for regional projects such as high-speed rail and better freight management. Such consolidation would improve project selection. The bank also could ensure that states and localities consider all other options—from wetlands preservation to implementing tolls—before structural options are funded. It would create an avenue for private investors to put risk capital into new projects and bless their involvement with the bank's own participation. In short, it would treat infrastructure like a long-term investment, not an expense. The American Society of Civil Engineers periodically estimates the cost of bringing our infrastructure to an acceptable level—it now exceeds $2 trillion. This is a staggering sum, but the infrastructure bank could make strides to meet it by issuing its own bonds of up to 50 years maturity and, with a conservative gearing, could initially raise $200 billion to $300 billion and become self-financing over time. The legislation that embodies the concept of an infrastructure bank already exists in a bill that Rep. Rosa DeLauro (D., Conn.) has introduced in the House and that Sen. Chris Dodd (D., Conn.) and former Republican Sen. Chuck Hagel from Nebraska have introduced in the Senate. In addition, Pennsylvania Gov. Ed Rendell has encouraged the rebuilding of America through an infrastructure bank. As he points out, a functioning national infrastructure is not optional—it is necessary to our economic future, global competitiveness and ability to create millions of jobs over the long term. A number of alternatives have been suggested, including the creation of state infrastructure banks. By investing significantly in infrastructure we would act in the tradition of American leaders whose bold programs shaped our progress. President Lincoln transformed the country by beginning a transcontinental railroad during a time of war. FDR's GI Bill allowed millions of Americans to attend college and become the source of our technological and intellectual power. President Eisenhower built the interstate highway system, creating millions of jobs and a suburban economy still basic to the U.S. Renewing our country's infrastructure will have similar impact. The infrastructure bank is an idea whose time has come.

Spending now is best due to low interest rates – no risk of crowd out due to preexisting unemployment

Avent 12 (Ryan Avent is The Economist's economics correspondent. He covers the field of academic economics, with a focus on developments in macroeconomic, Mar 28th 2012, A good time for infrastructure investment, 

http://www.economist.com/blogs/freeexchange/2012/03/low-hanging-fruit)

The Treasury has just published a white paper full of reasons to favour additional investment. Even if you are sceptical of the utility of fiscal stimulus qua stimulus, now seems like a very good time to undertake much more investment than normal. As the Treasury paper points out, very low interest rates and high unemployment mean that the odds of crowding out private spending and investment are much lower than normal. Cheaper than normal capital and labour also imply that taxpayers will receive a better deal on spending than would typically be the case. The cost-benefit calculus on infrastructure investment has shifted toward doing more of it, or at least squeezing more expected investment into the present period. Other research, like the new Brookings paper by Brad DeLong and Larry Summers, also indicates that the bar for greater investment should be lower. Given the potential that unemployment will become increasingly persistent as time goes on, the value of government spending that reduces joblessness—even temporarily—is higher than may be appreciated. Any projects that seemed like good ideas in general, and there are a lot of them, look like really, really good ideas now. And yet Congress has struggled mightily to keep even existing spending going. The nation's primary transportation-funding law expired in 2009. Normally a wholesale replacement or reauthorisation would follow that expiration; Congress has instead repeatedly extended the old law while bickering over how to come up with money to replace the increasingly meagre take from the nation's petrol tax. The latest extension is set to expire, and legislators are arguing over what to do next. They might extend the measure again—for 60 to 90 days. Or they might stonewall themselves into a temporary shutdown of all federally funded projects. Inaction is absurd and embarrassing, especially since funding is the primary (though not the only) source of disagreement and the costs of borrowing and unemployment (and the likelihood of a decent return on infrastructure investment) indicate that just borrowing the money to spend on new roads and rails would be a reasonable course of action. If ever there should have been a policy so obviously sensible as to attract bipartisan support, more money for infrastructure was it. Right now, when it comes to partisan politics, sensibility's got nothing to do with it.

The Impact

Contention 2 is the Impact

All three scenarios risk an economic collapse

That causes a power vacuum, spurring terrorism and great power war

Royal 10 – Jedediah Royal, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, 2010, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” in Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215
Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defense behavior of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson’s (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crisis could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin, 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Fearon, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner, 1999). Seperately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland’s (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that ‘future expectation of trade’ is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behavious of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations, However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crisis could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states. Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write, The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favor. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflict self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002. P. 89) Economic decline has been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. ‘Diversionary theory’ suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increase incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a ‘rally around the flag’ effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995), and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlated economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels. This implied connection between integration, crisis and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention. 

Solvency

Contention 3 is Solvency
NIB avoids partisan gridlock and solves infrastructure development
Tyson 11 (Laura Tyson, Professor at the Haas School of Business of UC-Berkeley, PhD in Economics from MIT, BA Summa Cum Laude in Economics at Smith College, former Chair of the US President’s Council of Economic Advisers, served as the Director of the National Economic Council, Harvard Business Review, “A Better Stimulus Plan for the U.S. Economy,” 2011, http://hbr.org/web/extras/hbr-agenda-2011/laura-d-tyson)

Although stimulus spending is a politically contentious issue, America is now in urgent need of a national infrastructure bank to help finance transformative projects of national importance. During the coming year I will work with the Obama administration; Senator John Kerry, Representative Rosa DeLauro, and other members of Congress; governors; mayors; and business leaders on legislation to establish and provide the capital for such an institution. I will also foster public support for its creation through speeches, interviews, and opinion columns like this one. Unlike most other forms of stimulus, infrastructure spending benefits the economy in two ways: First, it creates jobs—which, because those jobs put money in consumers' pockets, spurs demand. Analysis by the Congressional Budget Office indicates that infrastructure spending is a cost-effective demand stimulus as measured by the number of jobs created per dollar of budgetary expenditure. Second, the resulting infrastructure enhancement supports supply and growth over time. By contrast, underinvestment not only hobbles U.S. competitiveness but also affects America's national security as vulnerabilities go unaddressed. In its 2009 report on the state of the nation's infrastructure, the American Society of Civil Engineers gave the U.S. a near-failing grade of D. Perhaps that should not be surprising, given that real infrastructure spending today is about the same as it was in 1968, when the economy was smaller by a third. A 2008 CBO study concluded, for example, that a 74% increase in annual spending on transportation infrastructure alone would be economically justifiable. That calculation leaves out additional infrastructure spending needed for other key public goals such as water delivery and sanitation. Realizing the highest possible return on infrastructure investments depends on funding the projects with the biggest impact and financing them in the most advantageous way. Properly designed and governed, a national infrastructure bank would overcome weaknesses in the current selection of projects by removing funding decisions from the politically volatile appropriations process. A common complaint today is that projects are often funded on the basis of politics rather than efficiency. Investments would instead be selected after independent and transparent cost-benefit analysis by objective experts. The bank would provide the most appropriate form of financing for each project, drawing on a flexible set of tools such as direct loans, loan guarantees, grants, and interest subsidies for Build America Bonds. It should be given the authority to form partnerships with private investors, which would increase funding for infrastructure investments and foster efficiency in project selection, operation, and maintenance. That would enable the bank to tap into the significant pools of long-term private capital in pension funds and dedicated infrastructure equity funds looking for such investment opportunities. Crafting the law to achieve these goals is a serious and challenging undertaking, particularly in view of large budget deficits and a contentious political atmosphere. But I believe they are worthy of the political and legislative effort required to realize them. The U.S. must invest considerably more in its infrastructure to secure its competitiveness and deliver rising standards of living. This effort would also put millions of Americans to work in meaningful jobs. The time has come to make it happen.

Public private partnerships effectively spur infrastructure and economic growth
Likosky et al. 11 ( Michael Likosky: senior fellow at NYU’s Institute for Public Knowledge,  directs the Center on Law & Public Finance at the Social Science Research Council, Josh Ishimatsu, senior fellow at the Center on Law & Public Finance.  Joyce L. Miller is senior fellow at the Center on Law & Public Finance and a board member of the New York State Empire State Development Corporation, June 2011, “RETHINKING 21ST - CENTURY GOVERNMENT: PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS AND THE NATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE BANK, http://www.ibtta.org/files/PDFs/Rethinking%2021st%20Century%20Government-%20Public%20Private%20Partnerships%20and%20the%20National%20Infrastructure%20Bank.pdf)

In an era of severe budgetary constraints, how can the federal government ensure that America is investing in what is needed to promote economic competitiveness, broad-based opportunity, and energy security? Increasingly, public-private partnerships enjoy broad support as the answer to this question, across party lines and political divisions. Partnership-driven projects are pursued today in wide-ranging areas, including education, transportation, technology, oil and gas, clean energy, mineral extraction, and manufacturing. Well-considered partnerships compliment, strengthen, and reinforce those existing meritorious approaches carried out through traditional means. They represent a fundamentally distinct way for government to address complex challenges, with federal agencies playing a catalytic role rather than a directive one. A National Infrastructure Bank can provide the requisite capacity to implement public-private partnerships. RETHINKING THE FUNCTION OF GOVERNMENT America is at a standstill. Federal, state, and local governments are facing overburdened public balance sheets while enormous sums sit in limbo in pension funds and in the accounts of what the McKinsey Global Institute has called the new global power brokers: Asian sovereign funds, petrodollar accounts, private equity funds, and hedge funds. 1 It is why President Obama posed this question to his Economic Recovery Advisory Board in 2009: Obviously we’re entering into an era of greater ﬁscal restraint as we move out of deep recession into a recovery. And the question I’ve had is people still got a lot of capital on the sidelines there that are looking for a good return. Is there a way to channel that private capital into partnering with the public sector to get some of this infrastructure built? 2 Unless we can shepherd this money into our productive economy, the country will have to forego much-needed projects for lack of ﬁnancing. Public-private partnerships involve federal agencies coinvesting alongside state and local governments, private ﬁrms, and nonproﬁts. Having partnerships within a government’s toolbox not only brings a sizable new source of capital into the market, it also allows public ofﬁcials to match assets with the most appropriate and cost-effective means of ﬁnancing. If a class of existing and new projects can be ﬁnanced from private sources, then we can begin to decrease our debt burden while also investing and growing our economy. Scarce public funds are then freed up to be spent on essential services and those projects best ﬁnanced through traditional means. Because the success of partnerships depends upon collaborations between government and private ﬁrms that may under other circumstances be viewed as raising conﬂicts of interest, a rethinking of the function of government is essential. In a recent opinion piece in the Wall Street Journal, the president announced an executive order, Improving Regulation and Regulatory Review, 3 which “requires that federal agencies ensure that regulations protect our safety, health and environment while promoting economic growth.” 4 The piece, entitled “Toward a 21st-Century Regulatory System,” “ Federal, state, and local governments are facing overburdened public balance sheets while enormous sums sit in limbo. ”5 was accompanied by an evocative drawing of a regulator wielding an oversized pair of scissors busily cutting through a sea of red tape. While widely viewed as an effort to curry favor with American businesses, this presidential outreach can also be read as an indication that the federal government will support—and encourage—divergent groups working together to cut through outmoded, counterproductive, or unnecessarily burdensome regulation. Public-private partnerships are especially suited to fulﬁlling the order’s directives and can serve as amodel for our twenty-ﬁrst-century federal agencies. If coming together as a team—public and private, Republican and Democrat, progressive and Tea Party—is a precondition not only to winning the future but also to solving today’s seemingly intractable problems, then we must take the task at hand seriously. Diverse groups must appreciate the unique and valuable resources and perspectives that those who are their combatants in other contexts bring to the team. Government agencies, more accustomed to acting as referee—setting down basic rules of the game and constraining behavior deemed contrary to the public interest—must ﬁnd ways of coaching this unruly bunch, not from the sidelines but as a vital player. 

National Infrastructure bank doubles investments in infrastructure

Anderson 11 (Norman, the president and CEO of CG/LA Infrastructure, “The Case For The Kerry-Hutchison Infrastructure Bank”, March 25, http://progressivepolicy.org/the-case-for-the-kerry-hutchison-infrastructure-bank)

As a small business owner who helps people think through infrastructure issues, I’m struck by the extraordinary opportunity here. We’re all aware of the need: A national infrastructure bank that uses federal borrowing authority to leverage private investment for roads, bridges, water systems and power grids is the only way for the U.S. to increase infrastructure investments in tight fiscal times. And the technical opportunity is irrefutable. Why not raise money for infrastructure at a time of historically low borrowing costs? What’s more, every major economy in the world has an infrastructure bank, so we should have one, too. Need is not the issue. Opportunity is. We need a model for smart government. Forget the weirdly inefficient, old-style European model. Re-engineering an old public sector is nearly impossible, and no one has the patience for it anyway. Think about a national infrastructure bank as an exercise in creating smart government, in an area that is strategically important for the future of our country. Doubling Annual Investment A high-functioning infrastructure bank would have three characteristics, shaping its overall role of doubling our annual investment in infrastructure, from $150 billion a year to $300 billion. First, the role of the infrastructure bank is catalytic rather than managerial. Rather than creating a large bureaucracy, the bank would assemble a corps of focused professionals: engineers, financiers, economists and what I term strategic leaders — people who get things done, driven by a vision to make this country more competitive. Their job will be to set projects in motion, then to make sure that those projects meet or exceed guidelines. Monitor, not manage; act strategically, not operationally. Move fast, don’t get bogged down, get the job done. The result will be an elite, rapid, infinitely smaller and infinitely more qualified leadership team than what we have today, an instructive model for other infrastructure related agencies at every level of government. Energize Private Sector Second, the function of the infrastructure bank is to guide and energize the private sector. An infrastructure bank goes into the guts of the process — project selection — and gets at the frightening issue of cost. Our costs are often twice that of our European brothers for urban mass transit projects, 10 times those of China. The bank’s day-to-day business will be to invest in ventures and networks of ventures that serve for 20, 30, 40 even 50 years, providing a competitive return throughout that period. In this sense the bank will be a welcome, violent change agent, smashing open three areas in the infrastructure project-creation process that are costing this country a fortune: – It takes more than 10 years on average for a project to move through the approval process, a period that would need to be reduced to three years for projects to be bankable. – At least 50 percent of large U.S. projects suffer cost overruns in the 30 percent-or-greater range. This would be eliminated through bank leadership. – The selection of projects tends to be willy-nilly, based on political interests. A bank ideally would be a model of focus, restricting its attention to projects that generate competitiveness. Results Oriented Lastly, the infrastructure bank will be results oriented and transparent: your bank, investing in your public assets. The bank will be a great experiment in the Facebook Age, bringing in funds from all over the world to build our strategic infrastructure. The very nature of the smart-government model is to set goals and report performance. This new institution will go beyond that, creating knowledge, developing metrics and pioneering ways of communicating: from project approvals, to performance reporting to championing new technology. Maybe the Kerry/Hutchison proposal is the opening salvo in a bipartisan effort to build smart government. Thinking about an American infrastructure bank in this way makes an attractive experiment that we have to explore. Creating a model in an area critical to our economic future is a strategic option we can’t ignore. Recognizing that the bank would double our infrastructure investment and increase the efficiency of each dollar spent is a good deal for every citizen.

Only federal action solves 

Halleman ‘11 (Brendan,  Business graduate with analytical and program management experience across a range of transportation and infrastructure issues; Head of Communications & Media Relations at International Road Federation “Establishing a National Infrastructure Bank - examining precedents and potential”, October 2011, http://issuu.com/transportgooru/docs/ibank_memo_-_brenden_halleman)

The merits of establishing a National Infrastructure Bank are once again being debated in the wake of President Obama’s speech to a joint session of the 112th United States Congress and the subsequent introduction of the American Jobs Act 1 . A review of the Jobs Act offers a vivid illustration of how far the debate has moved under the Obama Administration. Earlier White House budgets had proposed allocating USD 4 billion as seed funding to a National Infrastructure Innovation and Finance Fund tasked with supporting individual projects as well as “broader activities of significance”. Offering grants, loans and long term loan guarantees to eligible projects, the resulting entity would not have constituted an infrastructure bank in the generally accepted sense of the term. Nor would the Fund have been an autonomous entity, making mere “investment recommendations” to the Secretary of Transportation2 . Despite a number of important alterations, the Jobs Act contains the key provisions of a bipartisan Senate bill introduced in March 20113 establishing an American Infrastructure Financing Authority (AIFA). Endowed with annual infusions of USD 10 billion (rising to USD 20 billion in the third year), the Authority’s main goal is to facilitate economically viable transportation, energy and water infrastructure projects capable of mobilizing significant levels of State and private sector investment. The Authority thus established: ( is set up as a distinct, self-supporting entity headed by a Board of Directors requiring Senate confirmation ( offers loans & credit guarantees to large scale projects with anticipated costs in excess of USD 100,000,000 ( extends eligible recipients to corporations, partnerships, trusts, States and other governmental entities ( subjects loans to credit risk assessments and investment-grade rating (BBB-/ Baa3 or higher) ( conditions loans to a full evaluation of project economic, financial, technical and environmental benefits ( caps Federal loans at 50% of anticipated project costs ( requires dedicated revenue sources from recipient projects, such as tolls or user fees ( sets and collects loan fees to cover its administrative and operational costs (with leftover receipts transferred to the Treasury) Particularly striking are the layers of risk assessment contained in the BUILD Act. These translate into a dedicated risk governance structure with the appointment of a Chief Risk Officer and annual external risk audits of AIFA’s project portfolio. At project level, applicants are required to provide a preliminary rating opinion letter and, if the loan or loan guarantee is approved, the Authority’s associated fees are modulated to reflect project risk. Lastly, as a Government-owned corporation, AIFA is explicitly held on the Federal balance sheet and is not able to borrow debt in the capital markets in its own name (although it may reoffer part of its loan book into the capital markets, if deemed in the taxpayers’ interest). Rationale As a percentage of GDP, the United States currently invests 25% less on transportation infrastructure than comparable OECD economies 4 . There is broad agreement that absent a massive and sustained infusion of capital in infrastructure, the backlog of investment in new and existing transportation assets will hurt productivity gains and ripple economy-wide5 The establishment of AIFA is predicated on a number of market considerations Dwindling demand for municipal bonds, resulting in significantly decreased capacity to invest at the State and local level. This scenario is confirmed by recent Federal Reserve data 6 indicating a sharp drop in the municipal bond market for the first two quarters of 2011 despite near-identical ten-year yields, a trend that can partly be explained by record-level outflows prior to the winding down of the Build America Bonds program on 31 December 20107 . Considering that roughly 75% of municipal bond proceeds go towards capital spending on infrastructure by states and localities 8 , this shortfall amounts to USD 135 billion for the first six months of 2011 alone. Insufficient levels of private sector capital flowing in infrastructure investments. Despite the relatively stable cash flows typically generated by infrastructure assets, less than 10% of investment in transportation infrastructure came from capital markets in 2007 8 . By some estimates 9 , the total equity capital available to invest in global infrastructure stands at over USD 202 billion and investor appetite remains strong in 2011. Federal underwriting may take enough of the risk away for bonds to achieve investment grade rating on complex infrastructure programs, particularly if they protect senior-level equity against first loss positions and offer other creditor-friendly incentives. For instance, the planned bill already includes a “cash sweep” provision earmarking excess project revenues to prepaying the principal at no penalty to the obligor. Convincing evidence across economic sectors that Federal credit assistance stretches public dollars further 10 . The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) already empowers the Department of Transportation to provide credit assistance, such as full-faith-and-credit guarantees as well as fixed rate loans, to qualified surface transportation projects of national and regional significance. It is designed to offer more advantageous terms and fill market gaps by cushioning against revenue risks (such as tolls and user fees) in the ramp up phase of large infrastructure projects. A typical project profile would combine equity investment, investment-grade toll bonds, state gas tax revenues and TIFIA credit assistance to a limit of 33%. TIFIA credit assistance is scored by the Office of Management and Budget at just 10%, representing loan default risk. In theory, a Federal outlay of just USD 33 million could therefore leverage up to USD 1 billion in infrastructure funding 11 . To date, 21 projects have received USD 7.7 billion in credit assistance for USD 29.0 billion in estimated total project cost 12. 32 States (and Puerto Rico) currently operate State Infrastructure Banks (SIBs) offering an interesting case study for the American Infrastructure Financing Authority. Moreover the BUILD Act explicitly authorizes the Authority to loan to “political subdivisions and any other instrumentalities of a State”, such as the SIBs. SIBs were formally authorized nationwide in 2005 through a provision of the SAFETEA-LU Act 13 to offer preferential credit assistance to eligible and economically viable surface transportation capital projects. A provision of the Act also authorizes multistate Banks, although such cooperative arrangements have yet to be established. SIBs operate primarily as revolving loan funds using initial capitalization (Federal and state matching funds) and ongoing funding (generally a portion of state-levied taxes) to provide subordinated loans whose repayments are recycled into new projects loans. Where bonds are issued by SIBs as collateral to leverage even greater investment capacity, these can be secured by user revenues, general State revenues or backed against a portion of federal highway revenues. As of December 2010, State Infrastructure Banks had entered into 712 loan agreements with a total value of over USD 6.5 billion12. While SAFETEA-LU provided a basic framework for establishing SIBs, each State has tailored the size, structure and focus of its Bank to meet specific policy objectives. The following table14 illustrates the scales of SIBS at the opposite end of the spectrum. These State-driven arrangements warrant a number of observations: The more active SIB States are those that have increased the initial capitalization of their banks through a combination of bonds and sustained State funding. South Carolina’s Transportation Infrastructure Bank receives annual amounts provided by State law that include truck registration fees, vehicle registration fees, one-cent of gas tax equivalent, and a portion of the electric power tax. Significantly, all SIBs have benefited from the ability to recycle loan repayments – including interest and fees – into new infrastructure projects, a facility currently not available to the American Infrastructure Financing Authority under the terms of the BUILD Act. More than 87 percent of all loans from such banks made through 2008 were concentrated in just five States: South Carolina, Arizona, Florida, Texas and Ohio 14 . As a case in point, South Carolina’s Transportation Infrastructure Bank has provided more financial assistance for transportation projects than the other 32 banks combined. Most State banks have issued fewer than ten loans, the vast majority of which fall in the USD 1-10 million size bracket 14 . This suggests that not all States presently have experience, or the ability, to deal with capital markets for large-scale funding. States are, by and large, left to define specific selection criteria for meritorious projects, the SIB’s share of the project as well as the loan fee it will charge. Kansas, Ohio, Georgia, Florida and Virginia have established SIBs without Federal-aid money and are therefore not bound by the same Federal regulations as other banks. California’s Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank extends the scope of eligible projects to include water supply, flood control measures, as well as educational facilities. While adapted to local circumstances, this patchwork of State regulations can also constitute an entry barrier for private equity partners and multistate arrangements. Given the structure of their tax base, SIBs are vulnerable to short term economy swings as well as the longer term inadequacy of current user-based funding mechanisms. SIBs borrow against future State and highway income. Many States are already reporting declining gas tax revenues and, on current projections, the Highway Trust Fund will see a cumulative funding gap of USD 115 billion between 2011 and 2021 18 . It is notable that Arizona’s Highway Extension and Expansion Loan Program is currently no longer taking applications citing “state budget issues”. 
**Topicality

T-Effects
1. National Infrastructure Bank directly increases federal investment

Voorhees 10 (Josh, energy reporter for POLITICO Pro and lead author of Morning Energy, staff writer for Slate and the New York Times, February, “ White House Budget Seeks $4B for Transportation Infrastructure Bank” ,http://www.nytimes.com/gwire/2010/02/01/01greenwire-white-house-budget-seeks-4b-for-transportation-i-444.html) SRK
The infrastructure bank -- called a National Infrastructure Innovation and Finance Fund -- would be used to expand existing federal transportation investments by providing direct federal funding and seed money for large-scale capital project grants that "provide a significant economic benefit to the nation or a region." Obama requested $4 billion to launch the bank, $2.6 billion of which would be handed out in grants or loans during fiscal 2011. Roughly $270 million would be used for administrative, planning and project analysis costs, with the remaining carried over to the next year. "The National Infrastructure Innovation and Finance Fund will establish a new direction in federal infrastructure investment that emphasizes demonstrable merit and analytical measures of performance," the budget states.

2. Investment is intent to increase future output

The White House, together with the annual report of the council of economic advisors, 2007, "The 2007 Economic Report of the President", Cosimo Reports

The word "investment" has different meanings to different people. In finance, investment means the purchase of financial products or other assets, such as mutual funds or gold, with an expectation of favorable future returns. For businesses, it can mean the purchase of a physical good, such as a durable machine or inventory, with the hope of improving future business. In economics investment is defined as any use of resources intended to increase future production output or income. In particular, capital investment is money spent on physical capital such as buildings, equipment, or machinery, or on human capital such as education or job training. Because a larger capital stock makes labor more productive, investment is a primary driver of greater economic growth and higher standards of living.

3. Prefer our C/I
a. There interpretation has no intent to define – it specifically says that it excludes what is normally considered infrastructure investment.

b.  No affs are topical under their interp – all affs disburse money to projects through some agency

c. Predictability – we define investment as its actually used in policy
d. Substantial, increase checks
e. Competing interpretations are bad, they lead to a race to the bottom. All we have to prove is that we create a reasonable topic
T Investment-Pauline (:35) 
C/I---investment means federal funding for a transportation project

(Warner 11, Mark Warner, American politician and businessman, currently serving as the junior United States Senator from the Commonwealth of Virginia , “S. 1968: A bill to require the Secretary of Transportation to establish a pilot program to increase accountability with”, 12/8/2011, http://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/112/s1968/text) 

‘(5) TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENT- The term ‘transportation investment’ means Federal funding for a project included in a transportation program.

W/M the plan is a financial investment in infrastructure

Prefer our interpretation:

1) Limits—it prevents running AFFs that have preallocated funding  

2) Ground—we’re the only way to gurantee spending disads, more politics links, and economy debates that get drowned out by hegemony and warming on other topics 
3) Don’t vote on potential abuse—it’s arbitrary 

W/M their interpretation—Even if we’re effectually topical, our advantages are based on the effects of our plan, no ground loss. We don’t explode the research burden—we take two steps to be topical and lit checks.  Effects T is Inevitable—every aff takes at least two steps between plan text and topical action and that is the reasonable limit. Effects T expands neg ground—they can critique each step to the plan. 

New Case Cards

Austerity Bad

Austerity prevents growth and hurts investor confidence – the current EU crisis proves

Chanda 12 (Nayan, director of publications at the Yale Center for the Study of Globalization, and editor of Yale Global Online, May 15, 2012, “Austerity Vs Growth,” http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/austerity-vs-growth)

After suffering job losses and slashed benefits for more than two years, Europe’s voters have exploded in anger against European Union (EU) mandated austerity. French and Greek electorates have thrown out the governments that subjected them to such harsh measures in a bid to avoid bankruptcy. Stung by the repudiation, the EU, led by Europe’s paymaster Germany, may now seek to appease citizens with a separate growth pact. But even if the bondholders showed patience, creating jobs by borrowing more can only bring short-term relief — not redress the basic economic imbalance. The massive structural changes that would be required to lift Europe out of its morass remain the elephant in the room that politicians find convenient to ignore. The debate has instead focused on the more immediate austerity vs growth dichotomy. Europe’s deficit hawks led by German chancellor Angela Merkel have pushed for drastic cuts to rein in budget deficits. Their argument is that deficit reduction will restore confidence in the market and lower borrowing costs, which have skyrocketed in recent years. That assumption belies, however, the experience of the past year, when budget cuts translated into layoffs, the slashing of benefits, higher taxes and the retirement age being raised without raising either revenues or market confidence. Greece, in particular, has been racked by suicides and the prospect of mass poverty. The opponents of the austerity policy are now encouraged by the election results, which they see as the beginning of a general revolt (although the Greek demands for repudiating the bailout agreement are more radical than French calls for a new growth pact). They argue that stimulating growth by creating jobs would reverse the austerity-driven economic death spiral. Indeed, the cuts have not helped countries such as Spain lower bond yields while a shrinking economy has raised unemployment to a record 23.6 per cent — as much as 50 per cent among the youth. Despite draconian spending cuts, Ireland, too, is in the doldrums, with unemployment reaching nearly 15 per cent. Meanwhile, budget cuts in France have seen unemployment soar to 10 per cent and the country’s triple-A rating has been slashed by at least one rating agency. Now that François Hollande has won French elections and Merkel has indicated her willingness to negotiate a supplementary “growth pact”, will Europe be on the mend? Germany may be extending a symbolic olive branch to its key European partner, but it has made it clear there will be no retreat from austerity that Hollande called for during his election campaign. Even promises to create 60,000 new teachers’ jobs in five years — as proposed by Hollande — would require trimming a similar number of government jobs to prevent any panic in the bond market. What is being overlooked in this intense debate over austerity and growth and, of course, the urgent need to save the Euro Zone, is that neither course will restore Europe’s prosperity. The failure of the austerity policy to generate confidence and growth is clear but there is scant indication that simple government stimulus would succeed either. The standard Keynesian remedy for a recession — increasing aggregate demand by creating jobs through infrastructural investment — is hard to apply to Europe with its superfast trains and highways. 

Austerity fails and will inevitably cause a second recession – the EU crisis and empirics prove recovery must be underway before halting spending

Krugman 11 (Paul, American economist, Professor of Economics and International Affairs at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton University. In 2008, Krugman won the Nobel Memorial Prize in Economic Sciences, December 29, 2011, “Keynes Was Right,” http://www.nytimes.com/2011/12/30/opinion/keynes-was-right.html)

“The boom, not the slump, is the right time for austerity at the Treasury.” So declared John Maynard Keynes in 1937, even as F.D.R. was about to prove him right by trying to balance the budget too soon, sending the United States economy — which had been steadily recovering up to that point — into a severe recession. Slashing government spending in a depressed economy depresses the economy further; austerity should wait until a strong recovery is well under way. Unfortunately, in late 2010 and early 2011, politicians and policy makers in much of the Western world believed that they knew better, that we should focus on deficits, not jobs, even though our economies had barely begun to recover from the slump that followed the financial crisis. And by acting on that anti-Keynesian belief, they ended up proving Keynes right all over again. In declaring Keynesian economics vindicated I am, of course, at odds with conventional wisdom. In Washington, in particular, the failure of the Obama stimulus package to produce an employment boom is generally seen as having proved that government spending can’t create jobs. But those of us who did the math realized, right from the beginning, that the Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (more than a third of which, by the way, took the relatively ineffective form of tax cuts) was much too small given the depth of the slump. And we also predicted the resulting political backlash. So the real test of Keynesian economics hasn’t come from the half-hearted efforts of the U.S. federal government to boost the economy, which were largely offset by cuts at the state and local levels. It has, instead, come from European nations like Greece and Ireland that had to impose savage fiscal austerity as a condition for receiving emergency loans — and have suffered Depression-level economic slumps, with real G.D.P. in both countries down by double digits. This wasn’t supposed to happen, according to the ideology that dominates much of our political discourse. In March 2011, the Republican staff of Congress’s Joint Economic Committee released a report titled “Spend Less, Owe Less, Grow the Economy.” It ridiculed concerns that cutting spending in a slump would worsen that slump, arguing that spending cuts would improve consumer and business confidence, and that this might well lead to faster, not slower, growth. They should have known better even at the time: the alleged historical examples of “expansionary austerity” they used to make their case had already been thoroughly debunked. And there was also the embarrassing fact that many on the right had prematurely declared Ireland a success story, demonstrating the virtues of spending cuts, in mid-20 10, only to see the Irish slump deepen and whatever confidence investors might have felt evaporate. Amazingly, by the way, it happened all over again this year. There were widespread proclamations that Ireland had turned the corner, proving that austerity works — and then the numbers came in, and they were as dismal as before. Yet the insistence on immediate spending cuts continued to dominate the political landscape, with malign effects on the U.S. economy. True, there weren’t major new austerity measures at the federal level, but there was a lot of “passive” austerity as the Obama stimulus faded out and cash-strapped state and local governments continued to cut. Now, you could argue that Greece and Ireland had no choice about imposing austerity, or, at any rate, no choices other than defaulting on their debts and leaving the euro. But another lesson of 2011 was that America did and does have a choice; Washington may be obsessed with the deficit, but financial markets are, if anything, signaling that we should borrow more. Again, this wasn’t supposed to happen. We entered 2011 amid dire warnings about a Greek-style debt crisis that would happen as soon as the Federal Reserve stopped buying bonds, or the rating agencies ended our triple-A status, or the superdupercommittee failed to reach a deal, or something. But the Fed ended its bond-purchase program in June; Standard & Poor’s downgraded America in August; the supercommittee deadlocked in November; and U.S. borrowing costs just kept falling. In fact, at this point, inflation-protected U.S. bonds pay negative interest: investors are willing to pay America to hold their money. The bottom line is that 2011 was a year in which our political elite obsessed over short-term deficits that aren’t actually a problem and, in the process, made the real problem — a depressed economy and mass unemployment — worse.

Stimulus Good 

The question of austerity vs. stimulus is strictly time dependent – A stagnant or declining economy dictates stimulus as the only policy solution 

Frankel 7/25 (Jeff, James W. Harpel Professor of Capital Formation and Growth at Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government, July 25, 2012, “The Procyclicalists: Fiscal Austerity vs. Stimulus,” http://content.ksg.harvard.edu/blog/jeff_frankels_weblog/2012/07/25/the-procyclicalists-fiscal-austerity-versus-stimulus/)
The world is in the grip of a debate between fiscal austerity and fiscal stimulus.  Opponents of austerity worry about contractionary effects on the economy. Opponents of stimulus worry about indebtedness and moral hazard. Is austerity good or bad? It is as foolish to debate this proposition as it would be to debate whether it is better for a driver to turn left or right. It depends where the car is on the road. Sometimes left is appropriate, sometimes right. When an economy is in a boom, the government should run a surplus; other times, when in recession, it should run a deficit. True, it is hard for politicians to get the timing of countercyclical fiscal policy exactly right. This is the reason, more than any other, why Keynesian policy lost its luster. “Fine-tuning” it was called. Sometimes the fiscal stimulus would kick in after the recession was already over. But this is no reason to follow a pro-cyclical fiscal policy. A procyclical fiscal policy piles on the spending and tax cuts on top of booms, but reduces spending and raises taxes in response to downturns. Budgetary profligacy during expansion; austerity in recessions. Procyclical fiscal policy is destabilizing, because it worsens the dangers of overheating, inflation, and asset bubbles during the booms and exacerbates the losses in output and employment during the recessions. In other words, a procyclical fiscal policy magnifies the severity of the business cycle. Yet many politicians in the United States, the United Kingdom, and the eurozone seem to live by procyclicality. They argue against fiscal discipline when the economy is strong, only to become deficit hawks when the economy is weak. Exactly backwards. Consider the positions taken over the last three decades by some American politicians. First cycle: During a recessionary period, President Ronald Reagan in his 1980 campaign and in his 1981 Inaugural Address urged immediate action to reduce the national debt “beginning today.” (Recession: austerity.) But in 1988, as the economy approached the peak of the business cycle, candidate George H.W. Bush was unconcerned about budget deficits, even though the national debt was rapidly approaching three times the level it had been when Reagan had given his speeches. “Read my lips, no new taxes,” Bush famously said. (Boom: profligacy.) Second cycle: Predictably, the first President Bush and the Congress finally summoned the political will to raise taxes and rein in spending growth at precisely the wrong moment, that is, just as the US was entering another recession in 1990. (Recession: austerity.) Although the timing of the legislation was poor, the action was courageous. The Pay as You Go Rule and other reforms switched government finances back onto a path that eventually was to eliminate the deficits by the end of the decade. But three years later — and even though the most robust recovery in American history had begun — every Republican congressman voted against Clinton’s 1993 legislation to continue Bush’s spending caps, PAYGO, and tax increases. Nor did they change their minds in response to the subsequent success of the policy. Even after seven years of strong growth, with unemployment at the peak of the business cycle dipping below 4% for the first time since the 1960s, George W. Bush based his 2000 campaign on a platform of large long-term tax cuts. (Boom: profligacy.) Third cycle: Even after the Bush fiscal expansion had turned the inherited record budget surpluses into record deficits, the Administration went for a 2nd round of tax cuts in 2003, and continued a rate of growth of spending that was triple the rate under Clinton (both national security and domestic spending). Vice President Richard Cheney said “Reagan proved that deficits don’t matter.” These policies were maintained for five more years, as another $ four trillion was added to the national debt. (Boom: profligacy.) Predictably, when the worst recession since the Great Depression hit in 2007-09, politicians felt constrained from an adequate fiscal response due to the big deficits and debts the government had already been running. Republicans suddenly re-discovered the evil of budget deficits and decided that retrenchment was urgent. They opposed Obama’s initial fiscal stimulus in February 2009, even though GDP growth and employment were much worse than they had been when Reagan and Bush had launched their tax cuts and spending increases. (Recession: austerity.) Subsequently, with a new majority in the House, they succeeded in blocking further efforts by Obama when the stimulus ran out in 2011. The government spending cutbacks of the last two years are the most important reason, in my view, why the economic recovery which began in June 2009 subsequently stalled in 2011. Three cycles. Three generations of politicians who favored expansionary fiscal policies during a boom and then decided after a recession had hit that budget deficits were bad after all. (See the graph below.) This is not to say that the procyclicalist politicians have always succeeded in getting their policies adopted. Clinton had a strong enough congressional majority in August 1993 that he was able to pass his budget balancing legislation (Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act) — even though every Republican in Congress voted “no” at a time when the economy was expanding. Similarly, Obama had a strong enough majority in January 2009 that he was able to pass some initial fiscal stimulus (the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act), without a single Republican vote, at a time when the economy was in freefall. But too often the countercyclicalists are overpowered by the procyclicalists. Trying to turn left or right at precisely the wrong points in the road is a worse record than one would get by switching policies randomly. To explain this perverse pattern, let us switch metaphors in mid-stream. It is the old problem of needing to fix the hole in the roof when the sun is shining, rather than waiting for a storm to realize that it is necessary. When the economy is booming, there is no political support for painful spending cuts or tax increases. After all, everything seems fine; why make a change? Then when the deluge comes, sinners suddenly see the evils of their ways and proclaim the necessity of reforming. Of course it is very difficult to fix the roof in the middle of a thunderstorm.
Dedev –Pauline  

Economic decline leads to wars 

Desperate nations 
Bearden 2K (Lt. Col in US Army) [Thomas, “The Unnecessary Energy Crisis”, Free Republic, June 24, p. online wyo-tjc]
History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released. As an example, suppose a starving North Korea launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China-whose long-range nuclear missiles (some) can reach the United States-attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one's adversary. The real legacy of the MAD concept is this side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible. As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs. Today, a great percent of the WMD arsenals that will be unleashed, are already on site within the United States itself. The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.
Growth is sustainable—their claims are based on false models

Hayward et al 2000 

(Steven Hayward, Director of the center for environmental and regulatory reform at the Pacific Research Institute in San Francisco. He holds a Ph.D. in American studies, April 4, 2000, “The Relationship between Economic Growth and Sustainability”, http://www.mackinac.org/2841)

Scientists can point to favorable trends in resource bases, increasing efficiencies of production, and falling amounts of pollution, reaching the conclusion that we are on the way to achieving, if not already achieving, Daly's definition. Yet Daly and many others take a dimmer view, arguing that the imperative of sustainable development requires "steady state" economics, which would include zero population growth, centralized command of natural resources, and controls on individual incomes and personal wealth. Some economists have called Daly's "steady state" idea "a return to a regulated caveman culture."66 His view throws a spotlight on the implication some have drawn that economic growth itself is unsustainable and should be stopped or drastically curtailed.67 The most stark expression of this view is found in Paul and Anne Ehrlich's equation for human environmental impact, I = P x A x T where I = environmental impact, P = population, A = affluence, and T = technology.   In other words, any increases in population, wealth, and technology are inherently damaging to the environment, no matter what mitigating measures are possible. It is a schematic for the most extreme pessimism and would require wholesale transformation of human society and political institutions if it were made the basis of policy. Indur Goklany offers an elegant and compelling refutation of the Ehrlichs' equation, and in the process explains why the signs point to a sustainable future.68 The most significant flaw is the assumption that population, affluence, and technology are wholly independent factors with no relation to each other. To the contrary, these three factors are highly interdependent, mostly in favorable ways. Rising affluence, for example, cuts fertility rates. The richest nations of the world have negative fertility rates and falling populations, a condition that would be true of the United States in the absence of high rates of immigration. The world fertility rate has fallen by nearly half since 1960, from 5.58 to 2.75, and with it the global rate of population growth, from 2.07 percent in 1967 to 1.33 percent in 1998. The stabilization of world population can be expected as the rest of the world grows more affluent. The environmental impact of technology is exactly backward from what the Ehrlichs' equation suggests. The amount of energy used and pollution emitted per dollar of economic activity has been falling for as long as reliable long-term data exist. In the United States, energy intensity has been falling by one percent per year since 1800. That is, it takes one percent less energy each year to produce the same amount of goods. Goklany has examined specific air pollutants in the United States, finding, for example, that a dollar of economic activity today generates only .084 times as much sulfur dioxide emissions as a dollar of economic activity in 1900. In other words, changing technology has delivered a more than tenfold reduction in SO2pollution per unit of economic output in the twentieth century. Other pollutants show even larger declines—30-fold for volatile organic compounds and particulates, and 100-fold for lead. This trends means, among other things, that today's worldwide carbon emissions are nearly 60 less than what they would have been were we still using 1950 technology. As developing nations become wealthier, we can expect to see a convergence of environmental performance that approaches the progress of the United States and other western nations. An example of what this convergence should look like can be seen in Chart 32 which shows sulfur dioxide trends in the U.S. and some of the eastern European nations that have embraced market economies in the last decade. Goklany's conclusion is worth quoting at length: The future could see a world in which the population has stabilized, is richer, cleaner, and with room for both humanity and the rest of nature, or one which is more populated, poor and polluted and where the rest of nature is pinched for space and water. The odds of the former are increased by bolstering the co-evolving, mutually reinforcing forces of economic growth, technology, and trade by strengthening the institutions that are their mainstays. 
Conusmption is inevitable— engrained in human psyche 
Allenby 7 (Brad, Professor of Civil and Environmental Engineering at Arizona State University, “The Benefits of Our Hardwired Need to Consume,” March 8, 2007, http://www.greenbiz.com/blog/2007/03/08/the-benefits-our-hardwired-need-consume) PCS

That humans are inclined to make choices that offer more pleasure than pain comes as no surprise, but a look at how marketing -- whether of consumer goods or environmental causes -- offers intriguing ideas on how to create change, Brad Allenby writes. The issue of consumption is perhaps one of the most vexed in the environmental and sustainability discourses, especially when contrasting the United States, which tends towards more of a free market, free consumer choice philosophy, with the European Union. Some interesting recent work indicates that it may also be much more complex than we generally realize. Take the recent work by George Lowenstein at Carnegie-Mellon University, Brian Knutson of Stanford, and Drazen Prelec of MIT. In order to better understand the brain chemistry underlying consumption, they presented product choices, then payment choices, to volunteers while scanning their brains with functional magnetic resonance imaging. They found that the nucleus accumbens, which is involved in processing reward stimuli (food, recreational drugs) was activated by presentation of desirable products such as chocolates, while the insular cortex, linked to expectations of pain, was activated by price information. After both product and price were presented, the prefrontal cortex, an area associated with rational calculation, engaged as well. This not only indicated that modern behavior ("rational" consumption choices) are piggybacking on neural circuits evolved for much different circumstances (not a surprise), but leads to some interesting if speculative possibilities. A fairly straightforward interpretation of these data is the suggestion that, at the neural level, consumption is affected, perhaps significantly, by a weighing of immediate pleasure versus immediate pain, rather than rational calculation, which only comes later. This may not sound revolutionary, especially to marketing gurus, but it nonetheless has some substantial implications. To begin with, it emphasizes the importance of marketing and presentation in consumption: if the benefits of a product can be made explicit and attractive from the beginning, the decision to purchase can be encouraged before the "rational weighing" process is even engaged. This might argue against the traditional environmental project of reducing consumption by generating large amounts of environmental information to be appended to particular products: if the V8 GT or large SUV is initially appealing, information on fuel consumption may be only marginally relevant because it enters the cognitive processes after the purchasing decision is essentially made. Conceptually, in other words, the environmental approach to reducing consumption through product specific information implicitly accepts "the rational consumer" model of human behavior: provide more information on social and environmental costs, and consumers, rationally balancing their options, will choose the more “rational” outcome -- that is, environmental preferability (remembering that consumers may not share the values prioritization of environmentalists). This appears to be an over simplistic, if not incorrect, model of consumer cognition. However, while this research might discourage product-by-product information schemes, it might support general anti-consumption campaigns. After all, such campaigns when successful make the act of consumption itself more negative emotionally, and thus enhance the expectations of pain associated with any consumption (the downsides of consistently negative messages from environmentalists are well known, however, and might generate consumer backlash that outweighs such consumption reduction effects over time). Another, perhaps more difficult, implication is the possibility that use of credit, which on balance reduces the immediate “pain” of a purchase because nothing material is apparently given up in exchange, creates a context within which consumers are inherently weighted towards consumption (the researchers have not yet tested this hypothesis). The growth and differentiation of credit mechanisms, and the dematerialization of money, are long-term trends in developed economies, and a major mechanism supporting the continued growth in complexity of financial and economic structures. Thus, it becomes problematic for anti-consumption activists if the inherent dynamics and structure of economic systems as they evolve shifts the balance between consumption and pain towards consumption. That consumption has deep emotional dimensions, and that access to credit encourages economic growth, and along with it consumption, are not revolutionary findings. But that consumption decisions engage particular brain pathways in ways that affect the effectiveness of environmental campaigns and projects is both interesting and important, even if at this point it may be difficult to be sure quite how these new discoveries cut. At the least, however, the demonstration that even apparently straightforward decisions are, in fact, grounded in pre-rational cognitive information processing suggests that environmental and sustainability activists need to become more sophisticated in the way they think about, and seek to socially engineer, consumption decisions. For social engineering is a double-edged sword, and especially in areas like consumption, increasingly understood as involving complex and fundamental behaviors, such efforts can rebound against those who seek to impose such behavior change, regardless of their good intentions.
People are too unwilling to change- international system 
Barnhizer 6 (David, Professor Emeritus of Law at Cleveland State University, “Waking From Sustainability’s Impossible Dream: The Decision-making Realities of Business and Government,” Georgetown International Environmental Law Review Vol. 18, March 2006, pg. 31, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=878405#%23) PCS 
From the perspective of sustainability and the impact of voluntary codes and even the willingness to make important changes that risk the weakening of economic capability at a time when social obligations are relenting, politicians face voter rejection if they try to reduce social benefits, and an aggressive tier of Asian competitors has come on to the scene that are allowed to operate with inherent advantages suggest that conditions are likely to get worse rather than better. The rather unsettling probability is that the systems will collapse beneath their own weight as they are out-competed by emerging powers. The result is that the Western nations will become shells incapable of honoring their promises to their own citizens. Faced with harsh competitive conditions businesses may claim to honor voluntary codes and that they conduct their activities in accord with “green” values, but these will be little more than public relations gimmicks to appease critics or to take advantage of a particular consumer niche. Unless it is to the direct economic advantage of the business the codes will be worth no more than the costs of a Xerox copy. Return to the idea of our inability to generate the political will that would be required to achieve fundamental change if we decided that the Agenda 21/sustainable development ideas were good social and economic strategies. Even if they were desirable (and I have obviously argued they are not) they are “impossible dreams” because a sufficient number of people will never accept them as guides for behavior or as requirements for business decision-making. This is because we are not free and independent individuals but creatures of habit, dominated by the culture in which we exist, and desire to behave according to the dictates of the powerful systems that govern our lives and culture. Even inadequate, incomplete and imperfect but seemingly precise models and methods provide a sense of understanding and specificity. This mitigates the fear of our inadequacy and allows us to feel we are managing our world even though we aren’t. One common result is that our decisions are justified on the basis of the modeled analysis, hypothesized context and estimated consequences. This occurs even though it is only a kind of “virtual reality” designed, constructed, and implemented by the institution itself according to its needs, agendas and limits. The codes of practice represent this kind of wishful thinking. By creating and adopting detailed documents we deceive ourselves into thinking we have addressed the problems.
<Insert impact D to their impact> 

**Disadvantages 

JV DA-Sam
1. Case outweighs – econ collapse guarantees global conflict larger than just U.S-Russian war, and a long-term crisis at home.

2. Won’t Pass – Russian Relations

Jim Abrams, 7-18-12 (Staff Writer, Huffington Post, " Senate panel approves trade relations with Russia", http://www.huffingtonpost.com/huff-wires/20120718/us-us-russia-trade/ :)

Getting the trade bill through Congress has been a top priority for business and farm groups, which see it as a jobs creator and a boost to the economy. "Without PNTR, U.S. companies and workers will be at a distinct disadvantage in the Russian market as our competitors in Europe, Asia and elsewhere begin to lock in sales and long-term contracts," said Caterpillar Inc. chairman and CEO Doug Oberhelman, who also chairs the Business Roundtable's International Engagement Committee.  But it has struggled to gain momentum because of poor relations between the two countries.  "It is with some trepidation that we undertake this task," said Sen. Orrin Hatch of Utah, top Republican on the committee. "Despite President Obama's reset policy, U.S.-Russian relations remain rocky at best."  The bill only advanced to a committee vote after Baucus agreed to link it to legislation, pushed by Sens. Ben Cardin, D-Md., and Jon Kyl, R-Ariz., that imposes sanctions such as visa denials and asset freezes on Russian government officials involved in human rights violations. The legislation, which has sparked strong criticism from Russian officials, specifically targets those involved in the case of Sergei Magnitsky, a lawyer who died in a Russian jail in 2009 after allegedly being subject to torture.  Sen. John Cornyn, R-Texas, proposed an amendment stating that the legislation would not go into effect until the president certifies that Russia is no longer supplying arms to Syria. "If it's important to vindicate the rights of a single person," he said, referring to Magnitsky, "how much more compelling is it" to ensure that Russian arms aren't being used to kill thousands of Syrian civilians. It was defeated, with opponents saying withholding permanent trade status would only hurt U.S. businesses, not Russia.  How to proceed with the trade issue has divided both parties. Last month Hatch and seven other Finance Committee members sent Baucus a letter listing the many troubling aspects of U.S.-Russia relations and questioning whether Russia would comply with WTO findings when disputes arise. But earlier this week 73 House Republican freshmen wrote President Barack Obama saying that "we will only hurt ourselves and lose out on economic opportunities and needed jobs" if full trade relations with Russia are not established.  It's a "Hobson's choice," said Sen. Mike Crapo, R-Idaho, at Wednesday's committee meeting. By moving to help U.S. exporters Congress was put in the situation of rewarding the bad behavior of the Moscow government, he said.  While adding the Magnitsky provision to the bill, the measure eliminates another human rights act that has been the main stumbling block to permanent normal trade relations.  The bill repeals the 1974 Jackson-Vanik act that tied trade with the then-Soviet Union to Moscow's allowing Jews and other minorities to leave the country. While Jackson-Vanik has long outlived its purpose, it has remained on the books, a mark of the continued difficult relations between the two countries.  It appears unlikely that Congress can act on the trade bill before Russia formally enters the WTO. Congress has only two more weeks before it takes off for its August recess, time likely to be taken up by election-related tax and spending bills.  On the House side, Ways and Means Committee Chairman Dave Camp, R-Mich., welcomed the Senate's action and said he intended to introduce a bill in the next few days. He said he was working with the White House to find a Democratic co-sponsor so the bill could move through his committee on a bipartisan basis.  The bill also establishes permanent normal trade relations with Moldova. Baucus said the former Soviet republic, which joined the WTO in 2001, is the only WTO member that does not have permanent trade status with the United States 

3. Obama won't be able to lobby Jackson-Vanik to pass before it's too late.

Carroll Colley, 6-21-12 (Carroll Colley is the director of Eurasia Group’s Eurasia practice, Foreign Policy, "Presidential campaign politics delays U.S. recognition of Russia at WTO", http://eurasia.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/06/21/presidential_campaign_politics_delays_us_recognition_of_russia_at_wto :)

The Obama administration has sent contradictory messages about its support for the Magnitsky bill. While originally opposing the bill, the administration seems to have accepted the inevitable and has been working with its primary author, Democratic Sen. Ben Cardin of Maryland. One recent Senate version provides for the public list as well as a confidential annex, which would largely allow the administration to circumvent the thrust of the bill by invoking national security exemptions. This is strongly opposed by a number of senior lawmakers, including Sen. John McCain, who was a co-sponsor of the effort to repeal Jackson-Vanik on the caveat of corresponding passage of the Magnitsky bill.  As the August recess rapidly approaches, the window for graduating Russia from Jackson-Vanik prior to its WTO accession closes. Obama appears to have little room to maneuver in expending political capital on the matter without raising the risk of elevating Russia-and its collateral baggage including Syria, Georgia, Iran, and domestic protests-to a legitimate campaign issue. Unless Congress moves forward on its own prerogative-which appears unlikely-the repeal of Jackson-Vanik won't get passed before November, or later, leaving the world's largest economy unable to take advantage of the accession of the WTO's newest member. 

4. Logical policymaker could do both.

5. NIB has majority support—seen as way to insulate investment from politics

Halsey, ‘11

[Ashley Halsey, Staff Writer, 2/14/11, Washington Post <http://search.proquest.com/docview/851448480>]

The Rockefeller Foundation infrastructure survey found that Americans don't support either as an option to raise revenues, or any other approach that would tax them directly. Seventy-one percent opposed a gas tax increase, 64 percent were against new tolls on existing roads and bridges, and 58 percent said no to paying for each mile they drive.¶ While 66 percent said they thought spending on infrastructure is important, the same number of those surveyed said the government didn't spend transportation money efficiently.¶ "People are willing to pay if they have faith they are getting quality," Turner said. "Uncertainty in the poll more reflects a frustration with bridges to nowhere from Congress. The answer is that with clear outcomes and better accountability, people want and support investments in transportation infrastructure."¶ Almost as many said they would support President Obama's proposal to create a National Infrastructure Bank.¶ The bank is seen as a way to insulate government investment from the political process, keeping the focus on the most important projects and encouraging investment from the private sector. Approaching transportation from a banker's perspective, advocates say, would emphasize making investments in projects that have demonstrable financial returns.
6. Double bind – either 

a. Winners win 

Singer 9 (Jonathan, JD Candidate at Berkeley and Editor of MyDD, March 3rd, http://www.mydd.com/story/2009/3/3/191825/0428)

Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result.  Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration.  So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq.

Or b. Political capital is not key – issues are compartmentalized

Dickinson 9- professor of political science at Middlebury College and taught previously at Harvard University where he worked under the supervision of presidential scholar Richard Neustadt (5/26/09, Matthew, Presidential Power: A NonPartisan Analysis of Presidential Politics, “Sotomayor, Obama and Presidential Power,” http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2009/05/26/sotamayor-obama-and-presidential-power/) 

As for Sotomayor, from here the path toward almost certain confirmation goes as follows: the Senate Judiciary Committee is slated to hold hearings sometime this summer (this involves both written depositions and of course open hearings), which should lead to formal Senate approval before Congress adjourns for its summer recess in early August. So Sotomayor will likely take her seat in time for the start of the new Court session on October 5. (I talk briefly about the likely politics of the nomination process below). What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power. Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress. I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress. That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences? How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes? These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power. This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does. Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence Once we control for other factors–a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants. (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.) Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying. But this is not to say that presidents lack influence. Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose. That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda-setting – not arm-twisting. And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination. Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox. That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof). His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee. If we want to measure Obama’s “power”, then, we need to know what his real preference was and why he chose Sotomayor. My guess – and it is only a guess – is that after conferring with leading Democrats and Republicans, he recognized the overriding practical political advantages accruing from choosing an Hispanic woman, with left-leaning credentials. We cannot know if this would have been his ideal choice based on judicial philosophy alone, but presidents are never free to act on their ideal preferences. Politics is the art of the possible. Whether Sotomayer is his first choice or not, however, her nomination is a reminder that the power of the presidency often resides in the president’s ability to dictate the alternatives from which Congress (or in this case the Senate) must choose. Although Republicans will undoubtedly attack Sotomayor for her judicial “activism” (citing in particular her decisions regarding promotion and affirmative action), her comments regarding the importance of gender and ethnicity in influencing her decisions, and her views regarding whether appellate courts “make” policy, they run the risk of alienating Hispanic voters – an increasingly influential voting bloc (to the extent that one can view Hispanics as a voting bloc!) I find it very hard to believe she will not be easily confirmed. In structuring the alternative before the Senate in this manner, then, Obama reveals an important aspect of presidential power that cannot be measured through legislative boxscores. 

Plan popular—increased investments vital now

Natter, 08 (Ari Natter, 3/11/2008, “Business Groups Back Infrastructure Bank,” Traffic World, ProQuest)

Backers of a national bank dedicated to funding major infrastructure projects around the country told a Senate panel considering such a proposal Tuesday that increased investment is critical for the vitality of the nation's economy. "Our infrastructure is in crisis," said Janet F. Kavinoky, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce's director of transportation infrastructure. "We are going to have to find and invest more public dollars in our infrastructure." The Senate Banking Committee examined the proposal, which calls for the formation of an independent bank modeled after the Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. to evaluate and finance infrastructure projects that require at least $75 billion in federal funding. Proposed last August by Sens. Christopher J. Dodd, D-Conn., and Chuck Hagel, R-Neb., the National Infrastructure Bank Act has received the support of the leading Democratic presidential candidates. Representatives from the AFL-CIO, Goldman Sachs, the American Society of Civil Engineers, and the Center for Strategic and Infrastructure Studies also testified in favor of the proposal Tuesday. "It is not an unimaginable thing to begin to finance this bank," Felix Rohatyn, a CSIC trustee testified, "Especially when you think about it as an investment and not an expenditure."
Broad coalition of support behind NIB

Thomasson, ‘11

[Scott Thomasson, Director of Public Policy and Progressive Policy Institute, U.S. HOR document, 10/12/11, congressional documents and publications <http://search.proquest.com/docview/898274287>]

Here in the U.S., there is also strong support for a national infrastructure bank from a broad coalition of top corporate CEOs, Wall Street investors, organized labor, and local government leaders. These are the people making decisions every day that drive our country's economic prosperity, and they recognize the huge potential for a bank to help address our investment needs by mobilizing private capital to leverage public funding.¶ At a Capitol Hill forum held last week by the Progressive Policy Institute, urgent calls for swift action and smarter financing policies came from top executives from Nucor, the nation's largest steel producer; Siemens, a multinational corporation making huge investments in manufacturing, energy, and infrastructure here in the U.S.; Ullico, an insurance company owned and funded by large union pensions; UBS Investment Bank, which advises U.S. and foreign investors on infrastructure financing; and Meridiam Infrastructure, a private-capital fund focused on investing directly in U.S. transportation, water, and energy projects. Both the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the AFL-CIO have prominently endorsed the bipartisan Senate proposal for a bank that has more recently been adopted in the American Jobs Act.¶ Although governments, investors, and industry leaders throughout the U.S. and around the world have seen the wisdom and benefits of infrastructure banks as a tool to supplement direct public funding, the idea is still new and unfamiliar to many here in Washington. There continues to be a great deal of confusion and misinformation about the role of a national bank, and about the structure and features of specific bank proposals currently before Congress, including the president's own proposal included in the American Jobs Act.¶ A properly structured national infrastructure bank is an innovative but sound investment tool that deserves to be a part of the current debate about the many challenges of investing in long-term economic growth and job creation. As Chamber President Tom Donohue has said, it's an invaluable part of the solution to how we pay for projects we can't afford to ignore, but it can only work if added to a strong foundation of spending in the transportation reauthorization bills.


Congress willing to raise the gas tax in support

Hill, 92 (Patrice Hill, reporter on The Washington Times' business desk, 10/30/1992, ProQuest)

Flanagan said that other members of Congress besides Gephardt would support such an infrastructure bank, and might be willing to raise or devote between 2 cents and 3 cents of the federal gasoline tax to it each year. "It's not out of the question that this could happen next year," he said. Each penny the gas tax is raised generates about $1 billion in revenues. But some meeting participants said the proposal could run into trouble next year if the newly elected Congress and President put top priority on cutting the inflated federal deficit. "Most people are agreed this is the way to go, but every time you sit down with the people on Capitol Hill, you keep running into problems with such infrastructure funds off-budget. But Francis X. Lilly, president of Bear, Stearns Fiduciary Services and a member of the infrastructure commission, said capital budgeting probably would be viewed as a gimmick." Changing the rules is always a good way to get the deficit down," he joked. Another speaker at the meeting, Robert L. Mitchell, a former chairman of the Michigan Task Force on Public Investment, said the bank proposal might meet some resistance from the states if it relies on a higher federal gas tax. Step up their own infrastructure spending, he said. But O'Cleireacain said the proposal should not supplant state infrastructure spending or their tax-exempt borrowing. "Theoretically, state and local governments could borrow more cheaply" and finance the projects themselves, she said. "The problem is, that isn't happening. That's why this panel was created - because it just isn't being done."

2AC JV: 1:50 - Lindsey

Case O/W DA – plan stim econ, k2 prev econ collapse 

No impact – we’ve had JV for years and relations haven’t collapsed, nor has a NW happened
PC not key – Needham 12 ev says it’s bipart 

Obama won't be able to lobby Jackson-Vanik to pass before it's too late.

Carroll Colley, 6-21-12 (Carroll Colley is the director of Eurasia Group’s Eurasia practice, Foreign Policy, "Presidential campaign politics delays U.S. recognition of Russia at WTO", http://eurasia.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/06/21/presidential_campaign_politics_delays_us_recognition_of_russia_at_wto :)

The Obama administration has sent contradictory messages about its support for the Magnitsky bill. While originally opposing the bill, the administration seems to have accepted the inevitable and has been working with its primary author, Democratic Sen. Ben Cardin of Maryland. One recent Senate version provides for the public list as well as a confidential annex, which would largely allow the administration to circumvent the thrust of the bill by invoking national security exemptions. This is strongly opposed by a number of senior lawmakers, including Sen. John McCain, who was a co-sponsor of the effort to repeal Jackson-Vanik on the caveat of corresponding passage of the Magnitsky bill.  As the August recess rapidly approaches, the window for graduating Russia from Jackson-Vanik prior to its WTO accession closes. Obama appears to have little room to maneuver in expending political capital on the matter without raising the risk of elevating Russia-and its collateral baggage including Syria, Georgia, Iran, and domestic protests-to a legitimate campaign issue. Unless Congress moves forward on its own prerogative-which appears unlikely-the repeal of Jackson-Vanik won't get passed before November, or later, leaving the world's largest economy unable to take advantage of the accession of the WTO's newest member. 

Winners Win – issues give ground for discussion of other issues
Sargent 10

Greg, staff writer, WA post,  Why is left so disappointed in Obama?, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/plum-line/2010/08/politico_channels_professional.html, dw: 8-23-2010, da: 7-20-2012, lido

The fetishizing of bipartisanship, and the hope that a few Republicans could be induced to back his agenda, is also what led Obama to avoid taking a strong, bottom-line stand on core principles, such as the public option. White House advisers also seemed reluctant for Obama to stake real political capital on provisions that were likely to fail, which also contributed to his mixed messages on core liberal priorities. To be clear, I tend to think this critique is overstated: Obama has passed the most ambitious domestic agenda since FDR, and there are some grounds for believing that the White House got as much as it possibly could have. But my bet is that if the White House hadn't fetishized bipartisanship early on; if Obama had drawn a sharper contrast with the GOP from the outset; and if he had taken a stronger stand on behalf of core priorities even if they were destined for failure, his lefty critics would be more willing to give him the benefit of the doubt. That said, presuming Obama's will be a two-term presidency, we are not even one-fourth of the way through his tenure. By the time Obama retires to private life, this whole debate underway about Obama's early failings could ultimately be reduced to a mere asterisk, or even forgotten completely. 

The DA’s non-intrinsic 
There’s no guarantee JV repeal will pass Congress 
The Hill 7/22 (Vicki Needham, “Optimism grows Russia trade bill will pass before August recess”, 7/22/12, http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/239335-optimism-grows-that-congress-can-pass-russia-trade-bill-before-august-recess)
Although the chances for the bill to clear Congress are looking up, and the measure represents a bright spot amid the legislative logjam in Congress, there are no guarantees, supporters caution. ¶ "Based on what I’ve been hearing, I wouldn’t say that they’re [lawmakers] confident about getting it done before the August recess," said Ed Gerwin, a senior fellow for trade and global economic policy at Third Way.¶ While progress was made this week, there also are "a lot of moving pieces that would still have to break the right way" for the bill to move in time, Gerwin said.
NIB is popular – it stimulates the economy in an efficient way, which makes both sides look good. Their link ev concedes there are popular elements of the plan. 

Relations resilient and no war

Weitz, 11 --- senior fellow at the Hudson Institute and a World Politics Review senior editor (9/27/2011, Richard, “Global Insights: Putin not a Game-Changer for U.S.-Russia Ties,” http://www.scribd.com/doc/66579517/Global-Insights-Putin-not-a-Game-Changer-for-U-S-Russia-Ties)

Fifth, there will inevitably be areas of conflict between Russia and the United States regardless of who is in the Kremlin. Putin and his entourage can never be happy with having NATO be Europe's most powerful security institution, since Moscow is not a member and cannot become one. Similarly, the Russians will always object to NATO's missile defense efforts since they can neither match them nor join them in any meaningful way. In the case of Iran, Russian officials genuinely perceive less of a threat from Tehran than do most Americans, and Russia has more to lose from a cessation of economic ties with Iran -- as well as from an Iranian-Western reconciliation.  

On the other hand, these conflicts can be managed, since they will likely remain limited and compartmentalized. Russia and the West do not have fundamentally conflicting vital interests of the kind countries would go to war over. And as the Cold War demonstrated, nuclear weapons are a great pacifier under such conditions. 

Another novel development is that Russia is much more integrated into the international economy and global society than the Soviet Union was, and Putin's popularity depends heavily on his economic track record. Beyond that, there are objective criteria, such as the smaller size of the Russian population and economy as well as the difficulty of controlling modern means of social communication, that will constrain whoever is in charge of Russia.
Plan’s super popular – key senators and lobbies support the plan
CG/LA 3/16/2012 (“Kerry, Hutchison Propose National Infrastructure Bank”, http://www.cg-la.com/en/cgla-news/1162-nib)

Lately Republicans and Democrats can’t seem to agree on much when it comes to transportation spending, but a crowd of senators have set aside their differences in an effort to stimulate the country’s infrastructure investments. Democrats John Kerry and Mark Warner joined Republican Kay Bailey Hutchison to propose the BUILD Act yesterday. The bipartisan legislation would create a national infrastructure bank the senators are calling the American Infrastructure Financing Authority — the term “bank” being anathema these days.

The plan is pretty straightforward. The federal government would kick-start A.I.F.A. with a $10 billion initial investment, after which the authority would be independent and self-sustaining. Projects can receive up to 50 percent of their financing from the federal money, but the rest (ideally much more than half) will have to come through private investments. If all goes according to plan, the authority can expect to leverage hundreds of billions in private infrastructure funding over the next several years.

On the surface, the bipartisan proposal appears to have something for everyone. The White House may prefer an I-Bank that begins with a $30 billion federal investment over six years, but the Kerry et al plan would give Obama the infrastructure operation he has wanted for a long time. Meanwhile Republicans could boast fiscal austerity, having bargained down Democrats to a third of their initial offer. The AFL-CIO and the Chamber of Commerce also support the effort — and now appear to agree on anything that will stimulate infrastructure financing and, with it, job creation.

The big winner, of course, would be America’s deteriorating transportation system. Bob Herbert says the proposal has what the country has been lacking of late — the “ability to imagine”:

Creation of an infrastructure bank would be an important indication that leaders in Washington are still capable, despite most of the available evidence, of moving beyond partisan paralysis to engage one of the biggest challenges facing the country. If there is such a thing as a master key to a better American future, investment in the nation’s infrastructure would be it. That is the biggest potential source of jobs. That is how you build the foundation for new and innovative industries.

PC doesn’t matter – ideology matters more
Dickinson 9

Matthew, prof of poly sci at Middlebury,  Sotomayor, Obama and Presidential Power, http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2009/05/26/sotamayor-obama-and-presidential-power/, dw: 5-26-2009, da: 7-20-2012, lido

 What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power.  Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress.  I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress.  That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences?  How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes?  These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power.  This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does.  Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence.  Once we control for other factors – a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants.  (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.)

Spending-Sam

Case o/w and turns 

We access the economy better

A. Kensyian stimulus solves the short term that’s McConaghy. Try-or-die for the aff econ collapse inevitable in the status quo that’s Rasmus

B. We solve the long term from inevitable infrastructure collapse that’s Boushey and Stoller

Rating agencies love transportation infrastructure investment
Szakonyi 12 (“S&P: Lack of US Infrastructure Plan Could Spur Credit Crisis,” Mark Szakonyi, Associate Editor | Apr 5, 2012 5:23PM GMT The Journal of Commerce Online - News Story)hhs-ps
Agency says crisis possible if infrastructure, transportation funding not met Standard & Poor’s said the U.S. government’s inability to provide long-term infrastructure and transportation funding could create another credit crisis. The warning from the rating agency, which downgraded the U.S. credit rating in August, comes as Congress struggles to approve a multiyear surface transportation bill. Congress on March 29 approved a three-month extension of highway funding after the House failed to pass its five-year, $260 billion plan to match the Senate’s already approved two-year, $109 billion bill. S&P warns “reduced or unpredictable federal support and lower demand could result in deferred maintenance projects that would keep our nation’s transportation infrastructure in good repair,” according to The Fiscal Times. Few transportation analysts expect Congress to approve a plan by the end of the year, making it difficult for state transportation agencies to commit to long-term projects. 
Investors will still come to the US first –financial crisis in Europe makes US a safe zone for investments 

Bloomberg 2012 (“Downgrade Anniversary Shows Investors Gained Buying U.S.,” 7/16/2012, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-07-16/downgrade-anniversary-shows-investors-gained-buying-u-s-.html )hhs-ps
We are a safe haven for now” for investors because of Europe’s debt crisis, Ryan said in an interview. Rates will rise, he predicted. “We just don’t know when, and I don’t want to tempt fate.” El-Erian of Newport Beach, California-based Pimco, which oversees the world’s biggest bond fund, didn’t respond to a request for comment. Terry Belton, global head of fixed-income and foreign- exchange research at JPMorgan Chase & Co. in New York, said on a July 26, 2011, conference call that a downgrade could boost Treasury yields by as much as 70 basis points in the intermediate term and increase the government’s borrowing costs by $100 billion a year. A basis point is 0.01 percentage point. Instead, the U.S. is on track to pay less interest this year. U.S. Treasury securities paid $454 billion of interest last year, according to the Congressional Budget Office. That’s projected to decline to $442 billion this year and won’t climb above the 2011 cost level until 2015, according to CBO forecasts. Credit Quality Weakening U.S. credit quality, such that the nation more resembles a AA rated borrower, is still likely to drive up 10- year yields by about 60 basis points over time, JPMorgan’s Belton said in a recent interview. “Yield changes during the last year had nothing to do with the downgrade, but it had to do with everything else pushing yields lower,” Belton said. “On the top of that list you have a massive flight to quality out of Europe, and the U.S. is a safe haven.” Investors outside the U.S. owned $5.16 trillion of U.S. government debt as of April 30, compared with $4.7 trillion at the end of July 2011 before the credit-rating cut. “The one thing the Treasury market has above any other government bond market is liquidity,” Stuart Thomson, a money manager in Glasgow at Ignis Asset Management, which oversees the equivalent of $109 billion, said in a June 22 interview. “That liquidity premium is not going to disappear no matter how many downgrades Moody’s or S&P give to it.” Bidders offered $3.16 for each dollar of the $1.075 trillion of notes and bonds auctionedby the Treasury Department this year as of July 2, as yields reached all-time lows, above the previous high of $3.04 in all of 2011, according to data compiled by Bloomberg. The so-called bid-to-cover ratio was 2.26 from 1998 to 2001 when the nation ran budget surpluses.

Downgrade doesn’t matter
Mike Dorning, John Detrixhe and Ian Katz, Bloomberg Press, 07/16/’12, [Downgrade Anniversary Shows Investors Gained Buying U.S., http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-07-16/downgrade-anniversary-shows-investors-gained-buying-u-s-.html] VN

More Entrenched Because the consequences that had been forecast for a downgrade haven’t occurred, lawmakers may become more entrenched in their positions in the next standoff over fiscal policy, approaching at the end of the year. The threat of a downgrade has lost some of its power, said Steve Bell, a former Republican staff director for the Senate Budget Committee. “You cried wolf, and no wolf appeared,” said Bell, who’s now a senior director at the Bipartisan Policy Center in Washington. “It has persuaded a fair number of members of Congress that the effect of a downgrade is overstated and it will not lead to some serious economic or financial problem.” 
Downgrade coming – can’t address debt
The Hill 12 (Geneva Sands, the Hill, “Sen. Coburn: 'No doubt' US credit rating will be downgraded again,” 5/23/12, http://thehill.com/video/senate/229105-coburn-no-doubt-us-credit-will-be-downgraded-again-)hhs-ps
The United States suffered the first downgrade to its credit rating in history when Standard & Poor's reduced the nation's rating from AAA to AA+ last August. "We should see another downgrade, because we have not done the structural things that will fix our country," he added. The battle over last summer's debt crisis was reignited when House Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) vowed earlier this month that the House would only raise the federal government’s $16.4 trillion debt ceiling if Democrats agree to further spending cuts and entitlement reforms. When asked if he agreed with Boehner's decision to push forward the tumultuous debt-ceiling debate, Coburn said, "I think that's exactly what our founders had in mind." He argued that the credit rating wasn't downgraded because of deadlock in Congress, but rather because the biggest cost drivers of U.S. debt were not addressed. Coburn, who was a member of President Obama's fiscal commission, called for changes to Medicare and Social Security, saying in order to stem the mounting U.S. debt, earnings limitations and age requirements will have to be reformed. "Those are all things people don't want to hear, but it's going to happen, because if we don't do it, the people who are loaning us the money are going to make us do it," he said. The GOP senator predicted that if nothing is done to reduce the federal debt, in two to five years the United States will face the same economic problems as Greece.
Lack of cooperation in both houses leaves Congress with no solution to the economy

Sahadi (Senior Writer for CNNMoney. Specializing in taxes and deficit spending) 7/16/12 (Jeanne, “Fiscal Cliff Fight is On, and Economy Suffers” LexisNexis)

The inability of Democrats and Republicans to work out their differences on the fiscal cliff is already becoming a problem for the economy.  And that problem will grow the longer the standoff lasts.  In the latest turn of events, Sen. Patty Murray, a leading Senate Democrat, said Monday that no deal will be cut until Republicans agree to raise taxes on high-income households.  "If we can't get a good deal, a balanced deal that calls on the wealthy to pay their fair share, then I will absolutely continue this debate into 2013 rather than lock in a long-term deal this year that throws middle class families under the bus," Murray said in prepared remarks at the Brookings Institution.  The cliff represents a host of expiring tax cuts -- including the Bush tax cuts -- and nearly $1 trillion in across-the-board spending cuts that everyone agrees is a terrible way to reduce deficits.  Republicans want to replace the scheduled defense cuts with deeper cuts in non-defense domestic programs. And they'd like to extend the Bush tax cuts for everyone.  Democrats don't like the spending cuts either -- which will total roughly $110 billion next year. But if they're going to be averted or postponed, Democrats want a package deal. "None of the automatic cuts are good policy. They were packaged together ... and they will be replaced, or not, as a package," Murray said.  And Democrats want the portion of Bush tax cuts that apply to high-income households to expire.  Economists -- most recently at the International Monetary Fund - have urged lawmakers to ratchet back the effect of the fiscal cliff in 2013, lest it throw the economy back into recession.  In 2013 alone, the combination tax increases and spending cuts would be a more than $500 billion hit to the economy.  Practically, no one expects Congress to let the fiscal cliff take effect in full. But the uncertainty of how and when lawmakers will resolve the issue is hurting business confidence and weighing heavily on companies' investment and hiring decisions, said Nariman Behravesh, chief economist for IHS Global Insight.  It won't kill the economy, Behravesh stressed, but it will curtail growth. "It'll mean growth -- employment growth, GDP growth -- will grind down," Behravesh said.  Defense contractors have already indicated they're in a hiring lockdown and could have to send out layoff warning notices this fall. Federal agencies are also likely to put off signing contracts and making new hires.  Uncertainty is also likely to cause tumult in the stock market. "Stocks have been under pressure, and will remain this way until there is some resolution," said Alex Hamilton, an analyst at EarlyBirdCapital, a boutique investment bank.  Not everyone is worried that Murray's ultimatum - or House Speaker John Boehner's insistence that more spending cuts will be needed before the debt ceiling is raised again - are quite so inflexible.  "Both sides will have to dial down tension ... as interest groups and market participants increase pressure for a path forward. ... Any politician who says they are willing to go over the ledge is likely bluffing to build leverage," said Sean West, director of U.S. policy at the Eurasia Group.  West believes that if there's no sign of a deal near year's end, they would sign on to a short-term package to avert the cliff temporarily.  That may be cold comfort, though, to those actually trying to run a business and hire people.

Fiscal discipline low – payroll tax cuts

Daniel Indiviglio, Reuters Staff, 02/14/’12, [U.S. payroll tax fight shows faux fiscal restraint, http://blogs.reuters.com/breakingviews/2012/02/14/u-s-payroll-tax-fight-shows-faux-fiscal-restraint/] VN

The fight over U.S. payroll taxes just became exhibit A in political style over substance. Republicans in Congress, who have pounded the table on deficit reduction since last summer’s bruising debt battle, have backed down on a demand that spending be slashed to cover the cost of extending the tax cut. To let it ride for another 10 months will cost $100 billion. So much for fiscal discipline.  It was bad enough when legislators leaned on seized mortgage backers Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac last December to enable 160 million American workers to keep paying a rate of 4.2 percent of their wages, instead of 6.2 percent, into the Social Security fund for a couple of extra months. Now, it’s about to get worse.  Last year, when Republicans refused to raise the nation’s debt ceiling unless future deficits were shrunk, it led to a “super-committee” tasked with finding a way to lop off at least $1.2 trillion from future deficits. The group, predictably, failed. Instead, $1 trillion was automatically cut – a figure that dips to $900 billion if the payroll tax cut is extended.  It’s easy to write this off as election-year politics, but that would neglect the deeper dogma at work. The GOP pledge not to raise taxes obviously trumps any rhetoric around the deficits that have been averaging $1.3 trillion for four years running.  Of course, the Democrats aren’t acting any more responsibly. They’re happy to extend the payroll-tax cut without paying for it, too. And though willing to slash some spending elsewhere, Barack Obama’s party is still unwilling to tackle the real problem: safety-net programs. This was evidenced most recently by the president’s budget plan on Monday. 

2AC Obama Good (Mars Col)

Case o/w – prefer short-term probability impacts because of the inherent risk of escalation to nuclear war – extinction from asteroids or other means is so long-term and improbable that they should be discounted

Economic collapse turns the disadvantage – tough economic times breed fiscal austerity and budget cutting – NASA’s budget is empirically one of the first to get cuts

Status quo solves the impact – asteroid and meteor surveillance is sufficient to predict strikes and prevent extinction
Obama will lose --- unemployment numbers will crush Obama.

CNN Money, 7/19/2012 (Election 2012: Economy does Obama no favors, p. http://money.cnn.com/2012/07/19/news/economy/obama-election/)

Unless the economy mounts a dramatic turnaround, President Obama will be forced to ask voters for a second term while the unemployment rate sits north of 8%. Any campaign consultant will tell you that's bad news for the incumbent -- and it could get worse. Robust labor market growth in the first three months of the calendar year has given way to three consecutive disappointing jobs reports. The housing market remains tied in knots. And growth is depressingly weak. Europe is mired in an intractable debt crisis that shows few signs of easing. At home, the impending fiscal cliff has the potential to unsettle businesses to the point where they are reluctant to make investments or hiring decisions. The resulting economic outlook -- especially from the Obama campaign's perspective -- is not especially rosy. With only four monthly jobs reports remaining before Election Day, it now seems unlikely that unemployment will drop below 8%. The current unemployment rate is 8.2%. Patrick Sims, a director at Hamilton Place Strategies, said that getting below 8.0% is "not going to happen" by Election Day.

Romney is gaining the lead over the economy.

The Hill, 7/18/2012 (Romney edges ahead in latest national poll, most blame Obama for economic downturn, p. http://thehill.com/blogs/ballot-box/polls/238823-romney-edges-ahead-in-latest-national-poll-most-blame-obama-for-economic-downturn)

Mitt Romney holds a narrow lead over Barack Obama in the latest national poll, with the Republican challenger edging the incumbent president 47-46 percent. And nearly two in three voters - 64 percent - say his policies have contributed at least partially to the economic downturn, according to a survey released Wednesday by CBS News and the New York Times. That's evidence that Republican attacks on the president's record are likely resonating, and represent a double-digit increase from a similar question asked by Gallup last month. In general, Romney seemed to be buoyed by American's increasing pessimism about the economy. Less than a quarter of those surveyed said the economy was improving — 24 percent — down from a third of Americans in April. Meanwhile, three in 10 Americans say the economy is getting worse, and fewer than four in 10 approve of President Obama's handling on the economy. Perhaps most concerning for the president, the presumptive Republican nominee now holds a 49-41 percent advantage among voters asked who would best handle the economy, 

Obama is not pursuing Mars colonization now – just because Obama produced a statement that he WANTS to go to Mars that does not mean he will – this is substantiated by the US cancelation of its multi billion dollar Exomars program 

Voters will decide the election based on the economy --- no other issue outweighs.

New York Times 12 (3/13/2012 Muddled Economic Picture Muddles the Political One, Too, p. http://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/14/us/politics/economy-plays-biggest-role-in-obama-re-election-chances.html?_r=1)

The final major economic turning point of President Obama’s first term seems to have arrived. The question is which way the economy will turn. Job growth has picked up nicely in the last few months, raising the prospect that the American economy is finally in the early stages of a recovery that will gather strength over time. But with gas prices rising, the government cutting workers and consumers still deep in debt, some forecasters predict that economic growth — and with it, job growth — will slow in coming months. Politically, the difference between the two situations is vast. In one, Mr. Obama will be able to campaign on a claim, as he has recently begun to do, that the country is back on track. In another, he will be left to explain that recoveries from financial crises take years, and to argue that Republicans want to return to the Bush-era policies that created the crisis — as he tried to argue, unsuccessfully, in the 2010 midterm election. His approval rating has slipped again in some polls recently, with higher gas prices possibly playing a role. As a result, the economic numbers over the next couple of months, including an unemployment report on April 6, will have bigger political implications than the typical batch of data. The Federal Reserve acknowledged the uncertainty in its scheduled statement on Tuesday, suggesting the economy had improved somewhat but still predicting only “moderate economic growth.” Economists say the economy’s near-term direction depends relatively little on Mr. Obama’s economic policies. The standoff over Iran’s nuclear program, the European debt crisis and other events will most likely affect the economy more. But many American voters are still likely to make their decision based on the economy. Historically, nothing — not campaign advertisements, social issues or even wars — has influenced voters more heavily than the direction of the economy in an election year. “If you could know one thing and you had to predict which party was going to win the next presidential election,” Lynn Vavreck, a political scientist at the University of California, Los Angeles, said, “you couldn’t do better than knowing the change in economic growth.”

National economy trumps partisanship in swing states

Bays 7/16 (Kymberly Bays, Editor-in-Chief of Independent Voters Network, 7/16/12, Independent Voters Network, “Key to Swing State Voters: Stagnant vs Growing Economy,” http://ivn.us/2012/07/16/key-to-swing-state-voters-stagnant-vs-growing-economy/)

In a new Purple Poll released today, voters in 12 swing states diverge dramatically on their views of the country’s economic trajectory. This overwhelmingly affects who they plan on casting their ballot for in November.  “Among those who believe the economy is getting better, 93% support Obama, 4% favor Romney. And among those who say it is getting worse, Romney leads Obama 84% to 7%,” says the Purple Strategies findings.  This economic question is now more predictive of vote choice than any other factor this election, including partisanship.

Only the plan can win Obama the election – it boosts short-term job growth and creates a base for fiscal stability that increases investor and consumer confidence which spills over to the public and perceptually changes Romney’s economic advantage

The plan follows through on Obama promises – it’s a huge political victory

Gelinas, 11 - a City Journal contributing editor and the Searle Freedom Trust Fellow at the Manhattan Institute (Nicole, “Nation-Building in Washington,” City Journal, Winter

http://www.city-journal.org/2011/21_1_snd-infrastructure.html)//DH
 

There’s little risk to the GOP here, especially as voters wouldn’t see an immediate tax hike. Further, infrastructure is a political winner. When Obama first proposed an infrastructure stimulus two years ago, 85 percent of people thought that “repairing roads and bridges” was “a good idea,” according to a poll by the Wall Street Journal and NBC News. Voters don’t oppose infrastructure spending; they oppose politicians who say they’re going to fix infrastructure and then don’t follow through.
Transportation spending is popular with the public – polls

Treasury Department 12 – along with the Council of Economic Advisers. (“A NEW ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT”, Department of the Treasury, March 23, 2012, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf, Callahan)
After years of underinvestment in our transportation system, Americans’ satisfaction with our public transit system is middling when compared to public satisfaction with highways and public transit systems around the world. We rank 15 the out of 32 OECD nations with respect to our satisfaction with our roads and highways. We are tied with four other countries at rank 13 (out of 32 OECD nations) with respect to our satisfaction with public transit. One study found that four out of every five Americans agree with the statement that: “In order for the United States to remain the world’s top economic superpower, we need to modernize our transportation infrastructure and keep it up to date.” Another study found that almost 19 out of 20 Americans are concerned about America’s infrastructure and 84 percent support greater investment to address infrastructure problems.

2AC Obama Good (Iran Strikes)

Econ o/w and solves the DA – economic collapse causes war through isolationism and diversionary theory which increase the risk of lashout by countries like Iran which triggers their impact – also prefer probability – MAD and rational actors check iran confict while economic collapse empirically and statistically leads to conflict and increases in terrorism

No strike coming now – early 2012 was speculated to be the year of strikes but none-came – cooperation checks conflict

Israel won’t strike Iran -- political backlash, and strategic concerns. 

Menon 3-15 – professor of international relations (Rajan Menon, “Why Israel Won’t Rush into War with Iran”, March 15, 2012, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/rajan-menon/israel-wont-rush-to-war_b_1346263.html)//MG

But applying Netanyahu's standard would entail waging preventive war, which is altogether different from a preemptive one. The Israeli government would be claiming the right to attack based not an evident and compelling threat from Iran but on its assessment that Iran might acquire the wherewithal to harm Israel at some undefined juncture. That's an extremely permissive justification, one that few countries, even those well disposed toward Israel, will endorse, not least because Israel itself has nuclear weapons and thus a deterrent. While it's hard to imagine a U.S. president reproaching Israel, Netanyahu shouldn't bet that Obama would order American forces to join in. As for the reaction elsewhere, it will range from tepid support (at best) to condemnation, with the latter being the predominant one. The Arab Spring has increased Israel's isolation in its neighborhood, and bombing Iran will make matters far worse. It's said that several Sunni Arab states fear the prospect of an Iran wielding nuclear weapons. Saudi Arabia and the Persian Gulf sheikdoms are most often mentioned, but so is Egypt. But no matter what the leaders of these countries might think, or communicate subtly to Washington or Tel Aviv, none will stand up and approve an Israeli attack for fear of a backlash from "the street," particularly after the mass protests of the Arab Spring. Nor will Israel find support elsewhere in the Muslim world. Take Turkey, for instance. Ankara believes that a nuclear-armed Iran would make the Middle East an even more dangerous place. The Turks nevertheless insist that the evidence on Tehran's intentions remains inconclusive; that Iran is, in any event, not close to manufacturing a bomb; and that diplomacy, not sanctions, let alone force, is the best solution. Then there's Israeli public opinion. If you've assumed that Netanyahu's bellicosity has deep support among Israelis, you are not alone. Yet the reality is different. A recent poll shows that only 19 percent of Israelis support an attack without American support and that only 43 percent favor proceeding without it. Only 28 percent expect America to join an Israel strike, 39 percent anticipate only political support, while a third believes that Washington would stay neutral or even punish Israel. The vast majority does not think that an attack would delay an Iranian nuclear weapons program for more than five years, and a third opines that it will either accelerate it or make no difference. Similarly, prominent Israelis (including two former heads of the Mossad, Ephraim Halevy and Meir Dagan, and a former Chief of Staff of the Israeli Defense Forces, Amnon Lipkin-Shahak) have declared that an attack on Iran is unnecessary to safeguard Israel and would indeed be counterproductive. Now, Netanyahu could ignore polls and pundits, but, like all politicians in democracies, he cares for votes and cannot dismiss the electoral consequences of a decision, the ripple effects of which leave Israelis more vulnerable. The operational obstacles that Israel will confront in executing a successful attack -- whatever that means -- have received much attention: the distance Israeli jets will have to fly (1,861 miles to and fro); the need to refuel them en route, using aerial tankers; the size of the strike force that will be needed to overcome Iran's substantial air defense network; and Iran's dispersal of its nuclear facilities, some of which are deep underground and reinforced so as to protect them against even America's most powerful bunker-busting bomb, the 30,000 lb. GBU-57 A/B "Massive Ordnance Penetrator," which Israel lacks. While these are important, the bigger problem is strategic rather than operational. An Israeli strike would likely guarantee that Iran makes a determined and explicit bid to build nuclear weapons because its leaders will conclude that Israel would never have struck if Iran had them. That assessment will have wide support in Iran, even among those who dislike the current regime. It would be strategically obtuse to attack Iran knowing this, and there's no reason to assume that Netanyahu doesn't know it. Moreover, Israel leaders have been sending continual warnings intended to sway Iran's leaders (insisting, nevertheless, that they are irrational and hence immune to nuclear deterrence) -- an odd thing to do if Netanyahu is counting on maximizing surprise and effectiveness. An Israeli attack on Iran will have consequences that are multiple, prolonged, and pernicious. But it's hardly a foregone conclusion that it will occur; indeed, it's less likely than generally assumed 
Uniqueness overwhelms the link – Romney will lose unless he wins Florida, Ohio, Virginia and New Hampshire
Mataconis 12 (Doug, The Six States That Will Likely Decide the 2012 Election, 3/10, Outside the Beltway, p. http://www.outsidethebeltway.com/the-six-states-that-will-likely-decide-the-2012-election/)

In 2008, President Obama was able to win election in part because he won in states that had been traditionally Republican such as New Hampshire, Indiana, Virginia, and North Carolina , as well as picking up the still-crucial swing states of Florida and Ohio. This time around, the only way the GOP can win the Presidency is by picking up a good portion of those statesx, and specifically by picking up the core four states that are part of Rasmussen’s poll. When I saw this poll this morning, I immediately started playing around with various Electoral College scenarios at 270ToWin.com (a great site for political junkies, by the way) and it looks to me like, absent the unlikely event of a landslide, there is no way the GOP can win the Presidency without winning all four of these states. They can lose Iowa. They can lose New Hampshire. They can once again fail to flip New Mexico (which seems likely given their problems with the Latino vote). But, even under the most optimistic scenario there is no way they can afford to lose any one of these states. (Nevada is another state the GOP may try to flip this year but it’s six Electoral Votes are unlikely to be the deciding factor in this race) The task becomes more difficult, of course, if the GOP somehow manages to lose a state that they won in 2008. For example, John McCain won Missouri in 2008 by the narrowest of margins, just 3,903 votes. Right now, due in large part to the fact that the state has definitely shifted red in the past three years I’m going to assume that the GOP holds on to the state. Similarly, the GOP lost Indiana in 2008 for the first time since 1964 but there’s plenty of reason to believe that the state will return to the Republican fold this year. If one or both of those states ends up in Obama’s column, then winning the “Core Four” won’t matter at all. So, perhaps it’s better to say that the GOP must hold on to all of the states it won in 2008 and flip Indiana and the “Core Four.” If it doesn’t do that, Barack Obama will be re-elected. So, if you’re looking for numbers to pay attention to over the coming eight months, these are the six states — Ohio, Indiana, Missouri, Virginia, North Carolina, and Florida — to keep an eye on because they’re likely to decide the election.
And Romney is losing Ohio and Florida by significant margins

Silver 8/2 (Nate, political scientist and expert on elections, he’s a genius, August 2, “Aug. 1: Obama Extends Electoral College Advantage,” http://fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/08/02/aug-1-obama-extends-electoral-college-advantage/#more-32731)
Barack Obama’s standing in the FiveThirtyEight forecast reached its strongest position to date on Tuesday as a result of favorable polls in a set of swing states. The forecast model now gives Mr. Obama a 70.8 percent chance of winning the Electoral College, up from 69.0 percent on Monday and from 65.0 percent last Tuesday. Three of the polls were conducted by Quinnipiac University in conjunction with The New York Times and CBS News. The polls gave Mr. Obama leads of 6 points in each of Ohio and Florida, and an 11-point lead in Pennsylvania. In each state, the polls are at the high end of the range of numbers produced by other polling firms. As we frequently advise, no one set of polls — no matter how reputable the pollster — should be read as gospel. Differences in the numbers from survey firm to survey firm often reflect sampling error or methodological differences rather than any fundamental change in the condition of the race. Nevertheless, Ohio and Pennsylvania polls are part of a consensus of polls showing Mr. Obama ahead in these states by varying margins. Mr. Obama has led 11 of the 13 polls in Ohio since May 1, and he has led all 11 polls conducted in Pennsylvania during this period. The Florida polls have been more equivocal: Mr. Obama has held 10 leads, versus six for Mitt Romney. Still, Florida is typically a somewhat Republican-leaning state. In an election that was truly even-money, you’d expect Mr. Romney to be leading in more of the Florida polls rather than the other way around. Ohio, for that matter, is also typically Republican-leaning relative to the rest of the country, although only by a point or two. One can debate the merits of different polling methodologies — but in Ohio, it has been a debate between polls showing Mr. Obama ahead by a narrow margin, and those showing him on top by a somewhat larger one. In another swing state poll, by the firm EPIC/MRA in Michigan, Mr. Obama held a 6-point lead. That poll was broadly consistent with our model’s prior take on Michigan, which also gave him about a 6-point lead there — although the polling firm in question had previously shown relatively good numbers for Mr. Romney, including a slim lead in a poll it conducted of the state in June. Most of the polls in these states, including the most recent set by Quinnipiac and The New York Times, were conducted among likely voters, which are generally less favorable to Democrats than those conducted among all registered voters. That makes Mr. Obama’s leads there a bit more robust. Mr. Obama’s polls in less competitive states — and in national tracking numbers — have been less strong. He received relatively weak numbers on Tuesday in polls of Arizona and Connecticut, for instance. But these states are unlikely to be decisive in the Electoral College. Our forecast model is starting to calculate a gap between the swing state polls and those elsewhere. As a result, it gives Mr. Obama a 4.6 percent chance of winning the Electoral College despite losing the national popular vote, but just a 1.2 percent chance to the same happening for Mr. Romney.

And he’s losing in Virginia 

Examiner citing polls 8/2 (The Examiner news, August 2, 2012, “Updated Obama versus Romney polls in 10 key battleground states,” http://www.examiner.com/article/updated-obama-versus-romney-polls-10-key-battleground-states-3)

Electoral Votes: 13

Most Recent Poll: Obama 44%, Romney 44% (Quinnipiac 7/16)

RCP Average: Obama 46.8%, Romney 44.0%
Average of Polls from Last Two Weeks: No new polls.

Nate Silver Probability Analysis: 56.8% chance of Obama win
Changes Since Last Update: There has been no new data come in on the state of Virginia for over two weeks now, which has kept all the numbers releatively the same, including Nate Silver's probability numbers.

And he’s losing New Hampshire 

Real Clear Politics polls 8/6 (Real Clear politics poll compilation, “New Hampshire: Romney vs. Obama,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/epolls/2012/president/nh/new_hampshire_romney_vs_obama-2030.html)

Poll




Date

Sample
Obama (D)
Romney (R)
Spread

RCP Average


6/20 - 7/15
--

47.3


44.3


Obama +3.0
WMUR/UNH


7/5 - 7/15

470 LV
49


45


Obama +4

NBC News/Marist

6/24 - 6/25
1029 RV
45


45


Tie

Rasmussen Reports
6/20 - 6/20
500 LV
48


43


Obama +5

No link – republican attack ads have already started and they have all the evidence they need to make their talking points – independents wouldn’t perceive the plan – those people who would be influenced by republican attack ads are already voting Romney

The plan follows through on Obama promises – it’s a huge political victory

Gelinas, 11 - a City Journal contributing editor and the Searle Freedom Trust Fellow at the Manhattan Institute (Nicole, “Nation-Building in Washington,” City Journal, Winter

http://www.city-journal.org/2011/21_1_snd-infrastructure.html)//DH
 

There’s little risk to the GOP here, especially as voters wouldn’t see an immediate tax hike. Further, infrastructure is a political winner. When Obama first proposed an infrastructure stimulus two years ago, 85 percent of people thought that “repairing roads and bridges” was “a good idea,” according to a poll by the Wall Street Journal and NBC News. Voters don’t oppose infrastructure spending; they oppose politicians who say they’re going to fix infrastructure and then don’t follow through.
The plan bolsters the economy which will disprove the republican media and swing any voters that are solely focusing on the economy 

Transportation spending is popular with the public – polls

Treasury Department 12 – along with the Council of Economic Advisers. (“A NEW ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT”, Department of the Treasury, March 23, 2012, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf, Callahan)
After years of underinvestment in our transportation system, Americans’ satisfaction with our public transit system is middling when compared to public satisfaction with highways and public transit systems around the world. We rank 15 the out of 32 OECD nations with respect to our satisfaction with our roads and highways. We are tied with four other countries at rank 13 (out of 32 OECD nations) with respect to our satisfaction with public transit. One study found that four out of every five Americans agree with the statement that: “In order for the United States to remain the world’s top economic superpower, we need to modernize our transportation infrastructure and keep it up to date.” Another study found that almost 19 out of 20 Americans are concerned about America’s infrastructure and 84 percent support greater investment to address infrastructure problems. 

Buy American DA

1. Case O/W and T/DA 

2. Their uniq ev concedes that Buy American constraints will not be imposed upon NEW transportation policies, which the NIB is  

3. Won’t pass – the fact that this wasn’t included with MAP-21 proves

4. No spill over – no evidence that trade protectionism will become large-scale 

5. No link – their ev is about Obama’s proposed mechanism for funding NIB, which was a) shot down and b) not used by the plan

6. No impact – if Canada’s exempt, new policies wouldn’t apply to them 

7. Their ev is biased – from a website that was established for the purpose of discussing international trade and the chairman is from Canada 

The AJA never passed 

Politic365 11 (Kenneth Mallory, “Senate Democrats Fail to Pass American Jobs Act”, 10/12/11, http://politic365.com/2011/10/12/american-jobs-act-dies-in-senate-procedural-vote/)
With little prodding from the White House and before a Senate Democratic majority that fell apart, President Obama’s American Jobs Act died in what was billed a “test” procedural vote in the Senate Tuesday evening. It was the first major setback to the legislation since it’s introduction during a fiery September speech in which the President demanded that Congress “… should pass this bill, now.”  Falling back on the usual talking points, many Republicans took issue with Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid’s (D-NV) proposal to pay for the $447 billion bill with a 5.6 percent surcharge tax on Americans making $1 million or more. The provision, along with criticisms by Republicans that the Act would require too much government spending, ended up being the bill’s fatal blow as Senate Democratic leaders were unable to drum up enough support.  Similar sentiments were echoed among conservative voices including Heritage Action, a sister organization associated with the Heritage Foundation, a conservative policy group that publicly opposed the bill and deemed it a “spending proposal,” in an email to Politic365.com.  “President Obama’s spending proposal, combined with Harry Reid’s so-called millionaire’s surtax, is more of the same. Permanent tax hikes on job creators to pay for questionable temporary jobs is a recipe for continued stagnation, or worse,” said Heritage Action CEO Michael A. Needham. “Instead of class warfare, we should focus on pursuing real tax reform, cutting wasteful government spending and removing regulatory barriers to job creation.”  As outlined by an Obama administration official in September, The American Jobs Act was comprised of four main proposals that included rendering tax relief on small businesses, infrastructure investment (nearly a quarter of the act’s funds would go toward that effort), “an aggressive strategy” to tackle long-term unemployment, and tax relief to workers achieved – in part – by extending payroll tax cuts.  Although the Obama administration considered the bill’s components nonpartisan, with President Obama touring the country to rally support for the legislation, many Republicans called it a partisan package and said it followed form to the President’s first stimulus, an effort they contend did nothing to create jobs.  On the floor of the Senate hours before the caustic vote, Senate Republican Leader Mitch McConnell (R-KY) warned that “[i]f voting against another stimulus is the only way we can get Democrats in Washington to finally abandon this failed approach to job creation, then so be it.” “The President’s been calling for this vote for weeks; and in my view, we can’t have it soon enough. For nearly five years Democrats have controlled the Senate. For the last three of those years, they’ve also controlled the White House. Today’s vote is conclusive proof that Democrats’ sole proposal is to keep doing what hasn’t worked,” added McConnell.  Republicans have cited free trade and relaxed regulations on businesses among the mechanisms they support for economic growth.  But Democrats and Obama supporters have insisted that the American Jobs Act would indeed provide more jobs to Americans.  “The American people are demanding immediate action and the President’s bill will create more jobs right now,” argued Obama campaign spokesman Clo Ewing in a statement to Politic365.com. ”This proposal for immediate job creation contrasts sharply with Republican candidates’ plans which won’t create jobs or provide any immediate relief to Americans – instead, they would provide more tax breaks to large corporations and the wealthiest and allow Wall Street to write its own rules. The candidates and their Republican counterparts in Washington believe we can cut our way to prosperity, even if it means wiping out investments in education and research and development. Theirs is not a plan that will invest in our future or restore middle class security. “  Prior to the vote, it was evident that the President himself doubted its chances before the Senate as he began plotting a new strategy moving forward.  “If they don’t pass the whole package, we’re going to break it up into different parts,” he was quoted as saying on Tuesday.  And observers note that the bill’s loss in the Senate could actually work to the White House’s political advantage as it continues to paint Republicans as opposed to the interests of the middle class and working poor.  “The president has learned that a loss can be a win,” said a senior Democratic strategist quoted in Politico. “We’ve done everything to win legislatively, to scrape through. Now we’re determined to keep the high ground on a set of issues where we have the overwhelming support of the American people.”

Seriously, the Republicans in the Senate blocked it

NYTimes 11 (Robert Pear, “President’s Jobs Measure Is Turned Back in Key Senate Test”, 10/11/11, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/10/12/us/politics/obamas-jobs-bill-senate-vote.html?pagewanted=1&_r=1)
WASHINGTON — In a major setback for President Obama, the Senate on Tuesday blocked consideration of his $447 billion jobs bill, forcing the White House and Congressional Democrats to scramble to salvage parts of the plan, the centerpiece of Mr. Obama’s push to revive a listless economy. The legislation, announced with fanfare by the president at a joint session of Congress last month, fell short of the 60 needed to overcome procedural hurdles in the Senate.  The vote in favor of advancing the bill on Tuesday was 50 to 49. Two moderate Democrats facing difficult re-election campaigns, Senators Ben Nelson of Nebraska and Jon Tester of Montana, joined a solid phalanx of Republicans in opposition. In addition, the Senate majority leader, Harry Reid, Democrat of Nevada, switched from yes to no so that he could move to reconsider the vote in the future.  Given Mr. Obama’s repeated demands, as he traveled the nation in recent weeks, that Congress pass the bill intact, the Senate’s vote to block the measure represented a significant setback and came after leaders of his own party had adjusted the measure to include a surtax on incomes of more than $1 million to round up additional Democratic votes.  After the vote, the president criticized Republicans for balking at a measure that included initiatives they supported in the past.  “Tonight’s vote is by no means the end of this fight,” the president said in a statement. He added, “In the coming days, members of Congress will have to take a stand on whether they believe we should put teachers, construction workers, police officers and firefighters back on the job.”  Votes on pieces of the bill could begin this month, perhaps as early as next week, Senate Democratic aides said. Party leaders said they needed to consult their caucus before they decided on the timing or chose the provisions to be considered separately.  Several Democratic senators said they might join a handful of Republicans in searching for job-creation proposals that could gain bipartisan support — a formidable challenge in a chamber where comity seems to worsen by the week.  House Republican leaders have said they do not intend to take up the president’s bill as a whole. But they welcomed the signal from the White House that the administration would be open to a piecemeal effort.  
The Senate shot down Obama’s NIB 

Wash Post 11 (Rosalind S. Helderman, “Senate blocks $60 billion infrastructure plan, another part of Obama jobs bill”, 11/3/11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/senate-blocks-60-billion-infrastructure-plan/2011/11/03/gIQACXjajM_story.html)
The Senate shot down another piece of President Obama’s $447 billion jobs bill Thursday, as a stalemated Congress goes through the motions of attempting legislation to spur economic growth largely as a mechanism to allow each party to blame the other for the failure to act.  The chamber failed to advance a measure to spend $50 billion on highway, rail, transit and airport improvements and another $10 billion as seed money for an infrastructure bank designed to spark private investment in construction. The vote was 51 to 49 in favor, but the measure needed 60 votes to proceed to a full debate. The failure came in advance of a jobs report due out Friday morning that will show the trajectory of the job market in the final quarter of the year. So far, there are signs that employers are shrugging off the ill effects of Europe’s troubles and volatile financial markets and are continuing to hire at a gradual pace. The September unemployment report relieved concerns about massive waves of layoffs, and last week the Commerce Department said the economy grew at a 2.5 percent annual rate in the summer months, its fastest clip in a year.  The Labor Department also reported Thursday that the number of people filing new claims for unemployment insurance benefits fell last week to 397,000, from a revised 406,000 the previous week. That was the lowest level in five weeks. Also Thursday, a survey from the Institute for Supply Management on activity at the nation’s service businesses was little changed, at 52.9 in October compared with 53 in September. Numbers above 50 indicate expansion.  Meanwhile on Capitol Hill, all 47 Senate Republicans joined Sens. Ben Nelson (D-Neb.) and Joseph I. Lieberman (I-Conn.) in opposing the Obama infrastructure measure, which would have been funded with a 0.7 percent surtax on those making more than a million dollars a year.  “It makes no sense when you consider that this bill was made up of the same kinds of common-sense proposals that many of these Senators have fought for in the past. It was fully paid for,” Obama said in a statement issued by the White House.  Democrats have been trying to move Obama’s American Jobs Act forward plank by plank, without much success, since the Senate blocked the package in its entirety last month.  The Senate had already blocked another element of the plan that would have provided $35 billion in aid to states to hire teachers and first responders. Democrats have indicated they will ask the Senate to vote on other pieces of the plan, including extending a payroll tax holiday for workers and benefits for the unemployed, and offering new tax incentives to businesses to hire veterans and the long-term unemployed.  Also Thursday, Democrats joined to block a separate Republican proposal to extend the government’s highway spending authority for the next two years and roll back some environmental regulations. A procedural motion to advance the measure was rejected 53 to 47. The current highway spending authority will lapse in February. 

Republicans killed Obama’s Infrastructure Plans

AP 11 (J. Scott Applewhite, “Senate GOP blocks $60B Obama infrastructure plan”, 11/3/11, http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/story/2011-11-03/obama-infrastructure-bill/51063852/1) 
WASHINGTON (AP) – Republicans in the Senate have killed legislation sponsored by President Obama to spend $60 billion on building and repairing roads, rail lines and other infrastructure to help kick-start the sluggish economy. The 51-49 vote fell well short of the 60 votes required under Senate procedures to start work on the bill. The infrastructure measure is the third in a string of Senate defeats for Obama's stimulus-style jobs agenda, which would be financed by a tax surcharge on the very wealthy.  Despite the repeated losses, Democrats seem to think they've found a winning issue in pressing popular ideas from Obama's poll-tested jobs package. Republicans counter that the president is more interested in picking political fights than in seeking compromise.

No Impact - Buy American Provisions have existed since the 30s 

Huffington Post 12 (Zach Carter, “Congress Revolts On Obama Plan That Would Ban 'Buy American'”, 5/3/12, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/05/03/obama-trade-congress-buy-american_n_1475277.html) 
Since the 1930s, the American government has offered preferential treatment to American producers in the awarding of federal contracts. If a domestic producer offers the government a more expensive bid than a foreign producer, it can still be awarded the contract under certain circumstances, but more recent free trade agreements have granted other nations the same negotiating status as domestic firms. The Obama administration is currently pushing to grant the several nations involved in the Trans-Pacific deal the same privileged status, according to the Thursday letter.

Canada’s exempt anyways – new policies wouldn’t apply 

AP 11 (Rob Gillies, “Canada balks at Buy American provisions”, 9/14/11, http://news.yahoo.com/canada-balks-buy-american-provisions-165925751.html) 
Canada ultimately won an exemption from the "Buy American" provisions that were included in 2009's $787 billion economic stimulus bill, which favored U.S.-made steel and other manufactured goods in government-funded building projects. The provision was a major irritant in trade relations between the United States and Canada, its largest trading partner.  The Canadian government offered U.S. companies expanded access to Canadian government procurement contracts in return for the waiver of the "Buy American" provisions. But the Canadian Manufacturers and Exporters group said Canadian companies lost out on billions of dollars in work on U.S. infrastructure projects before the waiver was granted. Suppliers of everything from steel and sewers to metals, pipe and construction materials were affected.  Fast said there is now a fast-track consultation process in place with the U.S. to deal with issues like this because of the 2010 agreement. Fast declined to say whether Canadian Prime Minister Stephen Harper would call Obama about it, but said Harper is very involved.  Canada sends more than 70 percent of its exports across its southern border.  Nkenge Harmon, a spokeswoman for the Office of the United States Trade Representative, said in an email that "The American Jobs Act is fully consistent with the United States' international obligations on government procurement."  Jayson Myers, head of the Canadian Manufacturers and Exporters group, said he is extremely disappointed and concerned that Buy American restrictions are reappearing, but pleased the Canadian government is responding quickly.  The new measures come at a time when Canada and the U.S. are close to signing an expanded arrangement to allow more secure flow of goods across the border along with stepped up security.
Buy American provisions on infrastructure wouldn’t harm relations

Financial Post 11 (Mark Kennedy, “‘Buy America’ provision won’t harm ‘strong’ U.S.-Canada relations: diplomat”, 10/18/11, http://business.financialpost.com/2011/10/18/%E2%80%98buy-america%E2%80%99-provision-won%E2%80%99t-harm-%E2%80%98strong%E2%80%99-u-s-canada-relations-diplomat/)
OTTAWA — The Obama administration’s recent “Buy America” provision will not harm U.S.-Canada relations and was introduced as a political compromise to persuade Congress to pass a jobs bill that helps economies in both countries, says the American ambassador to Canada.¶ David Jacobson delivered the message Tuesday in a speech designed to correct some misconceptions on this and two other developing issues: suggestions the U.S. is considering a new levy on cargo entering the U.S. from British Columbia, and the impact on people with dual citizenship of a new U.S. plan to crack down on people who create tax havens.¶ “The relationship between our two countries is probably the strongest it has been in generations, perhaps ever,” said Mr. Jacobson, according to a written text of the remarks.¶ “I am here to tell you that the United States is unbelievably lucky to have Canada as our neighbour. But in the last few weeks three unrelated events have gotten a lot of attention. And some among us, on both sides of the border, have tried to draw the conclusion — sometimes without resort to the facts — that somehow there’s a funeral in our future.”¶ Mr. Jacobson went to great lengths to defend the “Buy American” initiative that U.S. President Barack Obama included in his administration’s jobs bill last month.¶ Here in Canada, Prime Minister Stephen Harper called it a “regrettable development” that would weigh down economic growth in North America, and International Trade Minister Ed Fast vowed to press Canada’s case in Washington against protectionist measures such as this.¶ Canada had won an exemption from Buy America provisions in a $900-billion stimulus bill in 2009, but did not get such treatment in Obama’s second round of stimulus this fall.¶ Jacobson said this is “making some folks see coffins among the flowers of the Canada/U.S. relationship”, adding there is more to the issue than meets the eye.¶ He said the latest Jobs Act is a $445-billion bill to help get the U.S. economy “back on track” and that most of the legislation consists of proposals for payroll tax cuts for the middle class, extensions of unemployment benefits, and education investment.¶ “A small part of the bill relates to repairs of infrastructure and rebuilding of schools. It was to these parts — and these parts alone — to which Buy America applied. And, of course, most of these expenditures on infrastructure and schools would be for things like land and labour which Canada couldn’t supply anyway.”¶ Mr. Jacobson said that, in fact, the “single most important” thing the U.S. can do to help the Canadian economy “is to get our own economy back on track.”¶ And that is the purpose of Mr. Obama’s jobs bill.¶ “And in case you haven’t noticed, it’s not so easy for him to get things through Congress. So he had to make a tough call. He had to introduce a bill that had some chance of passing. Hence the Buy America Provision.”¶ “If the bill doesn’t pass, the U.S. economy — and the Canadian economy with it — continue to suffer.”¶ Mr. Jacobson urged people to contrast the minimal consequences of the Buy American provision on Canadian commerce with the “vast benefits” to the Canadian economy if the bill is passed.¶ “With the benefits to the Canadian economy of the bill as a whole I suspect the vast majority of economists in Canada would say they’d take the bad with the good. Mr. Jacobson also noted that the provisions in the bill will be interpreted in accordance with international trade obligations, such as NAFTA and the World Trade Organization.¶ “No two countries on Earth have a better track record of working out our trade differences than the United States and Canada.”¶ Finally, he noted that the bill in question — “Buy American or no Buy America” — was rejected last week by the U.S. Senate as part of a Republican filibuster.¶ “The president has said he will try to get parts of the Jobs Bill through Congress as separate measures. And for the sake of the United States economy — and for the sake of the Canadian economy — we should all hope he is successful.”¶ Meanwhile, Mr. Jacobson flatly rejected reports the U.S. was considering a levy on U.S.-bound cargo from British Columbia.¶ The reports surfaced in the media several weeks ago after two U.S. senators asked the government to look into how a harbour maintenance fee in Seattle meant a lot of North-American-bound shipping was being diverted to Vancouver.¶ Mr. Jacobson said that led to a “hue and cry that the United States was contemplating imposing duties or taxes or some sort of fees on goods that were shipped through Canada and into the United States.”¶ He said that he personally inquired and was assured that all that is occurring is a study — nothing more.¶ “Among other reasons, the Federal Maritime Commission has no authority to impose duties, or taxes, or fees on goods entering the United States from Canada. So I’m here to give all of you — and all Canadians — comfort. We don’t plan to divert traffic to Seattle from Vancouver by imposing tariffs or taxes or fees on goods crossing into the United States from Canada.”¶ 
**Counterplans

2ACStates CP – No Def Spend Fiat

Can’t solve – States cannot deficit spend which means the counterplan causes budget cuts that crush its stimulative effects
Oliff, Mai, and Palacios, 6-27-12 (Phil Oliff, Policy Analyst with the State Fiscal Project, Chris Mai, Research Assistant with the State Fiscal Project, and Vincent Palacios, Research Associate for the State Fiscal Project, June 27, 2012, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=711)

Consequently, even though the revenue outlook is trending upward, states have addressed large budget shortfalls by historical standards as they considered budgets for 2013.  The vast majority of these shortfalls have been closed through spending cuts and other measures in order to meet balanced-budget requirements.  As of publication all but five states have enacted their budgets, and those five will do so soon. To the extent these shortfalls are being closed with spending cuts, they are occurring on top of past years’ deep cuts in critical public services like education, health care, and human services.  The additional cuts mean that state budgets will continue to be a drag on the national economy, threatening hundreds of thousands of private- and public-sector jobs, reducing the job creation that otherwise would be expected to occur.  Potential strategies for lessening the impact of deep spending cuts include more use of state reserve funds in states that have reserves, more revenue through tax-law changes, and a greater role for the federal government.

And even states could deficit spend they would rack up deficits over four hundred billion dollars – that’s one-fourth of all states’ budgets and triggers so many cuts that there would be no job or GDP growth 

Only federal investment can prevent state budget cuts which hurt growth and jobs
JOHNSON ET AL ‘10  (Nicholas, Iris J. Lav, Elizabeth McNichol,  Nicholas Johnson- graduate degree from Duke University's Terry Sanford Institute of Public Policy,  Director of the State Fiscal Project.  AND Iris J. Lav- created the State Fiscal Analysis Initiative, Holds an MBA from George Washington University and an AB from the University of Chicago.   AND   Elizabeth McNichol- M.A. in Political Science University of Chicago. “ Additional Federal Fiscal Relief Needed to Help States Address Recession’s Impact “, March 1, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=2988)

Because of state budget calendars, it would not be effective for the Administration and Congress to wait until the fall of 2010 to consider additional aid to the states for state fiscal year 2011. In most states, the governor’s proposed budget for fiscal year 2011[12] is being developed this fall. At the end of calendar 2009 or the beginning of calendar 2010, governors will submit their budgets to their legislatures, to be considered between January and June 2010. Final budgets for fiscal year 2011 will be adopted at some point during that period. Some states, particularly those with short legislative sessions, require the adoption of budgets by March or April. States budget for their fiscal years as a whole, not for six-month periods. The spending cuts and tax increases that states will institute in order to balance their 2011 budgets will be determined based on the state’s budget projections for all of fiscal year 2011. Those projections will include a significant drop-off in ARRA funds for the final half of the state fiscal year (i.e., after December 2010). Accordingly, many of the actions that states will take to balance their 2011 budgets will be implemented next summer (or in some cases even earlier if budget gaps have reopened for the current fiscal year). To gain maximum revenue, states that plan to adopt tax increases to help address their looming fiscal year 2011 shortfalls may want to put them in place as quickly as possible. The same applies to spending reductions; for example, many cuts in education spending are likely to take effect next summer, at the start of the 2010-2011 school year. The bottom line is that unless states know that additional aid is coming — even if they do not actually receive the dollars until calendar year 2011 — they will institute large new budget cuts and/or tax increases by next summer to close the shortfalls in their fiscal 2011 budgets. Conclusion State fiscal assistance under ARRA will end or largely be exhausted by the end of calendar year 2010. Unfortunately, big state deficits are expected to continue through state fiscal year 2012 — that is, for another 18 months or so after 2010 ends. If states do not receive additional federal assistance beyond the scheduled expiration of such aid, they will be forced to institute further deep budget cuts and/or substantial tax increases. Such actions would place a drag on the U.S. economy, impeding the recovery and costing many jobs. Such measures also could cause serious hardship for many families and individuals that have lost their jobs and are relying on Medicaid and other key state services to make it through this unusually painful economic downturn.
Can’t solve stimulus – States cannot borrow as cheaply as the federal government – that’s Halleman – means less money is spent on  spent on stimulus and lower multiplier rates that are key to effective stimulus 

CP links to the net benefit – deficit spending triggers federal bailouts
WC 10 (The Wealth Cycle, “Fed Bailouts Feed State Spending Habits”, 11/3/10, http://wealthcycles.com/blog/2010/11/03/fed-bailouts-feed-state-spending-habits) 

The next fire the U.S. government will have to put out in trying to regain control of the failing economy is likely to be bankrupt state treasuries and cascading defaults on state and municipal bonds, according to a recent WSJ.com op-ed piece by banking analyst Meredith Whitney.  Whitney claims federal bailouts of state governments are already going on. Currently states receive some 28 percent of their funding from federal government transfers, according to Whitney, plus additional funds to pay the interest on their debt through a program called “Build America Bonds,” under which the U.S. Treasury covers 35 percent of the interest on state-issued bonds.  But with the advent of a GOP-controlled Congress, there may not be the political will to rescue failing states, which receive some 28 percent of their funding from federal government transfers, according to Whitney’s article.  Such federal subsidies (courtesy of the American taxpayer) are one reason states have been able to keep spending like there’s no tomorrow. “The largest 15 states by GDP spent on average over 220% of their tax receipts….,” Whitney writes. “The root of the problem is simple: State governments have spent recklessly and unsustainably.”  Adding to the severity of the problem is the fact that local governments are likewise dependent on state funding to support their own deficit spending and interest costs, currently receiving some one-third of their funding from the feds—funds once covered by state and local taxes and fees.  Warren Buffett, whose company holds and insures a lot of municipal bonds, assured his stockholders recently that the federal government would bail states out. No doubt the U.S. government will do so if it can. But with yesterday’s GOP sweep of Congress and the mood of voters hardened against more federal spending, states may no longer be able to take their Uncle Sam’s generosity for granted. Whitney urges states to bring spending under control before they are forced to go begging legislators from their fiscally conservative neighboring states for yet more hand-outs.  Rampant overspending by state governments contributes enormously to the currency and debt bubbles that are rapidly inflating, and it contributes to the Fed’s sense of panic. As I wrote in the WealthCycles.com article The Road Ahead, unsustainable debt would be a nightmare for the Fed in a deflationary economy:  In a deflation, even though both prices and wages fall, debt does not. For example, if you borrowed $100 to buy a pair of shoes, you still owe that $100—even though wages have been cut so you’re making less money, and even though you can now buy that same pair of shoes for say $10. Magnify that scenario by trillions, and you have a picture of our government’s fiscal dilemma in the event of a deflation.  In a nutshell, terror of this deflationary scenario is why the U.S. government, the Fed and Fed Chair Ben Bernanke are willing to crank out new dollars at never-before-seen volumes in a desperate attempt to prevent it.  With the Fed’s announcement today of its latest plans for inflating the currency supply by another $800 or $900 billion over the next six months à la QE2, it seems this prediction is still playing itself out, and tomorrow's dollars will have even less purchasing power than today's.

2AC States CP – Def Spend Fiat 

Can’t solve – even if the counterplan fiat’s state authorization of deficit spending, states will react to the counterplan by either not deficit spending which kills solvency or by cutting spending elsewhere – state political aversion to deficit spending means they’ll force offsets

Blankenship, 12 (Brian Blankenship, studies Political Science at Indiana University Bloomington, “Are We All Keynesians Now? Political Ideology and State Deficit Spending in the Great Recession,” Student Pulse, Vol. 4, No. 7, 2012)

In short, then, the relationship between ideology and state deficits is not a linear one. While state surpluses tend to rapidly decrease as liberalism increases, this relationship tapers off once one reaches the “moderate” and “liberal” states in the middle and right areas of the graph. One explanation for this could be that conservatives are highly averse to deficit spending as expected, but that liberals, while less averse, are not necessarily favorable toward it—at least at the state level. Thus, the relationship presented here seems to be less the result of a liberal proclivity for deficits and more the result of conservative antipathy for them.  Moving to regression analysis, Table 2 shows that there is, as expected, a significant and fairly strong relationship between state ideology and deficits, even while controlling for licensing and sales tax revenue. More liberal states tend to have higher deficits than more conservative states; indeed, for every one-point increase in state liberalism, state deficits increased an average of over two percent for the period from FY2009 to FY2011. Nevertheless, contrary to my expectations, sales tax revenue is yet again associated with higher deficits, with every one percent increase in state sales tax revenue accompanied by a 2.6 percent increase in a state’s tri-year deficit.5  Because of this unexpected positive relationship between sales tax revenue and deficit levels, I decided to run a second regression analysis. This time I control for states’ level of economic growth, as states that fared better economically during the recession would both have had less need to deficit spend and would have presumably seen a smaller drop in tax revenue than a state whose economy contracted dramatically. In order to measure states’ relative economic growth during the recession, I look at each state’s rate of real gross state product (GSP) change for FY2009 and FY2010 and then combine the two, with higher numbers indicating higher levels of growth.6  Additionally, I also control for states’ level of direct democracy, as ballot initiatives (e.g., California’s Proposition 13) can greatly limit a state’s ability to make fiscal readjustments in times of economic crisis. Indeed, the evidence suggests that initiative states are more likely to have caps on taxation and supermajority requirements for tax increases, which would constrain a state’s ability to raise revenue in times of economic crisis. At the same time, however, initiative states have also been more likely to have expenditure caps, which would limit the state’s ability to deficit spend (Smith and Tolbert 2007: 422-423). Thus, a high level of unrestrained direct democracy could have an impact both on a state’s ability to spend and especially on its ability to tax. In order to measure direct democracy, I use a dichotomous variable to indicate whether a state has an initiative process, with 0 indicating that it does not and 1 indicating that it does.

And those offsets crush the counterplan’s stimulative effects
Oliff, Mai, and Palacios, 6-27-12 (Phil Oliff, Policy Analyst with the State Fiscal Project, Chris Mai, Research Assistant with the State Fiscal Project, and Vincent Palacios, Research Associate for the State Fiscal Project, June 27, 2012, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=711)

Consequently, even though the revenue outlook is trending upward, states have addressed large budget shortfalls by historical standards as they considered budgets for 2013.  The vast majority of these shortfalls have been closed through spending cuts and other measures in order to meet balanced-budget requirements.  As of publication all but five states have enacted their budgets, and those five will do so soon. To the extent these shortfalls are being closed with spending cuts, they are occurring on top of past years’ deep cuts in critical public services like education, health care, and human services.  The additional cuts mean that state budgets will continue to be a drag on the national economy, threatening hundreds of thousands of private- and public-sector jobs, reducing the job creation that otherwise would be expected to occur.  Potential strategies for lessening the impact of deep spending cuts include more use of state reserve funds in states that have reserves, more revenue through tax-law changes, and a greater role for the federal government.

And the counterplan would destroy the economy – it would rack up deficits over four hundred billion dollars – that’s one-fourth of all states’ budgets and triggers so many cuts that there would be no job or GDP growth 

Can’t solve stimulus – States cannot borrow as cheaply as the federal government – that’s Halleman – means less money is spent on  spent on stimulus and lower multiplier rates that are key to effective stimulus 

CP links to the net benefit – deficit spending triggers federal bailouts
WC 10 (The Wealth Cycle, “Fed Bailouts Feed State Spending Habits”, 11/3/10, http://wealthcycles.com/blog/2010/11/03/fed-bailouts-feed-state-spending-habits) 

The next fire the U.S. government will have to put out in trying to regain control of the failing economy is likely to be bankrupt state treasuries and cascading defaults on state and municipal bonds, according to a recent WSJ.com op-ed piece by banking analyst Meredith Whitney.  Whitney claims federal bailouts of state governments are already going on. Currently states receive some 28 percent of their funding from federal government transfers, according to Whitney, plus additional funds to pay the interest on their debt through a program called “Build America Bonds,” under which the U.S. Treasury covers 35 percent of the interest on state-issued bonds.  But with the advent of a GOP-controlled Congress, there may not be the political will to rescue failing states, which receive some 28 percent of their funding from federal government transfers, according to Whitney’s article.  Such federal subsidies (courtesy of the American taxpayer) are one reason states have been able to keep spending like there’s no tomorrow. “The largest 15 states by GDP spent on average over 220% of their tax receipts….,” Whitney writes. “The root of the problem is simple: State governments have spent recklessly and unsustainably.”  Adding to the severity of the problem is the fact that local governments are likewise dependent on state funding to support their own deficit spending and interest costs, currently receiving some one-third of their funding from the feds—funds once covered by state and local taxes and fees.  Warren Buffett, whose company holds and insures a lot of municipal bonds, assured his stockholders recently that the federal government would bail states out. No doubt the U.S. government will do so if it can. But with yesterday’s GOP sweep of Congress and the mood of voters hardened against more federal spending, states may no longer be able to take their Uncle Sam’s generosity for granted. Whitney urges states to bring spending under control before they are forced to go begging legislators from their fiscally conservative neighboring states for yet more hand-outs.  Rampant overspending by state governments contributes enormously to the currency and debt bubbles that are rapidly inflating, and it contributes to the Fed’s sense of panic. As I wrote in the WealthCycles.com article The Road Ahead, unsustainable debt would be a nightmare for the Fed in a deflationary economy:  In a deflation, even though both prices and wages fall, debt does not. For example, if you borrowed $100 to buy a pair of shoes, you still owe that $100—even though wages have been cut so you’re making less money, and even though you can now buy that same pair of shoes for say $10. Magnify that scenario by trillions, and you have a picture of our government’s fiscal dilemma in the event of a deflation.  In a nutshell, terror of this deflationary scenario is why the U.S. government, the Fed and Fed Chair Ben Bernanke are willing to crank out new dollars at never-before-seen volumes in a desperate attempt to prevent it.  With the Fed’s announcement today of its latest plans for inflating the currency supply by another $800 or $900 billion over the next six months à la QE2, it seems this prediction is still playing itself out, and tomorrow's dollars will have even less purchasing power than today's.

2AC SIB (1:00)

Can’t solve – States cannot deficit spend which means the counterplan causes budget cuts that crush its stimulative effects
Oliff, Mai, and Palacios, 6-27-12 (Phil Oliff, Policy Analyst with the State Fiscal Project, Chris Mai, Research Assistant with the State Fiscal Project, and Vincent Palacios, Research Associate for the State Fiscal Project, June 27, 2012, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=711)

Consequently, even though the revenue outlook is trending upward, states have addressed large budget shortfalls by historical standards as they considered budgets for 2013.  The vast majority of these shortfalls have been closed through spending cuts and other measures in order to meet balanced-budget requirements.  As of publication all but five states have enacted their budgets, and those five will do so soon. To the extent these shortfalls are being closed with spending cuts, they are occurring on top of past years’ deep cuts in critical public services like education, health care, and human services.  The additional cuts mean that state budgets will continue to be a drag on the national economy, threatening hundreds of thousands of private- and public-sector jobs, reducing the job creation that otherwise would be expected to occur.  Potential strategies for lessening the impact of deep spending cuts include more use of state reserve funds in states that have reserves, more revenue through tax-law changes, and a greater role for the federal government.

And even states could deficit spend they would rack up deficits over four hundred billion dollars – that’s one-fourth of all states’ budgets and triggers so many cuts that there would be no job or GDP growth 

Links to politics and can’t solve – states will require federal funding or the counterplan will trigger budget cuts which turn the economy
JOHNSON ET AL ‘10  (Nicholas, Iris J. Lav, Elizabeth McNichol,  Nicholas Johnson- graduate degree from Duke University's Terry Sanford Institute of Public Policy,  Director of the State Fiscal Project.  AND Iris J. Lav- created the State Fiscal Analysis Initiative, Holds an MBA from George Washington University and an AB from the University of Chicago.   AND   Elizabeth McNichol- M.A. in Political Science University of Chicago. “ Additional Federal Fiscal Relief Needed to Help States Address Recession’s Impact “, March 1, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=2988)

Because of state budget calendars, it would not be effective for the Administration and Congress to wait until the fall of 2010 to consider additional aid to the states for state fiscal year 2011. In most states, the governor’s proposed budget for fiscal year 2011[12] is being developed this fall. At the end of calendar 2009 or the beginning of calendar 2010, governors will submit their budgets to their legislatures, to be considered between January and June 2010. Final budgets for fiscal year 2011 will be adopted at some point during that period. Some states, particularly those with short legislative sessions, require the adoption of budgets by March or April. States budget for their fiscal years as a whole, not for six-month periods. The spending cuts and tax increases that states will institute in order to balance their 2011 budgets will be determined based on the state’s budget projections for all of fiscal year 2011. Those projections will include a significant drop-off in ARRA funds for the final half of the state fiscal year (i.e., after December 2010). Accordingly, many of the actions that states will take to balance their 2011 budgets will be implemented next summer (or in some cases even earlier if budget gaps have reopened for the current fiscal year). To gain maximum revenue, states that plan to adopt tax increases to help address their looming fiscal year 2011 shortfalls may want to put them in place as quickly as possible. The same applies to spending reductions; for example, many cuts in education spending are likely to take effect next summer, at the start of the 2010-2011 school year. The bottom line is that unless states know that additional aid is coming — even if they do not actually receive the dollars until calendar year 2011 — they will institute large new budget cuts and/or tax increases by next summer to close the shortfalls in their fiscal 2011 budgets. Conclusion State fiscal assistance under ARRA will end or largely be exhausted by the end of calendar year 2010. Unfortunately, big state deficits are expected to continue through state fiscal year 2012 — that is, for another 18 months or so after 2010 ends. If states do not receive additional federal assistance beyond the scheduled expiration of such aid, they will be forced to institute further deep budget cuts and/or substantial tax increases. Such actions would place a drag on the U.S. economy, impeding the recovery and costing many jobs. Such measures also could cause serious hardship for many families and individuals that have lost their jobs and are relying on Medicaid and other key state services to make it through this unusually painful economic downturn.
Perm do both – the counterplan is not competitive and is a specification of the plan’s funding mechanism

State can’t solve infrastructure – they cannot finance the projects that spur growth

Thomasson 11 (Scott, Director of Public Policy at Progressive Policy Institute, 10/12/11, Congressional Documents and Publications, ProQuest, “The National Infrastructure Bank: Separating Myths from Realities“, http://search.proquest.com/pqrl/docview/898274287/1378A5BB5D410FA3EA7/3?accountid=11091)

Myth #6: We don't need a national infrastructure bank, because we can strengthen state infrastructure banks instead. Reality: State banks are an excellent tool and an important step in the right direction for project finance in the U.S. But state banks are woefully inadequate for meeting many of our financing needs, and they should not be thought of as substitutes for a national infrastructure bank, or even as incompatible with creating a national bank. A well designed national bank offers a number of features and advantages not available from state banks. A national bank could finance large, expensive projects that are beyond the scale of state banks. A national bank would be better able to evaluate and finance projects of regional and national significance--those that produce clear economic benefits to the country, but which otherwise would not benefit any one state enough to justify bearing the cost alone. And a properly structured national bank would have much lower borrowing costs than state banks, particularly with U.S. Treasury yields at historically low levels, as they are now. A national bank could easily be structured to complement and empower state banks by passing through lower federal borrowing costs for state-sponsored projects. Giving states the option to partner with the national bank would be an additional and purely voluntary tool, so the argument that the bank would somehow limit the decision-making power of state banks is entirely misplaced. 

Only a national bank can attract private investors – states have large-scale funding and bond barriers 

Schwartz 9 (Bernard L., Board of Directors Member of the New America Foundation, 1/01/09, Congressional Digest, “Should Congress Pass the National Infrastructure Bank Act?“, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?sid=2eb1405f-4951-4b1c-bc8f-4f11f7da846c%40sessionmgr12&vid=4&hid=14)

Second, the NIB and NIDC, as now conceived, would do little to help State and local governments attract larger institutional financing, because they do not explicitly allow for the pooling of privately created i nfras true ture-backed loans. The problem that State and local governments now face is that any one bond issuance is in most cases just too small to attract institutional interest. Large institutional funds and central bank managers prefer to focus on bond issues in the range of $500 million and above, with many preferring bond issues above $1 billion. In addition, large institutional investors are not attracted to municipal bonds because they do not generally benefit from their tax-exempt status. For these reasons, they do not participate in the municipal bond market in any active way. The issuance size and lack of liquidity of the municipal bond market therefore limit the range of investors and drive up the cost of issuing bonds. To overcome this problem, an infrastructure bank should have the authority to bundle various State and local bonds, and to offer the larger bundled instruments to large institutional investors much like Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac do. My second recommendation, therefore, is that any new government agency or bank not only be properly capitalized but that it have the explicit authority to pool, package, and sell existing and future public infrastructure securities in the capital markets. Such an entity should also have the in-house capability to originate infrastructure loans and thus the ability to fund itself through the international capital markets. With this authority and this capability, a NIB or NIDC would be able to channel private finance into public infrastructure almost immediately. As importantly, they would be able to tap financing from large institutional investors — from large U.S. and European pension funds, insurance companies, central banks, sovereign wealth funds, and other institutional investors. Thus, they would allow us to raise more capital for public infrastructure investment more efîfîciently and at a lower cost than we can do through the municipal bond market as it now exists. 

2AC TIFIA CP: 1:15
1. They don’t mandate that TIFIA gives grants, means there’s a risk they can’t solve

2. Perm: Do both – more money just means more stimulus

3. TIFIA fails- biased staff, oversubscribed and understaffed

Thomasson 11 (Scott economic and domestic policy director of the progress policy institute “Hearing before the subcommittee on Highways and transit “National Infrastructure Bank: More Bureaucracy and Red Tape”” http://www.scribd.com/doc/92300621/Congressional-Testimony-National-Infrastructure-Bank-Separating-Myths-from-Realities)
Myth #3: A national infrastructure bank would create a massive and inefficient federal bureaucracy. Reality: Creating a national infrastructure bank would certainly require a new staff of professionals to carry out its mission. But the size of that staff may be comparable to the additional staff needed for the massive increases to the TIFIA program this Committee has recently proposed. TIFIA is already oversubscribed and understaffed, with only a handful of current staff to process loan applications. Some people familiar with the workings of the TIFIA program believe it will not be able to handle the additional workload that will accompany a new “super-sized” budget authority. The need for such a dramatic increase in staff was demonstrated by the rapid expansion of the Department of Energy’s loan guarantee program, which hired roughly 200 additional staff and contractors to review applications. And while that bureaucratic growth came into the program after the now-infamous approval of the Solyndra loan guarantee (and likely avoided bad loan decisions going forward), the questions raised about Solyndra also show the need for a professional, unbiased staff that is not subject to political pressures and interagency management problems. A modest but expert staff in an independent national infrastructure bank could also reduce the need for redundant bureaucracy and staff in existing federal credit programs, including TIFIA, RRIF, and possibly even the DOE loan guarantee program. By empowering existing programs to call upon the bank’s staff and resources for diligence and evaluation functions like borrower creditworthiness reviews, those programs could reduce the size of their own bureaucracy and avoid political interference within the executive branch departments. In this sense, a bank-type entity could serve as a platform for infrastructure project finance expertise that could make all federal credit programs more efficient. This is particularly true for the AIFA model, which uses the same financing mechanism under the Federal Credit Reform Act (“FCRA”) as these other federal programs. The resources and staff of the national infrastructure bank could similarly be made available to state banks for consultation and technical assistance, upon request by state officials.

4. No NB – it’s still seen as spending a massive amount of money, which links to ptix. 

5. They don’t mandate public/private partnership, they can’t solve 

Infrastructure bank comparatively better than TIFIA funding process

Snyder, 11 --- Streetsblog's Capitol Hill editor in September 2010 after covering Congress for Pacifica and public radio (10/28/2011, Tanya, “Why Create an Infrastructure Bank When We Could Just Expand TIFIA?” http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/28/why-create-an-infrastructure-bank-when-we-could-just-expand-tifia/, JMP)

Scott Thomasson of the Progressive Policy Institute testified at the transportation committee hearing that an infrastructure bank was needed, in part, because TIFIA is understaffed and outsources much of its work to people with greater expertise. The first step toward creating an effective infrastructure bank would be “hiring the financial professionals that TIFIA lacks,” he said.¶ That could help, but it’s not the strongest argument for creating a brand new entity. After all, if TIFIA just “beefed up” as many recommend, it could have that expertise in-house.¶ The clincher¶ A more persuasive argument for the necessity of an I-bank came this month from USDOT Under Secretary for Policy Roy Kienitz, who said at an infrastructure forum sponsored by the Washington Post that one problem with TIFIA funding – aside from the fact that it’s far too low – is that it’s released six weeks at a time, making it hard to do long-term planning.¶ But that’s not all. Kienitz’s answer to why TIFIA isn’t a substitute for an infrastructure bank was so dead-on and coherent it’s worth printing in its entirety.¶ One of the advantages of some more infrastructure-bank-like system is that some of the places that are innovating, at least some of them, are places like Denver, Salt Lake, LA, Seattle. In the transit world, what the federal government does is it says “show me the minimum operable segment for the transit line which you are currently considering.” And what communities want to do is say, “I have a future 25 years from now that looks very different than today and here’s all the pieces and parts. Here’s what I want to do with my freeways, here’s my HOT lanes, here’s my light rail, here’s my streetcar, here’s my traffic flow improvements. It all works together. I want to raise an amount of money to do this plan; who do I talk to in Washington?”¶ And the answer is, blecch, we don’t know how to do that. We’re sliced up into our own little slices.¶ One of the things that the infrastructure bank, or something like the infrastructure bank, can do is enter into long-term relationships with people who have decade-plus-long plans, about the pieces and the parts of that plan. They’re trying to finance a plan. What Washington knows how to do is finance a segment of a project. And that’s a conversation that needs to change.¶ The current TIFIA process does not allow us to do that. With more money, we could do more segments of more projects, and that would be a good thing. But I don’t think that’s the ultimate goal.

6. Conditionality Bad – creates a time and strat skew for the aff, discourages argumentative responsibility for the neg which eliminates in-depth discussion, and isn’t reciprocal. Voter for fairness and education 

C/A Anderson 11 ev from the 1AC – which says that the bank will serve as a model federal agency that shows how to function without bureaucracy and inefficiency. TIFIA can’t send this signal because it’s not a new corporation, means it’ll just be perceived as regular investment
**Kritiks
Capitalism Kritk-Sam

They must defend the squo or a competitive policy option – otherwise moots 1AC which kills fairness, also unpredictable – unlimited frameworks

Our case is true – our scenarios are based off peer reviewed, empirically backed statistical evidence.  

Perm do the plan and reevaluate development as a process of social transformation through a multi-dimensional, multi-spatial, and properly contextualized approach, using the concept of imperialism as an alternative explanatory framework of international capitalist expansion.
The aff is a better form of capitalism that avoids the link. The fact that capitalism is bad doesn’t mean we should do the plan. 

Mongiovi 11 ( Gary Mongiovi, Associate Professor of Economics and Finance at St. John’s University, “ Keynesian Economics and Socialism”, http://www.icape.org/d5-mongiovi.pdf) SRK
 The question of the compatibility of Keynesianism and socialism provides a platform for launching a discussion of how the left engages, or fails to engage, with mainstream progressives. Keynesianism is sometimes criticized from a Marxian perspective on grounds that deficit spending channels ever-larger shares of current income to the rentier class that's responsible for the crisis in the first place. I have no quarrel with this point, but it doesn't undermine the case for Keynesian theory or Keynesian policy. The theory strikes me as compatible with Marxian economics—indeed, many Marxists of the mid-20th century were somewhat dismissive of Keynes because to them he was merely elaborating insights that could already be found in Marx. The policies can be defended on pragmatic grounds. It may be true that Keynesianism was designed to preserve capitalism for the capitalists, that capitalism is fundamentally predatory, and that the condition of workers won't improve until the system is replaced by one with radically different relations of production. I agree: but working people are in trouble now, and if Keynesian policies will alleviate their distress there is a strong progressive case to be made for such policies. 

Perm do both - Their monolithic presentation of capitalism makes resistance impossible
Gibson-Graham, 6 – Professor of Geosciences at University of Massachusetts, PhD; Feminist Economic Geographer and Professor at the Australian National University, PhD

(J.K. Gibson-Graham, “The End of Capitalism as We Knew It,” pg. 255-257) 

Through its architectural or organismic depiction as an edifice or body, Capitalism becomes not an uncentered aggregate of practices but a structural and systemic unity, potentially   co-extensive with the national or global economy as a whole. 11 As a large, durable, and self-sustaining formation, it is relatively impervious to ordinary political and cultural interventions. It can be resisted and reformed but it cannot be replaced, except through some Herculean and coordinated struggle. Understood as a unified system or structure, Capitalism is not ultimately vulnerable to local and partial efforts at transformation. Any such efforts can always be subverted by Capitalism at another scale or in another dimension. Attempts to transform production may be seen as hopeless without control of the financial system. Socialisms in one city or in one country may be seen as undermined by Capitalism at the international scale. Capitalism cannot be chipped away at, gradually replaced or removed piecemeal. It must be transformed in its entirety or not at all. Thus one of the effects of the unity of Capitalism is to present the left with the task of systemic transformation. Singularity If the unity of Capitalism confronts us with the mammoth task of systemic transformation, it is the singularity and totality of Capitalism that make the task so hopeless. Capitalism presents itself as a singularity in the sense of having no peer or equivalent, of existing in a category by itself; and also in the sense that when it appears fully realized within a particular social formation, it tends to be dominant or alone. As a sui generis economic form, Capitalism has no true analogues. Slavery, independent commodity production, feudalism, socialism, primitive communism and other forms of economy all lack the systemic properties of Capitalism and the ability to reproduce and expand themselves according to internal laws. 12 Unlike socialism, for example, which is always struggling to be born, which needs the protection and fostering of the state, which is fragile and easily deformed, Capitalism takes on its full form as a natural outcome of an internally driven growth process. Its organic unity gives capitalism the peculiar power to regenerate itself, and even to subsume its moments of crisis as requirements of its continued growth and development. Socialism has never been endowed with that mythic capability of feeding on its own crises; its reproduction was never driven from within by a life force but always from without; it could never reproduce itself but always had to be reproduced, often an arduous if not impossible process. 13 
Alt fails.  Capitalism is too ingrained to be wished away

Wilson 2K (John K., coordinator of the Independent Press Association’s Campus Journalism Project, How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People, pg 15- 16)

Capitalism is far too ingrained in American life to eliminate. If you go into the most impoverished areas of America, you will find that the people who live there are not seeking government control over factories or even more social welfare programs; they're hoping, usually in vain, for a fair chance to share in the capitalist wealth. The poor do not pray for socialism-they strive to be a part of the capitalist system. They want jobs, they want to start businesses, and they want to make money and be successful. What's wrong with America is not capitalism as a system but capitalism as a religion. We worship the accumulation of wealth and treat the horrible inequality between rich and poor as if it were an act of God. Worst of all, we allow the government to exacerbate the financial divide by favoring the wealthy: go anywhere in America, and compare a rich suburb with a poor town-the city services, schools, parks, and practically everything else will be better financed in the place populated by rich people. The aim is not to overthrow capitalism but to overhaul it. Give it a social-justice tune-up, make it more efficient, get the economic engine to hit on all cylinders for everybody, and stop putting out so many environmentally hazardous substances.  To some people, this goal means selling out leftist ideals for the sake of capitalism. But the right thrives on having an ineffective opposition. The Revolutionary Communist Party helps stabilize the "free market" capitalist system by making it seem as if the only alternative to free-market capitalism is a return to Stalinism. Prospective activists for change are instead channeled into pointless discussions about the revolutionary potential of the proletariat. Instead of working to persuade people to accept progressive ideas, the far left talks to itself (which may be a blessing, given the way it communicates) and tries to sell copies of the Socialist Worker to an uninterested public.

Cap sustainable now, solutions can be offered pollution, financial instability, health problems and inequality 

Rogoff 11 

Kenneth Rogoff, Professor of Economics at Harcard, 12/2/2011, “Is Modern Capitalism Sustainable?,” http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/is-modern-capitalism-sustainable-, KB
In principle, none of capitalism’s problems is insurmountable, and economists have offered a variety of market-based solutions. A high global price for carbon would induce firms and individuals to internalize the cost of their polluting activities. Tax systems can be designed to provide a greater measure of redistribution of income without necessarily involving crippling distortions, by minimizing non-transparent tax expenditures and keeping marginal rates low.  Effective pricing of health care, including the pricing of waiting times, could encourage a better balance between equality and efficiency. Financial systems could be better regulated, with stricter attention to excessive accumulations of debt.

CommentsWill capitalism be a victim of its own success in producing massive wealth? For now, as fashionable as the topic of capitalism’s demise might be, the possibility seems remote. Nevertheless, as pollution, financial instability, health problems, and inequality continue to grow, and as political systems remain paralyzed, capitalism’s future might not seem so secure in a few decades as it seems now.
Empirically proven to solve war

Griswold 5 (Daniel, director of Center for Trade Policy Studies@CATO, December 28, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5344)

As one little-noticed headline on an Associated Press story recently reported, "War declining worldwide, studies say." According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, the number of armed conflicts around the world has been in decline for the past half-century. In just the past 15 years, ongoing conflicts have dropped from 33 to 18, with all of them now civil conflicts within countries. As 2005 draws to an end, no two nations in the world are at war with each other.  The death toll from war has also been falling. According to the AP story, "The number killed in battle has fallen to its lowest point in the post-World War II period, dipping below 20,000 a year by one measure. Peacemaking missions, meanwhile, are growing in number." Those estimates are down sharply from annual tolls ranging from 40,000 to 100,000 in the 1990s, and from a peak of 700,000 in 1951 during the Korean War. Many causes lie behind the good news -- the end of the Cold War and the spread of democracy, among them -- but expanding trade and globalization appear to be playing a major role. Far from stoking a "World on Fire," as one misguided American author has argued, growing commercial ties between nations have had a dampening effect on armed conflict and war, for three main reasons.  First, trade and globalization have reinforced the trend toward democracy, and democracies don't pick fights with each other. Freedom to trade nurtures democracy by expanding the middle class in globalizing countries and equipping people with tools of communication such as cell phones, satellite TV, and the Internet. With trade comes more travel, more contact with people in other countries, and more exposure to new ideas. Thanks in part to globalization, almost two thirds of the world's countries today are democracies -- a record high.  Second, as national economies become more integrated with each other, those nations have more to lose should war break out. War in a globalized world not only means human casualties and bigger government, but also ruptured trade and investment ties that impose lasting damage on the economy. In short, globalization has dramatically raised the economic cost of war.  Third, globalization allows nations to acquire wealth through production and trade rather than conquest of territory and resources. Increasingly, wealth is measured in terms of intellectual property, financial assets, and human capital. Those are assets that cannot be seized by armies. If people need resources outside their national borders, say oil or timber or farm products, they can acquire them peacefully by trading away what they can produce best at home. 

The environment is getting better because of capitalism

Goldberg 2K (Jonah, Editor-at-Large – National Review, “Witness Earth Day”, The National Review, 4-24, http://article.nationalreview.com/?q=NGM0YjAzNGYyMzg0NjhkZDVmNzE0ZWI2NjIyZDE4N2Q=)
First, the environment is getting better. The air is cleaner, the water too. Species extinctions are declining and we haven't lost any really cute animals in a very long time. There are more trees in the US than there were in the 1920s. Vital resources are all getting cheaper. Food is abundant — despite the fact that people like Paul Ehrlich predicted that most surviving Americans would be eating human-foot stew by now.  Capitalism is the fastest route to a clean environment. Remember: Rich people pass child-labor laws, Clean Air Acts, Clean Water Acts, Endangered Species Acts — because they can afford to. It is a fact that a person faced with the choice of not killing a rhino versus feeding his family will almost always choose feeding his family. Liberals believe that laws can trump necessity. This is very rarely the case. That's why America passed anti-child labor laws only after we got prosperous enough to be able to afford to send our kids to school rather than work. 

The ‘root cause’ approach is blind and false

Martin 90 Brian Martin, Department of Science and Technology Studies, University of Wollongong, Australia, Uprooting War, 1990 edition http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/90uw/uw13.html

The discussion so far concerns capitalist firms within a particular state. The wider question is, what role does the world capitalist system play in the war system? When examining particular wars, the immediate role of profit and accumulation are often minimal. Examples are World War Two, the Indochinese War and the many Middle East wars. Even in many colonial empires, immediate economic advantages for the capitalist class have played a minor role compared to issues of expansion and maintenance of state power. The role of capitalism mainly entered through its structuring of economic relations which are supervised separately and jointly by capitalist states. The main military service of the state to capitalists in the international system is to oppose movements which threaten the viability of capitalist economic relations. This includes state socialism and all movements for self-management. At the same time, the way this state intervention operates, namely through separate and potentially competing state apparatuses, can conflict with the security of capitalism. Wars and military expenditures can hurt national economies, as in the case of US government expenditures for fighting in Vietnam. Only some struggles against capitalism have potential for challenging the war system. Efforts to oppose capital by mobilising the power of the state do little in this direction. In particular, promotion of state socialism (the destruction of capitalism within a state mode, with the maintenance of bureaucratic control and military power) does little to address the problem of war. The trouble here is that much of the socialist left sees capitalism as the sole source of evil in the world. This approach is blind to the roots of social problems that do not primarily grow out of class domination, including racism, sexism, environmental degradation and war. Because of this blindness, even the struggle against capitalism is weakened, since attention is not paid to systems of power such as patriarchy and bureaucracy which are mobilised to support capitalism as well as other interests.

Cap 2AC—Pauline  (1:12)
Capitalism key to economic growth—fiscal environment 

(Norberg 01, Johan Norberg, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute and a writer who focuses on globalization, entrepreneurship, and individual liberty, “In Defense of Global Capitalism”, 2001) 

The growth of world prosperity is not a “miracle” or any of the other mystifying terms we customarily apply to countries that have succeeded economically and socially. Schools are not built, nor are incomes generated, by sheer luck, like a bolt  from the blue. These things happen when people begin to think along new lines and work hard to bring their ideas to fruition. But people do that everywhere, and there is no reason why certain people in certain places during certain periods in history should be intrinsically smarter or more capable than others. What makes the difference is whether the environment permits and encourages ideas and work, or instead puts obstacles in their way. That depends on whether people are free to explore their way ahead, to own property, to invest for the long term, to conclude private agreements, and to trade with others. In short, it depends on whether or not the countries have capitalism. In the affluent world we have had capitalism in one form or another for a couple of centuries. That is how the countries of the West became “the affluent world.” Capitalism has given people both the liberty and the incentive to create, produce, and trade, thereby generating prosperity.
Perm do both

Reform is the only way to solve 
Wilson 2K (John K., coordinator of the Independent Press Association’s Campus Journalism Project, How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People, pg 15- 16)

Capitalism is far too ingrained in American life to eliminate. If you go into the most impoverished areas of America, you will find that the people who live there are not seeking government control over factories or even more social welfare programs; they're hoping, usually in vain, for a fair chance to share in the capitalist wealth. The poor do not pray for socialism-they strive to be a part of the capitalist system. They want jobs, they want to start businesses, and they want to make money and be successful. What's wrong with America is not capitalism as a system but capitalism as a religion. We worship the accumulation of wealth and treat the horrible inequality between rich and poor as if it were an act of God. Worst of all, we allow the government to exacerbate the financial divide by favoring the wealthy: go anywhere in America, and compare a rich suburb with a poor town-the city services, schools, parks, and practically everything else will be better financed in the place populated by rich people. The aim is not to overthrow capitalism but to overhaul it. Give it a social-justice tune-up, make it more efficient, get the economic engine to hit on all cylinders for everybody, and stop putting out so many environmentally hazardous substances.  To some people, this goal means selling out leftist ideals for the sake of capitalism. But the right thrives on having an ineffective opposition. The Revolutionary Communist Party helps stabilize the "free market" capitalist system by making it seem as if the only alternative to free-market capitalism is a return to Stalinism. Prospective activists for change are instead channeled into pointless discussions about the revolutionary potential of the proletariat. Instead of working to persuade people to accept progressive ideas, the far left talks to itself (which may be a blessing, given the way it communicates) and tries to sell copies of the Socialist Worker to an uninterested public.

Alternative fails—pragmatism key  

 (Grossburg 92, Lawrence Grossburg, Professor of Communication Studies and Cultural Studies; Adjunct Distinguished Professor of Anthropology; Director of the University Program in Cultural Studies Cultural Studies at the University of North Carolina, Gotta Get Out of This Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture, 1992)
If it is capitalism that is at stake, our moral opposition to it has to be tempered by the realities of the world and the possibilities of political change. Taking a simple negative relation to it, as if the moral condemn notion of the evil of capitalism are sufficient (granting that it does establish grotesque systems of inequality and oppression) is not likely to establish a viable political agenda. First, it is not at all clear what it would mean to overthrow capitalism in the current situation. Unfortunately, despite our desires, the “masses” are not waiting to be led into revolution, and it is not simply a case of their failure to recognize their own best interests, as if we did. Are we to decide—rather undemocratically, I might add—to overthrow capitalism in spite of their legitimate desires? Second, as much as capitalism is the cause of many of the major threats facing the world, at the moment it may also be one of the few forces of stability, unity and even, within limits, a certain “civility” in the world. The working system is, unfortunately, simply too precarious and the alternative options not all that promising. Finally, the appeal of an as yet unarticulated and even unimagined future, while perhaps powerful as a moral imperative, is simply too weak in the current context to effectively organize people, and too vague to provide any direction. Instead, the Left must think of ways to rearticulate capitalism without either giving up the critique or naively assuming that it can create  capitalism with a human heart.” Leaving such images to Hollywood, the Left can organize to change specific axiomatics of capitalism in particular local, regional, national and global contexts. For example, there is good evidence that the ways in which contemporary American corporations have chosen to deal with labor are not necessarily the most effective in terms of capital productivity itself. This does not entail simply championing unions as they have existed, but restructuring unions to meet the new demands of a changing labor force and to work within the new systems of global capitalism. we can recognize and argue that the rich are no longer primarily entrepreneurs being rewarded for taking risks, but managers (CEOs)and financial manipulator, even criminals of various sorts. The expansion of capital as a social utility has given way to its immediate private appropriation. this little reinvestment into capitalism's future. It therefore seems reasonable to limit the ability to privately appropriate wealth In this context we might argue a guaranteed minimum and maximum income, linking such arguments to notions to the value of human life. We might propose to limit investors’ abilities to reap short-term profits by a number of means, including linking executives’ salaries to capital gains and investments rather than profits.
The break from capitalism will be met with transition wars

Trainer 3

[Ted, Senior Lecturer in Sociology at the School of Social Work, University of New South Wales, “The Simpler Way”, http://ssis.arts.unsw.edu.au/tsw/02-The-Simpler-Way.html , February 13]

"When corporations rule the world" This heading, the title of a recent book by David Korten, sums up the situation that has arisen over the last 20 years. A tiny corporate super-rich class has risen to extraordinary wealth and power and are now able to more or less run the world in the ways that suit it. (About 1% of the world’s people now control more than half the capital; Note 7.) They run the transnational corporations, the media and especially the World Bank, IMF and World Trade Organisation. Their wealth funds the think tanks, foundations, universities, journals etc which pump out the message that the neo-liberal way is the best and the only way. Governments eagerly comply with this agenda. . They have routed the working class. The Left has been eliminated as a political force. Above all the rich have crushingly won the ideological battle establishing neo-liberalism as the only way. Rich world military power is likely to be used ruthlessly against nations which interfere with this agenda of free access for corporations and integration of all regions into the one global market (e.g., Yugoslavia, Iraq.) Much of the literature on globalisation is alarmed at this situation of corporate rule; (see especially Chussudowsky, 1996, Fotopolous, 2002, and many of the works by Chomsky.) There are good reasons for thinking that it is now too late to do anything about this rapid surge to world domination by the super-rich, especially since the "war on terrorism" has provided a perfect pretext for crushing dissent.

Capitalism prevents war, increases interdependence 
Yee 99 (Tan Tan, Journal of the Singapore Armed Forces, Jan-Mar, http://www.mindef.gov.sg/safti/pointer/back/journals/1999/Vol25_1/7.htm)JFS

Like the Democratic Peace Proposition, the notion that increased interdependence reduces the probability of war among nations is not new. For one, economists have long demonstrated that economic interdependence benefits both parties through the process of international trade. The underlying rationale is worth explaining. In a simple model of a two-state-two-product international economy, even if a particular state is more efficient at producing both goods, it would still make more economic sense for each state to specialise in producing one of the goods and thereafter obtain the other through barter exchange. This is because the issue is one of relative rather than absolute efficiency; the more efficient state should optimise its limited resources to focus entirely on producing the goods where it has a relatively greater efficiency. From an economic viewpoint, therefore, international trade represents one of the rare occasions in international affairs that present a win-win situation to both parties.15 Traditionally, theories on the effect of interdependence between states on the risk of war can be divided into two main camps. On the one extreme, liberals argue that economic interdependence lowers the likelihood of war by increasing the value of trading over the alternative of aggression; in other words, states would rather trade than fight.16 To put it simply, trade is mutually beneficial, while war is at best a zero-sum game. At the same time, the increasing lethality of modern weapons has greatly increased the costs and risks of war, thus making the trading option seem even more rational. Four other subsidiary propositions supporting the liberal view are worth mentioning here.17 Firstly, the increased economic activity that accompanies higher trade levels tends to promote domestic prosperity, and in doing so lessens the internal problems that push leaders to war. Secondly, trade may alter the domestic structure of a particular state, giving more influence to groups with a vested interest in the continuation of peaceful trade. Thirdly, a higher level of interdependence inevitably leads to increased interaction between governments and peoples. This enhances understanding and an appreciation of each other's views and perspectives, reducing the misunderstandings and miscalculations that sometimes lead to war. The final argument asserts that trade has the spillover effect of enhancing political ties between trading partners, thus improving the prospects for long-term co-operation. Going by the liberal arguments, there is cause for optimism as long as a high level of interdependence can be maintained among all states. Rosecrance sums up the view rather neatly that high interdependence fosters peace by making trading more profitable than invading.18 Some liberals explain the continuing occurrence of war as a result of the misconception of political leaders caught up in the outmoded belief that war still pays.19 Yet others saw it as the misguided attempts by political leaders to gamble for an outright victory in war, in which case the benefits would be even greater. The contention is that inspite of the pacifist tendencies that interdependence brings about, it may sometimes not be enough to prevent war from happening.
Security Kritik-Sam
1. Our advantages are not constructed - our authors conclude that stimulus is a good idea based upon peer-reviewed empirical evidence. We turn the kritk, our Royal evidence indicates that bad economic times create and exacerbate the problems the kritik identifies.

2. Perm do both - Critique Alone is not adequate to alter the current security environment – Political Action is Necessary to Promote Emancipation Over Security 

Pinar Bilgin, Prof. of IR @ Bilkent Univ, ‘5 [Regional Security in The Middle East, p. 60-1]

Admittedly, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first step. In other words, from a critical security perspective, self-reflection, thinking and writing are not enough in themselves. They should be compounded by other forms of practice (that is, action taken on the ground). It is indeed crucial for students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice by pointing to possibilities for change immanent in world politics and suggesting emancipatory practices if it is going to fulfil the promise of becoming a 'force of change' in world politics. Cognisant of the need to find and suggest alternative practices to meet a broadened security agenda without adopting militarised or zero-sum thinking and practices, students of critical approaches to security have suggested the imagining, creation and nurturing of security communities as emancipatory practices (Booth 1994a; Booth and Vale 1997). Although Devetak's approach to the theory/practice relationship echoes critical approaches' conception of theory as a form of practice, the latter seeks to go further in shaping global practices. The distinction Booth makes between 'thinking about thinking' and 'thinking about doing' grasps the difference between the two. Booth (1997: 114) writes: Thinking about thinking is important, but, more urgently, so is thinking about doing .... Abstract ideas about emancipation will not suffice: it is important for Critical Security Studies to engage with the real by suggesting policies, agents, and sites of change, to help humankind, in whole and in part, to move away from its structural wrongs. In this sense, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first (albeit crucial) step. It is vital for the students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice. 
 

The plan critiques violent forms of hegemonic authority.  The alternative abandons hope for political action in the name of critique 

Gunning 2007 [Jeroen, Lecturer in Int’l Politics @ U of Wales, Government and Opposition 42.3, “A Case for Critical Terrorism Studies?”]

The notion of emancipation also crystallizes the need for policy engagement. For, unless a ‘critical’ field seeks to be policy relevant, which, as Cox rightly observes, means combining ‘critical’ and ‘problem-solving’ approaches, it does not fulfil its ‘emancipatory’ potential.94 One of the temptations of ‘critical’ approaches is to remain mired in critique and deconstruction without moving beyond this to reconstruction and policy relevance.Vital as such critiques are, the challenge of a critically constituted field is also to engage with policy makers – and ‘terrorists’ – and work towards the realization of new paradigms, new practices, and a transformation, however modestly, of political structures. That, after all, is the original meaning of the notion of ‘immanent critique’ that has historically underpinned the ‘critical’ project and which, in Booth's words, involves ‘the discovery of the latent potentials in situations on which to build political and social progress’, as opposed to putting forward utopian arguments that are not realizable. Or, as Booth wryly observes, ‘this means building with one's feet firmly on the ground, not constructing castles in the air’ and asking ‘what it means for real people in real places’.96 Rather than simply critiquing the status quo, or noting the problems that come from an un-problematized acceptance of the state, a ‘critical’ approach must, in my view, also concern itself with offering concrete alternatives. Even while historicizing the state and oppositional violence, and challenging the state's role in reproducing oppositional violence, it must wrestle with the fact that ‘the concept of the modern state and sovereignty embodies a coherent response to many of the central problems of political life’, and in particular to ‘the place of violence in political life’. Even while ‘de-essentializing and deconstructing claims about security’, it must concern itself with ‘how security is to be redefined’, and in particular on what theoretical basis.97 Whether because those critical of the status quo are wary of becoming co-opted by the structures of power (and their emphasis on instrumental rationality),98 or because policy makers have, for obvious reasons (including the failure of many ‘critical’ scholars to offer policy relevant advice), a greater affinity with ‘traditional’ scholars, the role of ‘expert adviser’ is more often than not filled by ‘traditional’ scholars.99 The result is that policy makers are insufficiently challenged to question the basis of their policies and develop new policies based on immanent critiques. A notable exception is the readiness of European Union officials to enlist the services of both ‘traditional’ and ‘critical’ scholars to advise the EU on how better to understand processes of radicalization.100 But this would have been impossible if more critically oriented scholars such as Horgan and Silke had not been ready to cooperate with the EU. Striving to be policy relevant does not mean that one has to accept the validity of the term ‘terrorism’ or stop investigating the political interests behind it. Nor does it mean that each piece of research must have policy relevance or that one has to limit one's research to what is relevant for the state, since the ‘critical turn’ implies a move beyond state-centric perspectives. End-users could, and should, thus include both state and non-state actors such as the Foreign Office and the Muslim Council of Britain and Hizb ut-Tahrir; the Northern Ireland Office and the IRA and the Ulster Unionists; the Israeli government and Hamas and Fatah (as long as the overarching principle is to reduce the political use of terror, whoever the perpetrator). It does mean, though, that a critically constituted field must work hard to bring together all the fragmented voices from beyond the ‘terrorism field’, to maximize both the field's rigour and its policy relevance. Whether a critically constituted ‘terrorism studies’ will attract the fragmented voices from outside the field depends largely on how broadly the term ‘critical’ is defined. Those who assume ‘critical’ to mean ‘Critical Theory’ or ‘poststructuralist’ may not feel comfortable identifying with it if they do not themselves subscribe to such a narrowly defined ‘critical’ approach. Rather, to maximize its inclusiveness, I would follow Williams and Krause's approach to ‘critical security studies’, which they define simply as bringing together ‘many perspectives that have been considered outside of the mainstream of the discipline’.101 This means refraining from establishing new criteria of inclusion/exclusion beyond the (normative) expectation that scholars self-reflexively question their conceptual framework, the origins of this framework, their methodologies and dichotomies; and that they historicize both the state and ‘terrorism’, and consider the security and context of all, which implies among other things an attempt at empathy and cross-cultural understanding.102 Anything more normative would limit the ability of such a field to create a genuinely interdisciplinary, non-partisan and innovative framework, and exclude valuable insights borne of a broadly ‘critical’ approach, such as those from conflict resolution studies who, despite working within a ‘traditional’ framework, offer important insights by moving beyond a narrow military understanding of security to a broader understanding of human security and placing violence in its wider social context.103 Thus, a poststructuralist has no greater claim to be part of this ‘critical’ field than a realist who looks beyond the state at the interaction between the violent group and their wider social constituency.104 

Security means the potential for emancipation, not mere survival.  Safety is the only foundation for human flourishing

Ken Booth, Prof. of IR @ Wales, ‘5 [Critical Security Studies and World Politics, p. 22]

The best starting point for conceptualizing security lies in the real conditions of insecurity suffered by people and collectivities. Look around.  What is immediately striking is that some degree of insecurity, as a life determining condition, is universal.  To the extent an individual or group is insecure, to that extent their life choices and chances are taken away; this is because of the resources and energy they need to invest in seeking safety from domineering threats - whether these are the lack of food for one’s children or organizing to resist a foreign aggressor.  The corollary of the relationship between insecurity and a determined life is that a degree of security creates life possibilities.  Security might therefore be conceived as synonymous with opening up space in people’s lives.  This allows for individual and collective human becoming - the capacity to have some choice about living differently - consistent with the same but different search by others.  Two interrelated conclusions follow from this.  First, security can be understood as an instrumental value; it frees its possessors to a greater or lesser extent from life-determining constraints and so allows different life possibilities to be explored.  Second, security is synonymous simply with survival.  One can survive without being secure (the experience of refugees in long-term camps in war-torn parts of the world, for example).  Security is therefore more than mere animal survival (basic animal existence).  It is survival-plus, the plus being the possibility to explore human becoming,  As an instrumental value, security is sought because it frees people(s) to some degree to do other than deal with threats to their human being.  The achievement of a level of security - and security is always relative - gives to individuals and groups some time, energy, and scope to chose to be or become, other than merely survival as human biological organisms.  Security is an important dimension of the process by which the human species can reinvent itself beyond the merely biological.

Our scenario-evaluations are crucial for ethically responsible politics.  A theoretical kritik is insufficient—we need realistic as if stories to generate changes in practice.  

Michael C. WILLIAMS International Politics @ Wales (Aberystwyth) ‘5 The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations p.165-167
Moreover, the links between sceptical realism and prevalent post-modern themes go more deeply than this, particularly as they apply to attempts by post-structural thinking to reopen questions of responsibility and ethics. In part, the goals of post-structural approaches can be usefully characterised, to borrow Stephen White's illuminating contrast, as expressions of 'responsibility to otherness' which question and challenge modernist equations of responsibility with a 'responsibility to act'. A responsibility to otherness seeks to reveal and open the constitutive processes and claims of subjects and subjectivities that a foundational modernism has effaced in its narrow identification of responsibility with a 'responsibility to act?' Deconstruction can from this perspective be seen as a principled stance unwilling to succumb to modernist essentialism which in the name of responsibility assumes and reifies, subjects and structures, obscures forms of power and violence which are constitutive of them, and at the same time forecloses a consideration of alternative possibilities and practices.

Yet it is my claim that the wilful Realist tradition does not lack an understanding of the contingency of practice or a vision of responsibility to otherness. On the contrary. its strategy of objectification is precisely  an attempt to bring together a responsibility to otherness and a responsibility to act within a wilfully liberal vision. The construction of a realm of objectivity and calculation is not just a consequence of a need to act - the framing of an epistemic context for successful calculation. It is a form of responsibility to otherness, an attempt to allow for diversity and irreconcilability precisely by - at least initially - reducing the self and the other to a structure of material calculation in order to allow a structure of mutual intelligibility, mediation, and stability. It is, in short, a strategy of limitation: a wilful attempt to construct a subject and a social world limited - both epistemically and politically - in the name of a politics of toleration: a liberal strategy that John Gray has recently characterised as one of modus vivendi.  If this is the case, then the deconstructive move that gains some of its weight by contrasting itself to a non- or apolitical objectivism must engage with the more complex contrast to a sceptical Realist tradition that is itself a constructed, ethical practice. This issue becomes even more acute if one considers Iver Neumann's incisive questions concerning postmodem constructions of identity, action, and responsibility. 83 Neumann points out, the insight that identities are inescapably contingent and relationally constructed, and even the claim that identities

Inescapably indebted to othemess, do not in themselves provide a foundation for practice, particularly in situations where identities are 'sedimented' and conflictually defined. In these cases, deconstruction alone will not suffice unless it can demonstrate a capacity to counter in practice (and not just in philosophic practice) the essentialist dynamics it confronts)44 Here, a responsibility to act must go beyond deconstruction to consider viable alternatives and counter-practices.
To take this critique seriously is not necessarily to be subject yet again to the straightforward 'blackmail of the Enlightenment' and a narrow 'modernist' vision of responsibility." While an unwillingness to move beyond a deconstructive ethic of responsibility to otherness for fear that an essentialist stance is the only (or most likely) alternative expresses a  legitimate concern, it should not license a retreat from such questions or their practical demands. Rather, such situations demand also an evaluation of the structures (of identity and institutions) that might viably be mobilised in order to offset the worst implications of violently exclusionary identities It requires. as Neumann nicely puts it, the generation of compelling 'as if' stories around which counter-subjectivities and political practices can coalesce. Wilful Realism, 1 submit, arises out of an appreciation of these issues, and comprises an attempt to craft precisely such 'stories' within a broader intellectual and sociological analysis of their conditions of production, possibilities of success, and likely consequences. The question is, to what extent are these limits capable of success-and to what extent might they be limits upon their own aspirations to responsibility? These are crucial questions, but they will not be addressed by retreating yet again into further reversals of the same old dichotomies. 

Their monolithic depiction of security is incoherent.  They securitize themselves against security, which re-affirms the worst manifestations.  Only the affirmative attempts to engage security from within

Roe, 12 (Paul Roe, Associate Professor in the Department of International Relations and European Studies at Central European University, Budapest, “Is securitization a ‘negative’ concept? Revisiting the normative debate over normal versus extraordinary politics,” Security Dialogue vol. 43 no. 3, June 2012)

Although for Aradau, the solution to security’s barred universality lies not in desecuritization – the Copenhagen School’s preferred strategy – in does lie, nevertheless, in avoiding security’s Schmittian mode of politics.24 However, as Matt McDonald (2008: 580) pertinently recognizes, avoiding securitization neglects the potential to contest its very meaning: desecuritization is made ‘normatively problematic’ inasmuch as a preference for it relies on ‘the negative designation of threat’, which ‘serves the interest of those who benefit from … exclusionary articulations of threat in contemporary international politics, further silencing voices articulating alternative visions for what security means and how it might be achieved’. That is to say, the recourse of always viewing securitization as negative must be resisted: instead, contexts should be revealed in which utterances of security can be subject to a politics of progressive change.
In keeping with McDonald, Booth’s understanding of security as emancipation criticizes (security as) securitization for its essentialism in fixing the meaning of security into a state-centric, militarized and zero-sum framework. Rejecting outright securitization’s necessarily Schmittian inheritance, Booth (2007: 165) points instead to a more positive rendering:

Such a static view of the [securitization] concept is all the odder because security as a speech act has historically also embraced positive, non-militarised, and non-statist connotations…. Securitisation studies, like mainstream strategic studies, remains somewhat stuck in Cold War mindsets.

For Booth, therefore, securitization is not always about the ‘expectation of hostility’. A positive securitization embraces the potential for human equality unhampered by the closure of political boundaries that Aradau postulates. Boothian emancipatory communities are constituted by the recognition of individuals as possessing multiple identities that cut across existing social and political divides. In this sense, Others are also selves in a variety of ways. Through this interconnectedness, the recognition of us all as human makes salient the values that bind, such as compassion, reciprocity, justice and dignity (Booth, 2007: 136–40).

Desecuritization Cedes Security to the right - Political engagement is Necessary

Olav. F. Knudsen, Prof @ Södertörn Univ College, ‘1 [Security Dialogue 32.3, “Post-Copenhagen Security Studies: Desecuritizing  Securitization,” p. 366]

A final danger in focusing on the state is that of building the illusion that  states have impenetrable walls, that they have an inside and an outside, and  that nothing ever passes through. Wolfers’s billiard balls have contributed to  this misconception.   But the state concepts we should use are in no need of  such an illusion. Whoever criticizes the field for such sins in the past needs to  go back to the literature. Of course, we must continue to be open to a frank  and unbiased assessment of the transnational politics which significantly influence almost every issue on the domestic political agenda. The first decade  of my own research was spent studying these phenomena – and I disavow  none of my conclusions about the state’s limitations. Yet I am not ashamed to  talk of a domestic political agenda. Anyone with a little knowledge of Euro-  pean politics knows that Danish politics is not Swedish politics is not German  politics is not British politics. Nor would I hesitate for a moment to talk of the  role of the state in transnational politics, where it is an important actor, though  only one among many other competing ones. In the world of transnational  relations, the exploitation of states by interest groups – by their assumption of  roles as representatives of states or by convincing state representatives to  argue their case and defend their narrow interests – is a significant class of  phenomena, today as much as yesterday. Towards a Renewal of the Empirical Foundation  for Security Studies  Fundamentally, the sum of the foregoing list of sins blamed on the Copen-  hagen school amounts to a lack of attention paid to just that ‘reality’ of security which Ole Wæver consciously chose to leave aside a decade ago in order  to pursue the politics of securitization instead. I cannot claim that he is void of  interest in the empirical aspects of security because much of the 1997 book is  devoted to empirical concerns. However, the attention to agenda-setting –  confirmed in his most recent work – draws attention away from the important issues we need to work on more closely if we want to contribute to a better understanding of European security as it is currently developing.  That inevitably requires a more consistent interest in security policy in the  making – not just in the development of alternative security policies. The dan-  ger here is that, as alternative policies are likely to fail grandly on the political  arena, crucial decisions may be made in the ‘traditional’ sector of security  policymaking, unheeded by any but the most uncritical minds.  
They must defend the SQ or a policy option – impossible to defend against infinite answers to the resolution – only our interpretation preserves fairness 

2AC Security K - Lindsey

Our interpretation of framework is that they should defend the squo or a competitive policy option based off plan action – this is key to fairness and advocacy skills since the role of policy debate is to simulate the political process. And there’s an infinite amount of FWs they could suggest – no way the aff could be prepared for all of them. 

Case O/W – we provide 3 different scenarios for econ collapse based on qualified authors’ predictions and empirical evidence. 

Floating PIKs bad

1. Makes the neg a moving target- they can change advocacy at any given time. 

2. Steals aff ground- arguing against the alt is like arguing against our own case. 

3. Legitimizes aff abuse

4. We don’t debate about the implementation of the plan, just the discourse behind it, which is counter-productive to learning about the political process
Voting issue for fairness and education
Security means the potential for emancipation, not mere survival.  Safety is the only foundation for human flourishing

Ken Booth, Prof. of IR @ Wales, ‘5 [Critical Security Studies and World Politics, p. 22]

The best starting point for conceptualizing security lies in the real conditions of insecurity suffered by people and collectivities. Look around.  What is immediately striking is that some degree of insecurity, as a life determining condition, is universal.  To the extent an individual or group is insecure, to that extent their life choices and chances are taken away; this is because of the resources and energy they need to invest in seeking safety from domineering threats - whether these are the lack of food for one’s children or organizing to resist a foreign aggressor.  The corollary of the relationship between insecurity and a determined life is that a degree of security creates life possibilities.  Security might therefore be conceived as synonymous with opening up space in people’s lives.  This allows for individual and collective human becoming - the capacity to have some choice about living differently - consistent with the same but different search by others.  Two interrelated conclusions follow from this.  First, security can be understood as an instrumental value; it frees its possessors to a greater or lesser extent from life-determining constraints and so allows different life possibilities to be explored.  Second, security is synonymous simply with survival.  One can survive without being secure (the experience of refugees in long-term camps in war-torn parts of the world, for example).  Security is therefore more than mere animal survival (basic animal existence).  It is survival-plus, the plus being the possibility to explore human becoming,  As an instrumental value, security is sought because it frees people(s) to some degree to do other than deal with threats to their human being.  The achievement of a level of security - and security is always relative - gives to individuals and groups some time, energy, and scope to chose to be or become, other than merely survival as human biological organisms.  Security is an important dimension of the process by which the human species can reinvent itself beyond the merely biological.

Our scenario-evaluations are crucial for ethically responsible politics.  A theoretical kritik is insufficient—we need realistic as if stories to generate changes in practice.  

Michael C. WILLIAMS International Politics @ Wales (Aberystwyth) ‘5 The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations p.165-167

Moreover, the links between sceptical realism and prevalent post-modern themes go more deeply than this, particularly as they apply to attempts by post-structural thinking to reopen questions of responsibility and ethics. In part, the goals of post-structural approaches can be usefully characterised, to borrow Stephen White's illuminating contrast, as expressions of 'responsibility to otherness' which question and challenge modernist equations of responsibility with a 'responsibility to act'. A responsibility to otherness seeks to reveal and open the constitutive processes and claims of subjects and subjectivities that a foundational modernism has effaced in its narrow identification of responsibility with a 'responsibility to act?' Deconstruction can from this perspective be seen as a principled stance unwilling to succumb to modernist essentialism which in the name of responsibility assumes and reifies, subjects and structures, obscures forms of power and violence which are constitutive of them, and at the same time forecloses a consideration of alternative possibilities and practices.

Yet it is my claim that the wilful Realist tradition does not lack an understanding of the contingency of practice or a vision of responsibility to otherness. On the contrary. its strategy of objectification is precisely  an attempt to bring together a responsibility to otherness and a responsibility to act within a wilfully liberal vision. The construction of a realm of objectivity and calculation is not just a consequence of a need to act - the framing of an epistemic context for successful calculation. It is a form of responsibility to otherness, an attempt to allow for diversity and irreconcilability precisely by - at least initially - reducing the self and the other to a structure of material calculation in order to allow a structure of mutual intelligibility, mediation, and stability. It is, in short, a strategy of limitation: a wilful attempt to construct a subject and a social world limited - both epistemically and politically - in the name of a politics of toleration: a liberal strategy that John Gray has recently characterised as one of modus vivendi.  If this is the case, then the deconstructive move that gains some of its weight by contrasting itself to a non- or apolitical objectivism must engage with the more complex contrast to a sceptical Realist tradition that is itself a constructed, ethical practice. This issue becomes even more acute if one considers Iver Neumann's incisive questions concerning postmodem constructions of identity, action, and responsibility. 83 Neumann points out, the insight that identities are inescapably contingent and relationally constructed, and even the claim that identities

Inescapably indebted to othemess, do not in themselves provide a foundation for practice, particularly in situations where identities are 'sedimented' and conflictually defined. In these cases, deconstruction alone will not suffice unless it can demonstrate a capacity to counter in practice (and not just in philosophic practice) the essentialist dynamics it confronts)44 Here, a responsibility to act must go beyond deconstruction to consider viable alternatives and counter-practices.

To take this critique seriously is not necessarily to be subject yet again to the straightforward 'blackmail of the Enlightenment' and a narrow 'modernist' vision of responsibility." While an unwillingness to move beyond a deconstructive ethic of responsibility to otherness for fear that an essentialist stance is the only (or most likely) alternative expresses a  legitimate concern, it should not license a retreat from such questions or their practical demands. Rather, such situations demand also an evaluation of the structures (of identity and institutions) that might viably be mobilised in order to offset the worst implications of violently exclusionary identities It requires. as Neumann nicely puts it, the generation of compelling 'as if' stories around which counter-subjectivities and political practices can coalesce. Wilful Realism, 1 submit, arises out of an appreciation of these issues, and comprises an attempt to craft precisely such 'stories' within a broader intellectual and sociological analysis of their conditions of production, possibilities of success, and likely consequences. The question is, to what extent are these limits capable of success-and to what extent might they be limits upon their own aspirations to responsibility? These are crucial questions, but they will not be addressed by retreating yet again into further reversals of the same old dichotomies. 

Perm: Do both 

Critique Alone is not adequate to alter the current security environment – Political Action is Necessary to Promote Emancipation Over Security 

Pinar Bilgin, Prof. of IR @ Bilkent Univ, ‘5 [Regional Security in The Middle East, p. 60-1]

Admittedly, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first step. In other words, from a critical security perspective, self-reflection, thinking and writing are not enough in themselves. They should be compounded by other forms of practice (that is, action taken on the ground). It is indeed crucial for students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice by pointing to possibilities for change immanent in world politics and suggesting emancipatory practices if it is going to fulfil the promise of becoming a 'force of change' in world politics. Cognisant of the need to find and suggest alternative practices to meet a broadened security agenda without adopting militarised or zero-sum thinking and practices, students of critical approaches to security have suggested the imagining, creation and nurturing of security communities as emancipatory practices (Booth 1994a; Booth and Vale 1997). Although Devetak's approach to the theory/practice relationship echoes critical approaches' conception of theory as a form of practice, the latter seeks to go further in shaping global practices. The distinction Booth makes between 'thinking about thinking' and 'thinking about doing' grasps the difference between the two. Booth (1997: 114) writes: Thinking about thinking is important, but, more urgently, so is thinking about doing .... Abstract ideas about emancipation will not suffice: it is important for Critical Security Studies to engage with the real by suggesting policies, agents, and sites of change, to help humankind, in whole and in part, to move away from its structural wrongs. In this sense, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first (albeit crucial) step. It is vital for the students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice.
Perm: Do the plan and the alt in all other instances 
There’s always value to life –Prefer our ev because of Frankl’s subject position.

Phyllis D. Coontz, PhD Graduate School of Public and International Affairs University of Pittsburgh, et al, JOURNAL OF COMMUNITY HEALTH NURSING, 2001, 18(4), 235-246 – J-Stor

In the 1950s, psychiatrist and theorist Viktor Frankl (1963) described an existential theory of purpose and meaning in life. Frankl, a long-time prisoner in a concentration camp, re- lated several instances of transcendent states that he experienced in the midst of that terri- ble suffering using his own experiences and observations. He believed that these experi- ences allowed him and others to maintain their sense of dignity and self-worth. Frankl (1969) claimed that transcendence occurs by giving to others, being open to others and the environment, and coming to accept the reality that some situations are un- changeable. He hypothesized that life always has meaning for the individual; a person can always decide how to face adversity. Therefore, self-transcendence provides mean- ing and enables the discovery of meaning for a person (Frankl, 1963). Expanding Frankl's work, Reed (1991b) linked self-transcendence with mental health. Through a developmental process individuals gain an increasing understanding of who they are and are able to move out beyond themselves despite the fact that they are ex- periencing physical and mental pain. This expansion beyond the self occurs through in- trospection, concern about others and their well-being, and integration of the past and fu- ture to strengthen one's present life (Reed, 1991b).
***Alt fails - The plan critiques violent forms of hegemonic authority.  The alt abandons hope for political action in the name of critique 

Gunning 2007 [Jeroen, Lecturer in Int’l Politics @ U of Wales, Government and Opposition 42.3, “A Case for Critical Terrorism Studies?”]

The notion of emancipation also crystallizes the need for policy engagement. For, unless a ‘critical’ field seeks to be policy relevant, which, as Cox rightly observes, means combining ‘critical’ and ‘problem-solving’ approaches, it does not fulfil its ‘emancipatory’ potential.94 One of the temptations of ‘critical’ approaches is to remain mired in critique and deconstruction without moving beyond this to reconstruction and policy relevance.Vital as such critiques are, the challenge of a critically constituted field is also to engage with policy makers – and ‘terrorists’ – and work towards the realization of new paradigms, new practices, and a transformation, however modestly, of political structures. That, after all, is the original meaning of the notion of ‘immanent critique’ that has historically underpinned the ‘critical’ project and which, in Booth's words, involves ‘the discovery of the latent potentials in situations on which to build political and social progress’, as opposed to putting forward utopian arguments that are not realizable. Or, as Booth wryly observes, ‘this means building with one's feet firmly on the ground, not constructing castles in the air’ and asking ‘what it means for real people in real places’.96 Rather than simply critiquing the status quo, or noting the problems that come from an un-problematized acceptance of the state, a ‘critical’ approach must, in my view, also concern itself with offering concrete alternatives. Even while historicizing the state and oppositional violence, and challenging the state's role in reproducing oppositional violence, it must wrestle with the fact that ‘the concept of the modern state and sovereignty embodies a coherent response to many of the central problems of political life’, and in particular to ‘the place of violence in political life’. Even while ‘de-essentializing and deconstructing claims about security’, it must concern itself with ‘how security is to be redefined’, and in particular on what theoretical basis.97 Whether because those critical of the status quo are wary of becoming co-opted by the structures of power (and their emphasis on instrumental rationality),98 or because policy makers have, for obvious reasons (including the failure of many ‘critical’ scholars to offer policy relevant advice), a greater affinity with ‘traditional’ scholars, the role of ‘expert adviser’ is more often than not filled by ‘traditional’ scholars.99 The result is that policy makers are insufficiently challenged to question the basis of their policies and develop new policies based on immanent critiques. A notable exception is the readiness of European Union officials to enlist the services of both ‘traditional’ and ‘critical’ scholars to advise the EU on how better to understand processes of radicalization.100 But this would have been impossible if more critically oriented scholars such as Horgan and Silke had not been ready to cooperate with the EU. Striving to be policy relevant does not mean that one has to accept the validity of the term ‘terrorism’ or stop investigating the political interests behind it. Nor does it mean that each piece of research must have policy relevance or that one has to limit one's research to what is relevant for the state, since the ‘critical turn’ implies a move beyond state-centric perspectives. End-users could, and should, thus include both state and non-state actors such as the Foreign Office and the Muslim Council of Britain and Hizb ut-Tahrir; the Northern Ireland Office and the IRA and the Ulster Unionists; the Israeli government and Hamas and Fatah (as long as the overarching principle is to reduce the political use of terror, whoever the perpetrator). It does mean, though, that a critically constituted field must work hard to bring together all the fragmented voices from beyond the ‘terrorism field’, to maximize both the field's rigour and its policy relevance. Whether a critically constituted ‘terrorism studies’ will attract the fragmented voices from outside the field depends largely on how broadly the term ‘critical’ is defined. Those who assume ‘critical’ to mean ‘Critical Theory’ or ‘poststructuralist’ may not feel comfortable identifying with it if they do not themselves subscribe to such a narrowly defined ‘critical’ approach. Rather, to maximize its inclusiveness, I would follow Williams and Krause's approach to ‘critical security studies’, which they define simply as bringing together ‘many perspectives that have been considered outside of the mainstream of the discipline’.101 This means refraining from establishing new criteria of inclusion/exclusion beyond the (normative) expectation that scholars self-reflexively question their conceptual framework, the origins of this framework, their methodologies and dichotomies; and that they historicize both the state and ‘terrorism’, and consider the security and context of all, which implies among other things an attempt at empathy and cross-cultural understanding.102 Anything more normative would limit the ability of such a field to create a genuinely interdisciplinary, non-partisan and innovative framework, and exclude valuable insights borne of a broadly ‘critical’ approach, such as those from conflict resolution studies who, despite working within a ‘traditional’ framework, offer important insights by moving beyond a narrow military understanding of security to a broader understanding of human security and placing violence in its wider social context.103 Thus, a poststructuralist has no greater claim to be part of this ‘critical’ field than a realist who looks beyond the state at the interaction between the violent group and their wider social constituency.104 
No root cause of war.

Gat, Political Science at Tel Aviv, 9 [Azar, Chair of the Department of Political Science at Tel Aviv University,  So Why Do People Fight? Evolutionary Theory and the Causes of War, European Journal of International Relations, 2009, Vol. 15(4): 571–599, http://ejt.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/15/4/571]

Thus attempts to find the root cause of war in the nature of either the individual, the state, or the international system are fundamentally misplaced. In all these ‘levels’ there are necessary but not sufficient causes for war, and the whole cannot be broken into pieces.13 People’s needs and desires — which may be pursued violently — as well as the resulting quest for power and the state of mutual apprehension which fuel the security dilemma are all molded in human nature (some of them existing only as options, potentials, and skills in a behavioral ‘tool kit’); they are so molded because of strong evolutionary pressures that have shaped humans in their struggle for survival over geological times, when all the above literally constituted matters of life and death. The violent option of human competition has been largely curbed within states, yet is occasionally taken up on a large scale between states because of the anarchic nature of the inter-state system. However, returning to step one, international anarchy in and of itself would not be an explanation for war were it not for the potential for violence in a fundamental state of competition over scarce resources that is imbedded in reality and, consequently, in human nature. The necessary and sufficient causes of war — that obviously have to be filled with the particulars of the case in any specific war — are thus as follows: politically organized actors that operate in an environment where no superior authority effectively monopolizes power resort to violence when they assess it to be their most cost-effective option for winning and/or defending evolution-shaped objects of desire, and/or their power in the system that can help them win and/or defend those desired goods. Wars have been fought for the attainment of the same objects of human desire that underlie the human motivational system in general — only by violent means, through the use of force. Politics — internal and external — of which war is, famously, a continuation, is the activity intended to achieve at the intra- and inter-state ‘levels’ the very same evolution-shaped human aims we have already seen. Some writers have felt that ‘politics’ does not fully encompass the causes of war. Even Thayer (2004: 178–9), who correctly argues that evolutionary theory explains ultimate human aims, nonetheless goes on to say, inconsistently, that Clausewitz needs extension because war is caused not only by political reasons but also by the evolutionarily rooted search for resources, as if the two were separate, with politics being somehow different and apart, falling outside of the evolutionary logic. What is defined as ‘politics’ is of course a matter of semantics, and like all definitions is largely arbitrary. Yet, as has been claimed here, if not attributed to divine design, organisms’ immensely complex mechanisms and the behavioral propensities that emanate from them — including those of human beings — ultimately could only have been ‘engineered’ through evolution. The challenge is to lay out how evolution-shaped human desires relate to one another in motivating war. The desire and struggle for scarce resources — wealth of all sorts — have always been regarded as a prime aim of ‘politics’ and an obvious motive for war. They seem to require little further elaboration. By contrast, reproduction does not appear to figure as a direct motive for war in large-scale societies. However, as we saw, appearance is often deceptive, for somatic and reproductive motives are the two inseparable sides of the same coin. In modern societies, too, sexual adventure remained central to individual motivation in going to war, even if it usually failed to be registered at the level of ‘state politics.’ This may be demonstrated by the effects of the sexual revolution since the 1960s, which, by lessening the attraction of foreign adventure for recruits and far increasing the attraction of staying at home, may have contributed to advanced societies’ growing aversion to war. Honor, status, glory, and dominance — both individual and collective — enhanced access to somatic and reproductive success and were thus hotly pursued and defended, even by force. The security dilemma sprang from this state of actual and potential competition, in turn pouring more oil onto its fire. Power has been the universal currency through which all of the above could be obtained and/or defended, and has been sought after as such, in an often escalating spiral. Kinship — expanding from family and tribe to peoples — has always exerted overwhelming influence in determining one’s loyalty and willingness to sacrifice in the defense and promotion of a common good. Shared culture is a major attribute of ethnic communities, in the defense of which people can be invested as heavily as in the community’s political independence and overall prosperity. Finally, religious and secular ideologies have been capable of stirring enormous zeal and violence; for grand questions of cosmic and socio-political order have been perceived as possessing paramount practical significance for securing and promoting life on earth and/or in the afterlife. In the human problem-solving menus, ideologies function as the most general blueprints. Rather than comprising a ‘laundry list’ of causes for war, all of the above partake in the interconnected human motivational system, originally shaped by the calculus of survival and reproduction.
Their role of the ballot claims construct an omnipotent theorist—this construct is more dangerous than the provisional and limited claims of security.  

Ole WAEVER Senior Research Fellow @ Copenhagen Peace Research Inst. ‘2K in International Relations Theory and the Politics of European Integration eds. Kelstrup and Williams p. 282-283

This chapter has largely taken its questions train the traditional agenda and its answers from a much less traditional quarters. The establishment is likely to have some problems accepting the logic a1 the reply (even if it might like where it ends) - and the post-structuralist will hesitate before granting the terms for the question, the phrasing of the problematique. Who says we need security systems? Isn't this to accept 'the anarchy problematique'? Does it presuppose a need for arrangements to curtail sonw kind of natural or inherent violence and anarchy? Yes and no. Yes, world politics is indeed complex unstable - and could easily be called anarchic. Many unpleasant possibilities can be imagined, and some are sufficiently likely to justify a term like pessimism. Still, this is exactly not the anarchy problematique in its traditional IR sense, because as Richard Ashley has pointed out, the anarchy problematique of 'cooperation under anarchy' and other rational choice themes 'assumes to be solved, the burner part of the problem it purports to state' (1988: 229). The lack of central rule can easily be admitted, but the dominant IR agenda is produced by moving immediately from this - the real anarchy - to a specific articulation of the question in the form of sovereign states rationally calculating their mutual relations. Resisting the 'heroic practice' of the sovereignty/anarchy blackmail, we do not get an ordered, peaceful world order - quite the contrary, we are left with that excessive amount of openness and indecision which is mostly held to be intolerable and therefore absorbed into the anarchy problematique. 'The absence of a central agency of rule would mean only that, an absence of a central agency of rule' jibed.. 2391.  Like classical realism, this anarchy without the anarchy problematique points to a world of little stability, few guarantees and much violence of many sans. Mainstream canstructivists only avoid this confusing world by de facto riding on much of the disciplining and promises of the anarchy problematique: state-centredness (allegedly only as an academic assumption), domestic order and an agenda of inter-state co-operation. If the existing order is - as the classical realist secretly suspect Ashky 1999, 1996) and the post-structuralists claim - built on ultimately arbitrary instalments of self-evidence, meaning and problems, one should be prepared for change to mean nor necessarily gentle improvement but possibly (or most  likely) quite dramatic changes which no-one can guarantee will be for the better. This Ashleyan image of realists as almost knowingly fighting an abyss of indeterminancy, creating limitations but not out of rigidity or narrow- mindedness but in order to create order, contrasts strongly with the dominant self-image of most critical international relationists (most constructivists and some post-structuralists). They usually picture the problem of realism and rationalism as one of superstition or religion, of the main- stream dogmatically holding on to positivist limitations. This naturally endows the critical theorist with a much nicer position: the one of criticizing, transgressing and thinking the new. Paradoxically, this is the arch- modernist position, the Enlightenment rhetoric in pure form. In contrast, we could admit that realists and other rationalists are actually Enlightenment- inspired thinkers - often progressives - who want to improve and transgress but of course have problematized in the dual sense of questioning and of imposing a certain set of limitations by defining the relevant problem. When realists and others resist the openings and modifications suggested by critical theorists, it is often not because of pure epistemological conservativism, but on the contrary a political practice based on their sense that their order is arbitrary and therefore in need of protection, that e.g. the channelling of violence into a state-based order has been an enormous historical gain that is too lightly given up if the implied ontological and epistemological decisions are reversed Walker 1993; Williams 1998)? Then, the decision to go ahead, to question and thereby re-open the historical resolution of difficult political problems, is not taken lightly with a sense of progressing towards a new (liberal-constructivist) dawn, but rather with a diffident sense of making a difficult political choice with unknown consequences
Threats aren’t arbitrary.  Can’t throw out security or wish away threatening postures—we have to develop strategies for coping with threat perceptions. 
Olav. F. Knudsen, Prof @ Södertörn Univ College, ‘1 [Security Dialogue 32.3, “Post-Copenhagen Security Studies: Desecuritizing  Securitization,” p. 360] 

In the post-Cold War period,  agenda-setting has been much easier to influence than the securitization approach assumes. That change cannot be credited to the concept; the change in  security politics was already taking place in defense ministries and parlia-  ments before the concept was first launched. Indeed, securitization in my view  is more appropriate to the security politics of the Cold War years than to the  post-Cold War period.  Moreover, I have a problem with the underlying implication that it is unim-  portant whether states ‘really’ face dangers from other states or groups. In the  Copenhagen school, threats are seen as coming mainly from the actors’ own  fears, or from what happens when the fears of individuals turn into paranoid  political action. In my view, this emphasis on the subjective is a misleading  conception of threat, in that it discounts an independent existence for what-  ever is perceived as a threat. Granted, political life is often marked by misper-  ceptions, mistakes, pure imaginations, ghosts, or mirages, but such phenom-  ena do not occur simultaneously to large numbers of politicians, and hardly most of the time. During the Cold War, threats – in the sense of plausible  possibilities of danger – referred to ‘real’ phenomena, and they refer to ‘real’  phenomena now. The objects referred to are often not the same, but that is a  different matter. Threats have to be dealt with both in terms of perceptions and in  terms of the phenomena which are perceived to be threatening.  The point of Wæver’s concept of security is not the potential existence of  danger somewhere but the use of the word itself by political elites. In his 1997  PhD dissertation, he writes, ‘One can view “security” as that which is in  language theory called a speech act: it is not interesting as a sign referring to  something more real – it is the utterance itself that is the act.’   The deliberate  disregard of objective factors is even more explicitly stated in Buzan & Wæver’s joint article of the same year.   As a consequence, the phenomenon of  threat is reduced to a matter of pure domestic politics.   It seems to me that the  security dilemma, as a central notion in security studies, then loses its founda-  tion. Yet I see that Wæver himself has no compunction about referring to the  security dilemma in a recent article.  This discounting of the objective aspect of threats shifts security studies to  insignificant concerns. What has long made ‘threats’ and ‘threat perceptions’  important phenomena in the study of IR is the implication that urgent action  may be required. Urgency, of course, is where Wæver first began his argu-  ment in favor of an alternative security conception, because a convincing sense  of urgency has been the chief culprit behind the abuse of ‘security’ and the  consequent ‘politics of panic’, as Wæver aptly calls it.   Now, here – in the case  of urgency – another baby is thrown out with the Wæverian bathwater. When  real situations of urgency arise, those situations are challenges to democracy;  they are actually at the core of the problematic arising with the process of  making security policy in parliamentary democracy. But in Wæver’s world,  threats are merely more or less persuasive, and the claim of urgency is just an-  other argument. I hold that instead of ‘abolishing’ threatening phenomena  ‘out there’ by reconceptualizing them, as Wæver does, we should continue  paying attention to them, because situations with a credible claim to urgency  will keep coming back and then we need to know more about how they work  in the interrelations of groups and states (such as civil wars, for instance), not  least to find adequate democratic procedures for dealing with them.

States CP

Stimulus solvency deficit – BBAs force offsets

State funding forces budget cuts that crush the stimulative effect

Bernstein, 11 (Jared Bernstein, Senior Fellow at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, More Q&A: States Can’t Do Countercyclical Policy and Noise re “Unfunded Liabilities,” July 4, 2011, http://jaredbernsteinblog.com/more-qa-states-cant-do-countercyclical-policy-and-noise-re-unfunded-liabilities/)

Q: What with the much benighted Washington debate, what can the states do to improve the economy – or more specifically, fight unemployment?  A: The states can’t do much at all.  To the contrary, because they have to balance their budgets, when their revenues come in under their spending in a given fiscal year, they have to close those gaps in that year.   That means service cuts and/or tax increases, or in econo-jargon, their policy stance has to be procyclical when we need it be countercyclical.  My CBPP colleagues have tracked this problem throughout the recession (this is their most recent review).  The figure shows the magnitude of the gaps summed across all the states, compared to the last downturn.  A few points are instructive:  –clearly, this downturn has been much tougher on state budgets (as well as the federal budget) than the last one.  –things are improving; the recovery in GDP that began in mid-2009 has begun to show up in higher state revenues, and states expect their 2013 shortfall to be half as large as their 2012 gap.  –but the hole is deep and the damage severe; over the past three years, state and local governments have shed over half-a-million jobs.  There’s a very important Keynesian punchline here: since states cannot offset their budget gaps with deficit spending, the only countercyclical game in town is the federal gov’t. The state fiscal relief in the Recovery Act was fast-acting, effective stimulus, helping to retain needed jobs in communities, like teachers, cops, firefighters, sanitation workers, etc.  As the stimulus has faded, layoffs have accelerated.

The counterplan forces spending cuts – balanced budget requirements require offsets

Reuters, 12 (6-7-12, http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/06/07/us-usa-states-revenues-idUSBRE8560Y320120607)

Because all states except Vermont must end their fiscal years with balanced budgets, lawmakers rushed to cut spending, temporarily raise taxes and tap the federal government for help. Revenues have now grown for nine consecutive quarters, but the growth has slowed in the last three. That leaves state lawmakers worried they will not recover fast enough to cover high demand for services such as healthcare and the hole left by dwindling federal aid. As emergency tax hikes expire, states are also worried they will not be able to address possible economic threats like a spike in unemployment or the crisis in Europe.

State spending for the plan requires concurrent cuts that crush the stimulative effect

Oliff, Mai, and Palacios, 6-27-12 (Phil Oliff, Policy Analyst with the State Fiscal Project, Chris Mai, Research Assistant with the State Fiscal Project, and Vincent Palacios, Research Associate for the State Fiscal Project, June 27, 2012, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=711)

Consequently, even though the revenue outlook is trending upward, states have addressed large budget shortfalls by historical standards as they considered budgets for 2013.  The vast majority of these shortfalls have been closed through spending cuts and other measures in order to meet balanced-budget requirements.  As of publication all but five states have enacted their budgets, and those five will do so soon. To the extent these shortfalls are being closed with spending cuts, they are occurring on top of past years’ deep cuts in critical public services like education, health care, and human services.  The additional cuts mean that state budgets will continue to be a drag on the national economy, threatening hundreds of thousands of private- and public-sector jobs, reducing the job creation that otherwise would be expected to occur.  Potential strategies for lessening the impact of deep spending cuts include more use of state reserve funds in states that have reserves, more revenue through tax-law changes, and a greater role for the federal government.

The counterplan kills the economy.  It requires concurrent spending cuts or raising taxes, which crush growth

Oliff, Mai, and Palacios, 6-27-12 (Phil Oliff, Policy Analyst with the State Fiscal Project, Chris Mai, Research Assistant with the State Fiscal Project, and Vincent Palacios, Research Associate for the State Fiscal Project, June 27, 2012, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=711)

Spending cuts are problematic during an economic downturn because they reduce overall demand and can make the downturn deeper.  When states cut spending, they lay off employees, cancel contracts with vendors, eliminate or lower payments to businesses and nonprofit organizations that provide direct services, and cut benefit payments to individuals.  In all of these circumstances, the companies and organizations that would have received government payments have less money to spend on salaries and supplies, and individuals who would have received salaries or benefits have less money for consumption.  This directly removes demand from the economy.  Tax increases also remove demand from the economy by reducing the amount of money people have to spend.  However, to the extent these increases are on upper-income residents, that effect is minimized.  This is because these residents tend to save a larger share of their income, and thus much of the money generated by a tax increase on upper income residents comes from savings and so does not diminish economic activity.  At the state level, a balanced approach to closing deficits — raising taxes along with enacting budget cuts — is needed to close state budget gaps in order to maintain important services while minimizing harmful effects on the economy. Ultimately, the actions needed to address state budget shortfalls place a considerable number of jobs at risk

A2: CPs that fiat through BBAs – states will compensate with cuts

States will react to the plan by cutting spending elsewhere – state political aversion to deficit spending means they’ll force offsets

Blankenship, 12 (Brian Blankenship, studies Political Science at Indiana University Bloomington, “Are We All Keynesians Now? Political Ideology and State Deficit Spending in the Great Recession,” Student Pulse, Vol. 4, No. 7, 2012)

In short, then, the relationship between ideology and state deficits is not a linear one. While state surpluses tend to rapidly decrease as liberalism increases, this relationship tapers off once one reaches the “moderate” and “liberal” states in the middle and right areas of the graph. One explanation for this could be that conservatives are highly averse to deficit spending as expected, but that liberals, while less averse, are not necessarily favorable toward it—at least at the state level. Thus, the relationship presented here seems to be less the result of a liberal proclivity for deficits and more the result of conservative antipathy for them.  Moving to regression analysis, Table 2 shows that there is, as expected, a significant and fairly strong relationship between state ideology and deficits, even while controlling for licensing and sales tax revenue. More liberal states tend to have higher deficits than more conservative states; indeed, for every one-point increase in state liberalism, state deficits increased an average of over two percent for the period from FY2009 to FY2011. Nevertheless, contrary to my expectations, sales tax revenue is yet again associated with higher deficits, with every one percent increase in state sales tax revenue accompanied by a 2.6 percent increase in a state’s tri-year deficit.5  Because of this unexpected positive relationship between sales tax revenue and deficit levels, I decided to run a second regression analysis. This time I control for states’ level of economic growth, as states that fared better economically during the recession would both have had less need to deficit spend and would have presumably seen a smaller drop in tax revenue than a state whose economy contracted dramatically. In order to measure states’ relative economic growth during the recession, I look at each state’s rate of real gross state product (GSP) change for FY2009 and FY2010 and then combine the two, with higher numbers indicating higher levels of growth.6  Additionally, I also control for states’ level of direct democracy, as ballot initiatives (e.g., California’s Proposition 13) can greatly limit a state’s ability to make fiscal readjustments in times of economic crisis. Indeed, the evidence suggests that initiative states are more likely to have caps on taxation and supermajority requirements for tax increases, which would constrain a state’s ability to raise revenue in times of economic crisis. At the same time, however, initiative states have also been more likely to have expenditure caps, which would limit the state’s ability to deficit spend (Smith and Tolbert 2007: 422-423). Thus, a high level of unrestrained direct democracy could have an impact both on a state’s ability to spend and especially on its ability to tax. In order to measure direct democracy, I use a dichotomous variable to indicate whether a state has an initiative process, with 0 indicating that it does not and 1 indicating that it does.

States will respond to the counterplan with offsetting cuts – they are far less politically capable of sustaining deficits

Galle and Stark, 12 (Brian Galle, Assistant Professor, Boston College Law School, and Kirk Stark, Vice Dean and Professor of Law, UCLA Law School, “Beyond Bailouts: Federal Tools for Preventing State Budget Crises,” Indiana Law Journal, Volume 87, Issue 2, April 1, 2012, http://www.repository.law.indiana.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3012&context=ilj)
State budgeting differs from national budgeting in several crucial respects.   Perhaps most importantly, states cannot print their own money.  37   As a result, this   age-old method of raising revenue via currency debasement is simply not available   to state governments. Two other factors, though, account for many of the   differences we focus on here. First, interstate migration of both households and   firms is relatively common in the United States.  38   Second, citizens of one state do   not vote in other states, with the result that each state’s officials have little reason to   care about the impact of their actions on residents of other jurisdictions.  39   In   contrast, it is very costly to leave the  United States altogether, and the national   government is relatively more sensitive to the welfare of the entire country.  40  The first factor, the threat of exit, has made it challenging for states, and   especially local governments, to raise money to pay for social insurance during   recessions. Many studies have shown that taxpayers consider relative burdens when   deciding where to live or do business.  41   Further, the credible  threat  of  exit  also gives additional political voice to the most mobile.  42   For similar reasons, states also   cannot easily borrow; since public debt augurs higher future taxes, large debt   burdens, too, create exit pressure.  43  Present bias and other forms of externalities also lead to a political environment   that heavily curtails state borrowing. Present bias is simply the tendency of an   individual to favor the present over the future, and in the fiscal context, it can result   either from either political or psychological factors.  44   Politically, voters and   officials may both anticipate that they will not be around when the future comes:   they may die, they may move, or they may be voted or term-limited out of office,   so that the future costs represent an intertemporal externality.  45   Evidence suggests   that individuals are often unable to resist the temptation to live for today, even if   our objective preference would be to plan for tomorrow.  46   Present bias manifests   itself in policymaking at all levels of government, but it is arguably more acute at   the subnational level because of the prospect of interjurisdictional mobility. At the   state and local level, the present is separated from the future not only by time but  also, potentially, by space. It may be perfectly rational for those who anticipate a   future elsewhere not to fully internalize the cost of future debt payments.  47  Present bias should predictably lead to excessive borrowing, which   paradoxically is why state borrowing is so difficult.  48   Borrowing offers rewards   today, such as the opportunity for officials to buy off important constituencies, or   offer incentives for mobile taxpayers to relocate to their jurisdiction; the costs   arrive only later, perhaps after the official is out of power. However, over time   electorates, recognizing this dynamic, have imposed significant restrictions on   public officials, such as constitutional debt limitations and balanced budget   requirements.  49      These limitations necessarily (and intentionally) make it difficult for states to   rely on borrowing as a strategy for smoothing government expenditures over the   business cycle. In combination with the increased volatility of state revenue   structures discussed above, restrictions on subnational borrowing exacerbate fiscal   distress during economic downturns.  50   Revenue declines associated with cyclical   variability in the economy are naturally to be expected, but states have a limited   range of policy instruments available to them to weather the storm. Often the only   choice that states have is to curtail governmental services. Historically, the deepest   recessionary cuts have been exactly in those areas most needed during recessions:   social insurance and aid to the poor.  51      These facts would seem to set up a strong case for federal intervention. Since the   national government faces much weaker exit pressures, it has more freedom to use   taxes to pay for social insurance during downturns.  52   While the same present bias   described above no doubt exerts an influence at the national level as well, the   federal government has never bound its own borrowing capacity as tightly as the   states, perhaps because present bias is lower, or because a central government faces   less pressure to borrow in order to compete with its neighbors.  53   National budgeting   also allows for fiscal diversification; regions that are less impacted by a downturn   can support those that are in greater need.  54   Even if states did not face taxing and borrowing constraints, they might still spend inadequately on social insurance from   a national perspective.  55   State economies are heavily intertwined  56  —recessions in   New York hurt New Jersey and Connecticut, too—but each state has little incentive   to take neighboring welfare into account when deciding how much to spend.

States will respond to the CP’s deficit-expansion by cutting elsewhere – they’re ideologically committed to fiscal contraction

Attewell, 9 (Steven Attewell, PhD student in the history of public policy at UC Santa Barbara, “50-State Keynesianism: A Proposal,” June 8, 2009, http://realignmentproject.wordpress.com/2009/06/08/50-state-keynesianism-a-proposal/)

The larger problem is that we’re in a recession and state governments can’t print money to pay their bills, can’t deficit spend due to state laws (usually constitutions), and the bond markets aren’t really snapping up state debt and are charging an arm and a leg to do so. This means that while the Federal government is trying to push a stimulative policy and get the money pumping, the state governments are going to undercut recovery efforts – the Federal stimulus package is about $350 billion/year, and that $150 deficit will cut the effect nearly in half. This policy problem is being compounded by a political problem – bond rating agencies and the bonds markets are ideologically going after public credit ratings. As John Quiggan notes, agencies like Moody’s, Standard & Poor’s, and Fitch which were up to their necks in the current financial crisis, who looked the other way and stamped AAA ratings on garbage CDOs and asset-backed-securities and credit swaps and other financial snake-oils are now aggressively targeting the bond ratings of government entities. While Quiggan’s examples are mostly Australian, you can see the same thing happening in the U.S as states and even the Federal government (all of whom maintain the power of taxation as a guard against permanent insolvency) are being warned or downgraded for actions that are vitally necessary to save our economy. By itself, by shifting state spending away from stimulative spending towards financing higher interest rates and by forestalling the potential for Keynesian borrow-and-spend policies, these agencies are making the crisis worse.  Moreover, by pushing the ideological line that balanced budgets are better than increasing spending, they are complicit in the shock doctrine proselytizing going on in state governments (such as in California, where Swartzenegger used the budget crisis to push for the elimination of the state’s SCHIP program, the Calgrants college aid program, and the Calworks welfare program).

A2: Compensatory cuts link to the aff

Compensatory cuts apply ONLY to the states.  The federal government is far more willing to run real deficts

Poulson, 88 (Barry Poulson, Professor of Economics at the University of Colorado, Fiscal Federalism: A Constitutional Approach to the Deficit Problem, Heritage Foundation, January, 1988, http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/13420.pdf)

These revolutionary changes in state and local fiscal policies have not been matched at the federal level. Indeed the decade since the tax revolt was launched has witnessed a deterioration in the federal government's fiscal position that must be regarded as a national crisis. Unconstrained growth in government spending combined with tax cuts has resulted in massive deficits and public debt. The ability of the federal government to resort to borrowing and the printing press permits a profligate fiscal policy that, thankfully, is impossible at the state and local level.  However the stock markets are apparently signalling that the federal government has reached a limit to this red ink; continued expansion in spending and deficits may no longer be tolerated.

A2: States can deficit-spend on capital expenses

State borrowing for capital expenses just forces other cuts to bring budgets back into line

The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 10 (Policy Basics: The ABCs of State Budgets, Policy Points: January 28, 2010, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=3067)

Unlike the federal government, every state except Vermont is required (by constitution or statute) to balance its budget. In other words, states generally cannot pay for ongoing expenditures using borrowed funds. States can — and most states do — borrow for capital expenses, such as new roads and schools. They do this by selling bonds to investors, which states then repay over a set term (e.g., 20 years), with interest. Capital expenses are typically not considered part of the general fund, and public finance experts generally consider borrowing for capital expenses to be sound practice. Each state’s budget reflects an estimate of the amount of revenue the state will collect for the coming fiscal year. Depending on the state, this figure is set solely by the governor, by the governor and legislature jointly, by the legislature, or by an independent commission. If the estimate is short of what the state would need to fund ongoing services and meet existing obligations for the year, the state has a “budget shortfall” or “projected deficit.” When this occurs, the budget must typically explain how the gap will be closed. If, during the course of the fiscal year, revenues come in below what the state needs to fund services, the state has a “mid-year shortfall” or “mid-year deficit” for that year. Typically it must re-balance the budget through steps like using reserve funds, cutting spending, and increasing revenues. In some states the power to cut the budget mid-year rests with the governor, in others with the legislature.

A2: State borrowing – no lenders

States can’t find buyers for their debt – no one will offer the loans

Lav and McNichol, 11 (Iris Lav, senior advisor for the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, and Elizabeth McNichol, Senior Fellow, January 20, 2011, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=3372)

A small number of states issue short-term debt instruments, known as revenue anticipation notes, which they use to match the timing of their revenue collections to the timing of the expenditures in their operating budget.  This type of debt must be repaid during the same fiscal year as the borrowing.  California, a major user of this type of debt, made headlines in 2008 by saying it could not find buyers for its debt and asking the federal government for financing.  Ultimately, however, California was able to sell the bonds without federal assistance, as was Massachusetts when it faced a similar situation.    

A2: State borrowing – bad rates

States will get terrible interest rates

Attewell, 9 (Steven Attewell, PhD student in the history of public policy at UC Santa Barbara, “50-State Keynesianism: A Proposal,” June 8, 2009, http://realignmentproject.wordpress.com/2009/06/08/50-state-keynesianism-a-proposal/)

The larger problem is that we’re in a recession and state governments can’t print money to pay their bills, can’t deficit spend due to state laws (usually constitutions), and the bond markets aren’t really snapping up state debt and are charging an arm and a leg to do so. This means that while the Federal government is trying to push a stimulative policy and get the money pumping, the state governments are going to undercut recovery efforts – the Federal stimulus package is about $350 billion/year, and that $150 deficit will cut the effect nearly in half. This policy problem is being compounded by a political problem – bond rating agencies and the bonds markets are ideologically going after public credit ratings. As John Quiggan notes, agencies like Moody’s, Standard & Poor’s, and Fitch which were up to their necks in the current financial crisis, who looked the other way and stamped AAA ratings on garbage CDOs and asset-backed-securities and credit swaps and other financial snake-oils are now aggressively targeting the bond ratings of government entities. While Quiggan’s examples are mostly Australian, you can see the same thing happening in the U.S as states and even the Federal government (all of whom maintain the power of taxation as a guard against permanent insolvency) are being warned or downgraded for actions that are vitally necessary to save our economy. By itself, by shifting state spending away from stimulative spending towards financing higher interest rates and by forestalling the potential for Keynesian borrow-and-spend policies, these agencies are making the crisis worse.  Moreover, by pushing the ideological line that balanced budgets are better than increasing spending, they are complicit in the shock doctrine proselytizing going on in state governments (such as in California, where Swartzenegger used the budget crisis to push for the elimination of the state’s SCHIP program, the Calgrants college aid program, and the Calworks welfare program).

A2: State tax cuts mechanism

State tax cuts force concurrent spending cuts, killing any stimulative effect

Lav, 10 (Iris Lav, senior advisor for the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, March 23, 2010, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=3120

That’s exactly right: States cannot stimulate their economies by cutting taxes. Let me explain why.  Almost every state is required to balance its budget.  That means that a tax cut usually would have to be offset by a cut to a program or service to keep the budget balanced. When states cut spending, they lay off public employees, cancel contracts with private-sector vendors, and eliminate or lower payments to nonprofit organizations that provide direct services. This is likely to reduce demand in the state just as much as the reduction in taxes may stimulate demand. It is at best a zero-sum game, where the gains in one area are offset by the losses in another. In addition, there is no guarantee that a cut in corporate tax rates or a similar broad tax cut would result in investment or hiring in the state providing the cut.  The company may save the value of the tax cut for a later date, or it may invest it in another state.

A2: Rainy day fund mechanism

Rainy day funds are too small to cover the plan

McNichol, 12 (Senior Fellow for the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, April 18, 2012, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=3747)

During and immediately following the recession that began in late 2007, 39 states reported using their rainy day funds to address budget shortfalls.[3]  States had acted quickly after the 2001 recession to rebuild reserves.  By the end of fiscal year 2006, total ending balances, which include both general fund balances and rainy day fund balances, had reached $69.0 billion (11.5 percent of budgets) — higher than the level of reserves prior to the  2001 recession. These reserves played an important role in allowing states to maintain programs without large spending cuts and revenue increases, especially at the start of the fiscal crisis.  Reserve balances declined from 11.5 percent to a projected 6.2 percent at the end of fiscal year 2012 according to the National Association of State Budget Officers.  The amount expected to remain in reserves by the end of 2012 is even smaller for most of the states (only 3.7 percent of budgets on average) if you factor out Alaska and Texas – two states that by themselves account for almost half of the funds in reserves.[4]   But even reserves of this size proved much too small to address a downturn as deep as the 2007-09 recession.  One lesson of this downturn is that states would be well-served to increase the size of reserves once the economy recovers sufficiently to allow restocking. 

Rainy day funds are politically unsustainable – they can’t secure reliable long-term investment

Galle and Stark, 12 (Brian Galle, Assistant Professor, Boston College Law School, and Kirk Stark, Vice Dean and Professor of Law, UCLA Law School, “Beyond Bailouts: Federal Tools for Preventing State Budget Crises,” Indiana Law Journal, Volume 87, Issue 2, April 1, 2012, http://www.repository.law.indiana.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3012&context=ilj)
While there is some polling evidence to suggest popular support for RDFs,  68  there are several reasons to expect a state’s residents to be skeptical about the value   of such funds. As with borrowing, some voters may be excessively present-focused   and thus inclined to favor current spending (or tax cuts) over saving for a rainy day.   Moreover, the chief benefit of robust RDF balances—that is, the economic stability   derived from avoiding drastic service cutbacks in the face of recessionary revenue   declines—is in the nature of a public good, so that one would expect there rarely   will be a coherent political constituency in favor of budget stability for its own   sake.  69   Even those with the strongest preferences for state savings may see little   value in insisting on more robust RDFs if they fear that fund balances will not be   used for their intended purposes.  70   It is well established that long-term budgetary   commitments require the support of durable political coalitions, and the   maintenance of such coalitions is costly.  71   To ensure that RDFs serve their intended   function, proponents must invest in continual oversight and lobbying, making the   potential costs to them of preserving savings in the long term prohibitively high.  72 

TIFIA

This card doesn’t include many worded warrants, but it is based on a legitimate, mathematically based study and it might be worth highlighting some of those math parts. 

 TIFIA is only a loan program- grants are a mandate of the plan and are key to solve stimulus. This is based on studies. 

 (Cordella & Ulku 04, Tito Cordella, lead economist at the World Bank, and Hulya Ulkuz, Co-Director MSc in Development Economics and Policy, “Grants versus Loans”, University of Manchester, 6/30/2004, http://www.sed.manchester.ac.uk/research/events/conferences/documents/Arthur%20Lewis%20Papers/Ulku.pdf) 

In order to get a better sense of how the effect of concessionality on growth depends upon policies and economic factors, in Table 3 we compute the esti- mated fist derivatives of growth with respect to Conc at the sample average value of Cpia, and Pcgdp; and one standard deviation above and below the mean.27Indeed, we found that though in poor countries with bad policies the derivative of concessionality on growth is positive, the latter becomes negative as policies improve and percapita income levels increase. In the above analysis, we used interacted terms to test the theoretical insights of our model. While this approach is standard in the literature, the robustness of our findings can be checked by running the main regressions splitting the sample between rich and poor countries, countries with good and bad policies, and countries with large and small budget deficits. Table 4 reports the results of such exercise. In line with our previous findings, the coefficient for concessionality is posi- tive and significant in countries with relatively bad policies (Cpia below the me- dian) and insignificant (and smaller in value) in countries with relatively good policies (Cpia above the median). The same is true for countries with large and small budget deficits. As for the samples with poor and rich countries, the concessionality coefficient is not signicant in either samples. However, in the sample with low per capita GDP, the coe¢ cient is larger in absolute values and borderline signiÖcant at the ten percent level. The fact that the e§ects of con- cessionality on growth are di§erent once we split the dataset provides further evidence that the e§ect of concessionality on economic growth does depend on aid recipient countriesícharacteristics. As a second robustness test, we reestimated our main equation using the two-step variant of the Arellano and Bover estimator.28
Table 5 reports these results that are similar to the one obtained with the one-step estimator. Summing up the main results of this section: Using data from a large sam- ple of aid recipient countries for the period 1975-1995, we have found a quite convincing evidence that the e§ect of the degree of loan concessionality on eco- nomic growth depends on aid recipient countriesícharacteristics. Furthermore, in line with the predictions of our model, a high degree of loan concessionality improves aid e§ectiveness in highly indebted poor countries with a bad policy environment. This result holds true in di§erent speciÖcations of the econometric model and is robust to di§erent estimation techniques. Concessionality Patterns In this last part of the paper, we look at the determinants of the degree of concessionality in developmental assistance, and ask whether donors take into consideration the quality of policy, the level of GDP per capita, and measures of indebteness when deciding on the grants loans mix. More precisely, we run a regression similar to the previous ones, substituting concessionality to GDP growth as a left hand variable. Our econometric speciÖcation is thus:

Conc = 0+ 1Edai;t+_0Xi;t+ 1Pcgdpi;t+ 2Budgeti;t+ 3Cpiai;t+_+_t+"i;t (6) where the Xi;t is a vector of controls including Tot, open; M2gdp; Mortality; Tot; Imf; Ciwar; the vector _ refers regional dummies or country Öxed e§ects, denotes time e§ects. Our results are summarized in Table 6. Insert Table 6 Column 1 presents the estimate of the determinants of the degree of conces- sionality with regional but not country Öxed e§ects. Controlling for the level of e§ective assistance, we Önd that concessionality is negatively correlated with Open, and positively correlated with the Mortality index. While this is what one would have expected, we found surprising that a positive term of trade shocks yields more concessional aid áows. Regarding our variables of interest, we Önd that Conc is positively correlated with Pcgdp; and with the Budget vari- able. Instead, the Cpia index does not ináuence the degree of concessionality. This actually is not particularly surprising since a countryís score on the Cpia index positively a§ects World Bankís highly concessional IDA allocations.

However, when we estimate equation (6) introducing country Öxed e§ects to take into account of possible omitted variable bias (see column 2) only per capita GDP remains signiÖcant. This result raises some doubts on whether

28 To deal with the fact that the two-step estimator produces standard errors that are down- ward biased in small sample, we used the Windmeijer (2000) correction.

12it is really the case that donors optimally choose to how to disburse aid ac- cording to recipient countriesícharacteristics. Thus one might wonder whether those geopolitical considerations that explain to whom aid is given29 might also explain how it is allocated between grants and loans.

4 Discussion

There is no doubt that the political economy (or the politics tout court) of international development played a major role in shaping the grants versus loans controversy. Under such circumstances, it is not surprising that the dog that did not bark was economic analysis. To break such silence, we developed a simple analytical framework to understand the main trade-o§s that could guide the choice of the ìrightîamount of concessionality in development assistance. This helped us to derive clear testable implications which steered our empirical analysis, and allowed us to better understand the condition under which more (or less) concessional aid áows are conducive to better economic performance.

The Örst message of the paper is that to compare meaningfully grants and loans one should keep the amount of assistance as Öxed. This highlights the basic trade-o§: more concessionality means less repayment obligations, but also less resources available to aid recipient countries.

As soon as one focuses on this basic trade-o§, he or she immediately realizes that neither of the ìcorner situationsî (all grant or all loans) should a priori be the most desirable outcome; and that the optimal mix of grants and loans should depend on the very characteristics of a country. In this paper, we put emphasis on the quality of policies, the accumulated debt burden, and the level of development. Of course, there are several other channels through which the level of concessionality may a§ect economic performance.

We are aware that our analysis has many other limitations. For instance, we assumed that donors are altruistic, and that they only care about economic growth. Both these assumptions can easily be challenged, and few would dis- agree with Alesina and Dollar (2000) who Önd that aid patterns are dictated by political and strategic considerations, or with Alesina and Weder (2003) who Önd that donor governments di§er substantially in their degree of altruism. However, the fact that (not all) donors are altruistic does not undermine our main empirical results. Indeed our analysis underscores the fact that the way in which aid is disbursed matters, and this independently of why it is disbursed.

The question of whether economic growth is the right metric on which to measure the success of aid is a more di¢ cult one. It could very well be argued that some donors are more interested in improving access to basic health or education, or more generally in Öghting poverty, than in promoting growth per se. Unfortunately, data on health and education are at best incomplete, and data on poverty are di¢ cult to collect and compare. However, one can build upon Dollar and Kraay (2000) who show that in developing countries per capita income for the poor grows one for one with aggregate per capita income. This

29See, among other, Frey and Shneider (1986) or Alesina and Dollar (2000). 13

in turns implies that per capita growth could be used as a proxy for poverty reduction, and allows us to argue that our measure of success is highly correlated with the latter.

Finally, we have to recognize that throughout our analysis we kept the amount of assistance as given and doing so we explicitly avoided to deal with the problem of how to e¢ ciently allocate assistance across di§erent countries. Also, we didnít look at how aid was disbursed, and thus at whether the policy environment a§ected the allocation of aid áows between budget support, project aid and other forms of assistance. Furthermore, we only looked at o¢ cial aid áows, and thus we are unable to say much on whether the e§ectiveness of aid áows mediated by NGOs follows the same patterns as o¢ cial aid.

With these caveats in minds, and recognizing that, despite all our e§orts, re- sults from cross-country regressions will (and probably should) always be taken with a grain of salt, we think that in this paper we provided a quite convincing evidence that good policies allow countries to e§ectively absorb more resources, while high levels of indebtness, or high poverty levels have the opposite e§ect. These Önding have important policy implications.

First, it is crucial to link the amount of concessionality to the quality of the policy environment. This does not imply that countries with bad policies should be ìrewardedîwith more grant. It just means that once the optimal allocation of developmental assistance has been decided across countries, countries with bad policies should be o§ered with less, but more concessional resources. This would also make it easier to deliver aid through NGOs bypassing the ìcorruptî recipient country governments, and would help punishing them without pun- ishing innocent citizens (who are already likely to su§er from the bad policy environment).

Second, the amount of loan concessionality should depend upon the overall level of indebteness of a country; that more indebted countries should receive more concessional aid áows; and that the debt relief initiative should create the condition for less concessional aid packages. As in the previous case, this does not imply that by implementing such policy the donor community would reward highly indebted countries with more grants. The opposite is still more likely to be true. In fact, policymakers are more likely to have a preference for the present, putting a higher weight on the resources that they surely control (the current ones) vis ‡ vis to those that they might control (the future ones) should they remain in power. Finally, the grants versus loan choice is an easy one for the poorest countries. Providing such countries with larger (but less concessional aid packages) would not only negatively affect their growth performance in the immediate, but also in the future through the accumulation of a stock of eventually unsustainable debt.
Tifia is loans only, not grants  

(DOT 12, Department of Transportation, “TIFIA”, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/tifia/) 

The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) program provides Federal credit assistance in the form of direct loans, loan guarantees, and standby lines of credit to finance surface transportation projects of national and regional significance. TIFIA credit assistance provides improved access to capital markets, flexible repayment terms, and potentially more favorable interest rates than can be found in private capital markets for similar instruments. TIFIA can help advance qualified, large-scale projects that otherwise might be delayed or deferred because of size, complexity, or uncertainty over the timing of revenues. Many surface transportation projects - highway, transit, railroad, intermodal freight, and port access - are eligible for assistance. Each dollar of Federal funds can provide up to $10 in TIFIA credit assistance - and leverage $30 in transportation infrastructure investment.
States CP

States deficit spending is bad – they’ll have to be bailed out later 
WC 10 (The Wealth Cycle, “Fed Bailouts Feed State Spending Habits”, 11/3/10, http://wealthcycles.com/blog/2010/11/03/fed-bailouts-feed-state-spending-habits) 
The next fire the U.S. government will have to put out in trying to regain control of the failing economy is likely to be bankrupt state treasuries and cascading defaults on state and municipal bonds, according to a recent WSJ.com op-ed piece by banking analyst Meredith Whitney.  Whitney claims federal bailouts of state governments are already going on. Currently states receive some 28 percent of their funding from federal government transfers, according to Whitney, plus additional funds to pay the interest on their debt through a program called “Build America Bonds,” under which the U.S. Treasury covers 35 percent of the interest on state-issued bonds.  But with the advent of a GOP-controlled Congress, there may not be the political will to rescue failing states, which receive some 28 percent of their funding from federal government transfers, according to Whitney’s article.  Such federal subsidies (courtesy of the American taxpayer) are one reason states have been able to keep spending like there’s no tomorrow. “The largest 15 states by GDP spent on average over 220% of their tax receipts….,” Whitney writes. “The root of the problem is simple: State governments have spent recklessly and unsustainably.”  Adding to the severity of the problem is the fact that local governments are likewise dependent on state funding to support their own deficit spending and interest costs, currently receiving some one-third of their funding from the feds—funds once covered by state and local taxes and fees.  Warren Buffett, whose company holds and insures a lot of municipal bonds, assured his stockholders recently that the federal government would bail states out. No doubt the U.S. government will do so if it can. But with yesterday’s GOP sweep of Congress and the mood of voters hardened against more federal spending, states may no longer be able to take their Uncle Sam’s generosity for granted. Whitney urges states to bring spending under control before they are forced to go begging legislators from their fiscally conservative neighboring states for yet more hand-outs.  Rampant overspending by state governments contributes enormously to the currency and debt bubbles that are rapidly inflating, and it contributes to the Fed’s sense of panic. As I wrote in the WealthCycles.com article The Road Ahead, unsustainable debt would be a nightmare for the Fed in a deflationary economy:  In a deflation, even though both prices and wages fall, debt does not. For example, if you borrowed $100 to buy a pair of shoes, you still owe that $100—even though wages have been cut so you’re making less money, and even though you can now buy that same pair of shoes for say $10. Magnify that scenario by trillions, and you have a picture of our government’s fiscal dilemma in the event of a deflation.  In a nutshell, terror of this deflationary scenario is why the U.S. government, the Fed and Fed Chair Ben Bernanke are willing to crank out new dollars at never-before-seen volumes in a desperate attempt to prevent it.  With the Fed’s announcement today of its latest plans for inflating the currency supply by another $800 or $900 billion over the next six months à la QE2, it seems this prediction is still playing itself out, and tomorrow's dollars will have even less purchasing power than today's.

