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No double-dip coming- Europe’s progress, leading indicators and lower gas prices buffer the economy

Koesterich 6/22/12

Russ is a frequent contributor to financial news media and can regularly be seen on CNBC, Fox Business News and Bloomberg TV. He is the author of two books. Russ is also regularly quoted in print media including the Wall Street Journal, USA Today, MSNBC.com, and MarketWatch. Russ earned a BA in history from Brandeis University, a JD from Boston College and an MBA in capital markets from Columbia University, Don't Expect A Double Dip ... This Year,

http://seekingalpha.com/article/678771-don-t-expect-a-double-dip-this-year
For the third summer in a row, the US economy is slowing and Europe is teetering on the brink of an abyss. While renewed fears of a US double dip are reasonable, I believe the United States will not see a recession in 2012 for the following four reasons: 1.) Europe is struggling, but it’s slowly stumbling toward a solution. It’s true that Europe is likely to continue to be a chronic source of stress for the global economy. That said, we have seen some tentative signs of progress in recent weeks. The results of the second Greek election mitigated the risk of a near-term Greek default or exit. And while Spain has yet to articulate a definitive plan to recapitalize its banking system, at least it has acknowledged there’s a problem. 2.) Apparent US weakness can partly be attributed to statistical quirks. The weakness of recent US economic data can be attributed to other factors besides an economic slowdown. Take May’s disappointing non-farm payroll report, for instance. The collapse of the construction industry likely is wreaking havoc with how the jobs data is adjusted for seasonal variations, meaning that winter was probably not as strong as the data indicated, nor spring as weak as the headline numbers suggested. 3.) Leading indicators remain stable. While most economic measures continue to be sluggish, leading economic indicators are still signaling positive growth. Our favorite metric, the Chicago Fed National Activity Index, is stuck at zero, close to its average level over the past few years. This is certainly not indicative of a robust economy, but it’s still consistent with US growth in the 2% range or even slightly better. Other leading indicators also confirm a continuation of the expansion. Lost in din of last month’s non-farm payroll report debacle was the May ISM manufacturing report. While weak, it was by no means a disaster. In particular, the new orders component, which tends to lead economic activity, rose to its best level since the spring of 2011. 4.) Gasoline prices are down. Finally, oil prices have come down. While the consumer still faces a number of headwinds, cheaper gasoline prices are providing some relief for stretched middle-income consumers.

Stimulus kills the economy

De Rugy and Mitchell 11 (Veronique De Rugy and Matthew Mitchell are senior research fellows at the Mercatus Center at George Mason University, WORKING  PAPER WOULD MORE INFRASTRUCTURE SPENDING STIMULATE THE  ECONOMY?, September 2011, Mercatus Center at George Mason University)

Stimulus in a highly indebted nation: An extensive study from the IMF shows that fiscal multipliers in  nations with debt levels in excess of 60 percent of GDP are zero or even negative. 10 The current U.S.  debt-to-GDP ratio is 70 percent and, according to the Congressional Budget Office, it will be 90 percent  within seven years and 100 percent within ten. 11 Stimulus under flexible exchange rates: The same IMF study also finds that a nation‘s exchange-rate  regime impacts the size of the multiplier. When a nation‘s exchange rate is fixed, the multiplier can be  relatively large. 12 But when the country allows the market to dictate movements in the exchange rate—as  the United States does—the IMF economists found that the multiplier is much lower. This is because  fiscal stimulus tends to cause domestic interest rates to rise relative to foreign interest rates. And when  this happens, foreigners increase their demand for the domestic currency, causing it to appreciate. This, in  turn, makes domestic goods more expensive and foreign goods cheaper, decreasing net exports and lowering output. Stimulus in a balance-sheet recession: The current recession has resulted in an unprecedented collapse  in net wealth. In other words, it is a deep ―balance sheet‖ recession. But with personal wealth diminished  and private credit impaired, some economists believe that stimulus is likely to be less effective than it  would be in a different type of recession. This is because consumers are likely to use their stimulus  money to rebuild their nest eggs, i.e., to pay off debts and save, not to buy new products as Keynesian  theoreticians want them to. 13 The same is likely true for state and local governments who have used their  ARRA dollars to reduce their budget gaps or reduce their borrowing rather than to increase infrastructure  spending or other government purchases. 14 Diminishing marginal returns to stimulus: New research also suggests that there are diminishing  marginal returns to stimulus. 15 This makes new stimulus even less helpful than what has already been  undertaken.  The Federal Government has already spent over $1 trillion in legislated stimulus. Beyond this,  unlegislated ―automatic stabilizers‖ in the budget have helped to push the primary deficit well over $1  trillion. 16 The problems with infrastructure stimulus: There are unique problems with infrastructure stimulus  that tend to diminish its chances of success. Chief among these are long implementation delays. The  Congressional Budget Office reports that:  [F]or major infrastructure projects supported by the federal government, such as highway  construction and activities of the Army Corps of Engineers, initial outlays usually total less than 25  percent of the funding provided in a given year. For large projects, the initial rate of spending can be  significantly lower than 25 percent. 17 Economists from the IMF studied the impact of implementation delays on the multiplier and found that,  ―Implementation delays can postpone the intended economic stimulus and may even worsen the downturn  in the short run.‖ 

Transportation infrastructure stimulus fails-multiple reasons—all aff evidence is biased and not reflective of their true findings
De Rugy and Mitchell 11 (Veronique De Rugy and Matthew Mitchell are senior research fellows at the Mercatus Center at George Mason University, WORKING  PAPER WOULD MORE INFRASTRUCTURE SPENDING STIMULATE THE  ECONOMY?, September 2011, Mercatus Center at George Mason University)

Implementation Perhaps the most important reasons to be skeptical about further stimulus—particularly infrastructure stimulus—have to do with the way it is implemented. As a general rule, the studies that obtain large  multipliers do so by assuming that stimulus funds will be distributed just as Keynesian theory says they  ought to be. Keynesian economist and former presidential economic advisor Lawrence Summers has  offered a widely accepted summary of how—ideally—fiscal stimulus ought to be applied. 18 He argues  that fiscal stimulus ―can be counterproductive if it is not timely, targeted, and temporary.‖ In reality,  however, infrastructure spending cannot fulfill these criteria. There is no such thing as a “shovel ready” project: By nature, infrastructure spending fails to be  timely. Even when the money is available, it can be months, if not years, before it is spent. This is  because infrastructure projects involve planning, bidding, contracting, construction, and evaluation. According to the GAO, as of June 2011, 95 percent of the $45 billion in Department of Transportation  infrastructure money had been appropriated, but only 62 percent ($28 billion) had actually been spent. 20 Un-targeted: Effective targeting means that stimulus money should be spent in those areas that have  been hardest hit by the recession. The goal is to make the most use of ―idle resources‖ (as Keynesian theory terms them). For instance, depressed areas like Detroit have a considerable number of unemployed resources (people, firms, equipment, etc.). So theoretically, government stimulus should be able to put these idle resources to work. A number of studies, however, have shown that stimulus funding tends not  to go to those areas that have been hardest hit by a recession. 21  Even targeted stimulus may fail: Many of the areas that were hardest hit by the recession are in  decline because they have been producing goods and services that are not, and will never be, in  great demand. Therefore, the overall value added by improving the roads and other infrastructure in these areas is likely to be lower than if the new infrastructure were located in growing areas  that might have relatively low unemployment but do have great demand for more roads, schools,  and other types of long-term infrastructure. 22  Job poaching, not creating: Unemployment rates among specialists, such as those with the skills  to build roads or schools, are often relatively low. Moreover, it is unlikely that an employee  specialized in residential-area construction can easily update his or her skills to include building  highways. As a result, we can expect that firms receiving stimulus funds will hire their workers  away from other construction sites where they were employed rather than from the  unemployment lines. This is what economists call ―crowding out.‖ Except that in this case, labor,  not capital, is being crowded out. In fact, new data confirm that a plurality of workers hired with  ARRA money were poached from other organizations rather than from the unemployment lines. 23 Not temporary: Even in Keynesian models, stimulus is only effective as a short-run measure. In fact, Keynesians also call for surpluses during an upswing. 24 In reality, however, the political process prefers to implement the first Keynesian prescription (deficit-financed spending) but not the second (surpluses to pay off the debt). 25 The inevitable result is a persistent deficit that, year-in, year-out, adds to the national  debt. 26 A review of historical stimulus efforts has shown that temporary stimulus spending tends to linger  and that two years after an initial stimulus, 95 percent of the spending surge remains. 27  Ratchet-up effect: Evidence from World War II suggests that when spending spikes, as is the case during the current recession, it tends not to return to pre-spike levels. 28 This ―ratchet up‖ in  spending is exacerbated when federal spending is channeled through state and local governments,  as was the case in ARRA. Data from 50 states over a 13-year period show that temporary grants  from the federal government to state and local governments cause the latter to increase their own  future taxes by between 33 and 42 cents for every dollar in federal grants received. 29 Cost overruns are the rule rather than the exception: The most comprehensive study of cost overruns  examines 20 nations spanning five continents. The authors find that nine out of 10 public works projects come in over budget. 30 Cost overruns dramatically increase infrastructure spending: Overruns routinely range from 50 to  100 percent of the original estimate. 31 For rail, the average cost is 44.7 percent greater than the estimated  cost at the time the decision is made. For bridges and tunnels, the equivalent figure is 33.8 percent, and  for roads 20.4 percent. 32 On average, U.S. cost-overruns reached $55 billion per year. 33 Even if they lead  to localized job growth, these investments are usually inefficient uses of public resources. Inaccurate estimates of demand plague infrastructure projects: A study of 208 projects in 14 nations  on five continents shows that 9 out of 10 rail projects overestimate the actual traffic. 34 Moreover, 84  percent of rail-passenger forecasts are wrong by more than 20 percent. Thus, for rail, passenger traffic average 51.4 percent less than estimated traffic. 35 This means that there is a systematic tendency to  overestimate rail revenues. For roads, actual vehicle traffic is on average 9.5 percent higher than forecast traffic and 50 percent of road traffic forecasts are wrong by more than 20 percent. 36 In this case, there is a  systematic tendency to underestimate the financial and congestion costs of roads. Survival of the un-fittest: Studies have shown that project promoters routinely ignore, hide, or otherwise  leave out important project costs and risks to make total costs appear lower. 37 Researchers refer to this as the ―planning fallacy‖ or the ―optimism bias.‖ Scholars have also found that it can be politically  rewarding to lie about the costs and benefits of a project. The data show that the political process is more  likely to give funding to managers who underestimate the costs and overestimate the benefits. In other  words, it is not the best projects that get implemented but the ones that look the best on paper. 38 A rapid increase in stimulus spending makes things worse: There is an inherent tradeoff between  speed and efficiency. Policy makers need time to weigh the merits of a project, structure requests for  proposals, administer a fair bidding process, select the best firms, competently build the project, and  impartially evaluate the results. Quite understandably, economists have found that when funds are spent  quickly, they are not spent wisely. 39 In October 2010, President Obama conceded that, in fact, ―There‘s no  such thing as shovel-ready projects.‖ 40 

No causal relationship between economic decline and war.

Ferguson 6 [Niall, MA, D.Phil., is Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University and William Ziegler Professor of Business Administration at Harvard Business School. He is also a Senior Research Fellow at Jesus College, Oxford University, and a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, Foreign Affairs, Sept/Oct, “The Next War of the World”]

Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.

Stimulus Advantage – Ext – No double dip
No double dip—forecasts and trends prove

O’Connell 11 (Brian O'Connell, staff writer, Report Suggests No Double-Dip Recession in 2012, 12/8/11, Banking My Way)

NEW YORK (MainStreet) -- Analysts at UCLA say the U.S. economy remains mired in a “slump,” but do not foresee a double-dip recession through 2013. The research comes from the UCLA Anderson Forecast – a quarterly look at the U.S economy from the UCLA Anderson School of Management that until recently has been decidedly bleak in its outlook. Consider the Anderson Forecast’s third quarter report, released on Sept. 20, which said the “outlook for the nation is ‘far worse’ than it was just three months ago. Considering the weak, revised data for the first half of the year, the forecast calls for average gross domestic product growth of just 0.9% on average for the next five quarters and ending in the first quarter of 2012.” But that was then and this is now, and the fourth quarter forecast, while not exactly in the “roses and unicorns” category, seems much better than what UCLA told us in Q3. 

No double dip—all double dip arguments are just hype and to be used for personal gain

Ledbetter 4/17 (James Ledbetter, journalist, Let’s stop talking about a ‘double-dip’ recession, 4/17/12, Reuters)

Barely a day goes by without some expert publicly worrying whether or not the U.S. economy will fall into a “double-dip” recession. In a CNBC interview last September, investor George Soros said he thought the U.S. was already in one. Earlier this month, the former chief global strategist for Morgan Stanley cited an academic study to argue that “after every financial crisis there’s a long period of much slower growth and in almost every case you get a double dip.” Granted, this is a minority view; most economists are predicting sustained modest growth for the near future. Which makes sense, because while few are thrilled with the pace of comeback, the U.S. economy has grown for 11 consecutive quarters, beginning in mid-2009.  But given that the recovery is approaching its third birthday, how far away from the Great Recession do we need to get before another downturn would be considered not a “second dip” but simply a separate recession instead?  For all its ubiquity, there is no uniform definition of what a “double-dip” recession is; even the origins of the term are hazy. One analyst wrote in a 2010 research note that the term dates from about 1994, when there was concern about sliding back into the 1991 recession. But Safire’s Political Dictionary traces the term to a 1975 BusinessWeek article, attributing it to an unidentified economist in the Ford administration. (Tellingly, the “double dip” the government feared back then did not actually materialize.)  Much of what is meant by “double-dip” recession is intuitively clear: It’s what happens when a recovery is so feeble that, soon enough, an economy sinks back into contraction. It’s the “soon enough” part that no one can agree on. Investopedia defines double dip as “when gross domestic product growth slides back to negative after a quarter or two of positive growth.” If that were the case, fear of a double dip would long ago have subsided.  Of course, an imprecise term need not be useless. There can be good conceptual and historical reasons for associating an economic downturn with one that preceded it. Many Americans naturally think of the Great Depression as a single, sustained economic horror that began with the stock crash of 1929 and didn’t end until the U.S. entered World War Two at the end of 1941. Technically, that’s not true; the U.S. economy actually began growing in 1933 and continued to grow until 1937, when a second dip hit. But the economy had shrunk so severely in the first dip that it never got back to its pre-’29 level by the time it began contracting again – which redeems the popular fusion of two recessions separated by a weak recovery into one Great Depression. Some economists have claimed, more contentiously, that nearly back-to-back recessions in 1980 and 1981-82 qualified as first and second dips.  But that’s not what’s happened this time around. According to the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), the American economy bottomed out in the Great Recession in the second quarter of 2009, when GDP sank to $13.85 trillion, a shrinkage of about 3.9 percent from the then-all-time high a year before of $14.42 trillion. Since then, we’ve far surpassed that previous high-water mark, with current GDP at $15.32 trillion. One way to think about this: The distance between where we are now and the previous high of 2008 is greater than the distance between that 2008 peak and the 2009 trough. Even using what BEA calls “chained 2005 dollars” (in other words, accounting for inflation), current GDP is higher now than it has ever been.  Why, then, do we keep hearing about a double dip, instead of a new recession? Part of the reason seems to be psychological, a sense that weaknesses that were manifest in the Great Recession – slow job growth, too much reliance on Federal Reserve activity – have not been fully addressed. As Alan Levenson, chief economist for T. Rowe Price, told me: “A turnaround always looks like a struggle. Each time we live through a slowdown, we feel like the economy can never grow again.”  The fear of  a double dip is also a potent political weapon. On the right, commentators and politicians seek to stoke fear about a renewed economic downturn as a way of “proving” that Barack Obama’s economic policies have failed; the argument is: “No, he didn’t create the economic crisis, but he made it worse.” On the left, it’s useful to remind Americans of the past economic crisis as a way of repudiating Republican economic policy; the argument is: “We’d better not go down that road again.” In both cases, appealing to fear hits harder because our economic pain still seems so close – not some as-yet-unknown future downturn.  Ironically, as Levenson points out, if the U.S. economy does slow down – which he’s not predicting for 2012 – it will probably have little or nothing to do with fiscal or monetary policy. Rather, it will more likely come from some external shock, such as skyrocketing oil prices or a renewed European meltdown. That probably won’t prevent people from calling it a double dip, but it really is time to put the Great Recession behind us and see any future recession for what it truly is. 

No double dip—multiple economic signs prove

FA News 4/16 (Financial Advisor News, NO DOUBLE-DIP DEJA VU SEEN FOR U.S. ECONOMY, 4/16/12, Financial Advisor)

The U.S. looks unlikely to suffer the same sort of swoon this year as the one in 2011: Household, bank and company balance sheets are stronger, and the shocks hitting the economy so far are weaker, with retail sales rising more than forecast as gasoline prices show signs of slipping from an early-year increase.  Consumer-loan delinquencies fell across the board in the fourth quarter, the first time that’s happened in eight years, according to the American Bankers Association in Washington. Banks have reduced leverage, with financial-institution debt as share of the economy at its lowest level in a decade. And corporations are flush with cash: The ratio of liquid assets to short-term liabilities is the highest since 1954, based on data compiled by the Federal Reserve.  “It feels eerily similar to last year, but fundamentally it’s quite different,” said Joseph LaVorgna, chief U.S. economist for Deutsche Bank Securities in New York. He sees the economy growing 3 percent in the fourth quarter from a year earlier, compared with 1.6 percent in 2011.  That’s good news for the stock market and for companies such as Discover Financial Services. Net income for the three months ended Feb. 29 rose 36 percent to a record $631 million, or $1.18 a share, the Riverwoods, Illinois-based credit-card issuer said March 22.  ‘Grow Their Spending’  “Consumers are continuing to gradually grow their spending,” Chairman and Chief Executive Officer David Nelms said in an interview. “They’ve finished a lot of the deleveraging that they’re going to do on credit cards and auto loans.”  BlackRock Inc., the world’s biggest asset manager, remains bullish on the U.S. stock market in spite of lower-than-forecast March payroll growth, according to Bob Doll, chief equity strategist of the New York-headquartered company. Job creation fell to 120,000 from 240,000 in February.  “We do not believe that fundamental macro conditions have changed enough, or at all, to warrant a downgrade of our view toward equities,” he said in an April 9 note to clients.  Doll has said he sees a “double-digit” gain for the Dow Jones Industrial Average in 2012. It was 12,849.59 at 4:00 p.m. on April 13 in New York, up 5.2 percent since the start of the year, though 3.1 percent off the 2012 high set on April 2.  “We have much better momentum this year than we did last year,” said Chris Varvares, senior managing director of Macroeconomic Advisers LLC. “We’re a year further along in terms of improvement in lending terms and household balance sheets.”  

Stimulus Advantage – Ext – No Keynesian

The plan contradicts with a major part of Keynesian theory-it makes the government bigger 

Mitchell 9 (Daniel J. Mitchell, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, Spending Is Not Stimulus:   Bigger Government Did Not Work for Bush, and It Will Not Work for Obama, February 2009, CATO Institute) 
During the Bush years, so-called stimulus legislation  based on “Keynesian” theory was enacted in both 2001  and 2008. 1  It was hoped that putting money in people’s  pockets would lead to more consumer spending and thus  give the economy a positive jolt. Those episodes of  Keynesian policy were ineffective, but that has not  dimmed enthusiasm for the approach. The Obama  economic team is pushing a similar approach, but on a  much bigger scale—more than $800 billion of new  spending and temporary tax cuts, a figure that climbs  above $1 trillion when interest costs are included. And that  may be just the starting point since the promise of  additional spending has set off a feeding frenzy on Capitol  Hill.  Doing more of a bad thing is not a recipe for growth.  Government spending generally is a burden on the  economy. Whether financed by debt or taxes, government  spending requires a transfer of money from the productive  sector of the economy. Moreover, most forms of  government spending result in the misallocation of labor  and capital, causing even further damage.  Although many factors influence economic  performance, the negative impact of government spending  is one reason small-government jurisdictions such as Hong  Kong have higher growth rates than nations that have  medium-sized government, such as the United States. The  same principle explains in part why the United States  enjoys faster average growth than a big-government  country such as France. Figure 1 shows average economic  growth rates in France and Hong Kong since 1980.  Ironically, John Maynard Keynes might not be a  Keynesian if he were alive today. He certainly would not  be a proponent of big government. In correspondence with  another British economist, he agreed with the premise of  “25 percent [of GDP] as the maximum tolerable proportion  of taxation.” 2  America is now well past that stage and a further expansion of government will make the United  States more like a stagnant, European-style welfare state 
Keynesian theory fails—it’s just a redistribution of money—studies and emprics prove

Mitchell 9 (Daniel J. Mitchell, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, Spending Is Not Stimulus:   Bigger Government Did Not Work for Bush, and It Will Not Work for Obama, February 2009, CATO Institute) 
Keynesian theory suffers from a rather glaring logical  fallacy. It overlooks the fact that, in the real world,  government can’t inject money into the economy without  first taking money out of the economy. Any money that  the government puts in the economy’s right pocket is  money that is first removed from the economy’s left  pocket. There is no increase in what Keynesians refer to as  aggregate demand since every dollar that is spent on a  stimulus package is a dollar that the government first must  borrow from private credit markets. Keynesianism doesn’t  boost national income, it merely redistributes it.  Real-world evidence does not support the  Keynesianism perspective. In his four years, Herbert  Hoover increased taxes dramatically, including a boost in  the top tax rate from 25 percent to 63 percent. He imposed  harsh protectionist policies. He significantly increased  intervention in private markets. Most importantly, at least  from a Keynesian perspective, he boosted government  spending by 47 percent in just four years. And he certainly  had no problem financing that spending with debt. He  entered office in 1929, when there was a surplus, and he  left office in 1933 with a deficit of 4.5 percent of GDP. 3 Unfortunately, other than being a bit more reasonable  on trade, Roosevelt followed the same approach. The top  tax was boosted to 79 percent and government intervention  became more pervasive. Government spending, of course,  skyrocketed—rising by 106 percent between 1933 and  1940. This big-government approach didn’t work for  Roosevelt any better than it did for Hoover.  Unemployment remained very high, averaging more than  17 percent throughout the 1930s, and overall output did  not get back to the 1929 level until World War II.  According to recent research by economists at UCLA,  New Deal policies extended the Depression by seven  years. 4 Other Keynesian episodes generated similarly dismal  results, though fortunately never as bad as the Great  Depression. Gerald Ford did a Keynesian stimulus focused  on tax rebates in the mid-1970s. The economy did not  improve. But why would it? After all, borrowing money  from one group and redistributing it to another does  nothing to increase economic output. As mentioned above,  George W. Bush gave out so-called rebate checks in 2001  and 2008, yet there was no positive effect either time. And  he certainly was a big spender, yet that didn’t work either.   International evidence also undermines the case for  Keynesianism. The clearest example may be Japan, which  throughout the 1990s tried to use so-called stimulus  packages in an effort to jump-start a stagnant economy.  But the only thing that went up was Japan’s national debt,  which more than doubled during the decade and is now  even far more than Italy’s when measured as a share of  GDP. The Japanese economy never recovered, and the  1990s are now known as the “lost decade” in Japan.  
A bigger government and more spending—empirics, studies, and other countries prove this will kill the economy

Rahn 11 (Richard Rahn, a senior fellow at the Cato Institute and chairman of the Institute for Global Economic Growth, RAHN: Government spending jobs myth Facts show Keynesian model is wrong, 12/19/11, Washington Times) 

Do increases in government spending increase or decrease the number of jobs? Conventional wisdom is they will increase jobs, and a few left-wing economists, such as Paul Krugman of the New York Times, frequently are trotted out by reckless politicians and some in the news media to argue that we need more government spending in order to create jobs. If this were true, we should be able to see it in the historical evidence, so let's look at the numbers. Government spending grows each year, but what is relevant is whether it is increasing or decreasing as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP) and how it relates to the percentage of the adult labor force at work. As can be seen in the accompanying chart, there is an inverse relationship between increasing the size of government and job creation. This empirical evidence, along with much other evidence, is contrary to the argument made by those calling for more government spending to create jobs. Some who argue for more government spending, such as economist Mark Zandi of Merrill Lynch, use neo-Keynesian models to justify their conclusions - conveniently ignoring the fact that such models almost always have been wrong. What also typically is ignored by the neo-Keynesians is that there is an enormous tax extraction cost for the government to obtain each additional dollar. Estimates of this extraction cost typically run from $1.40 to well over $2.50 of lost output for each dollar the government obtains. In addition, there is vast literature showing how specific government spending programs have little or even negative benefit and, as a result, are actually wealth and job destroyers. Thus, the real deadweight loss of additional government taxing and spending is estimated to be in the $3 to $4 range. If additional government spending could create more jobs, it would be expected that over the long run, the socialist or semisocialist economies would have full employment and the smaller-government, developed economies would have higher unemployment. Again, the empirical evidence shows just the opposite. Sweden and Canada are examples of countries that reduced government spending as a percentage of GDP 15 years ago, and as a result, both countries saw increased economic growth and employment. The length of the periods in the chart was determined by the number of years in which the government trended relatively larger or smaller. The World War II and Korean War years were left out because of the necessary jumps in government spending as a percentage of GDP. Even during those wartime periods, there was almost no change in civilian employment as a percentage of GDP. The Vietnam War had little impact on the size of government. A big increase in government spending started during the Nixon administration after the end of the war, as many of his predecessor's Great Society programs started to have an impact, along with Nixon's big increase in government programs. As he famously said, "We are all Keynesians now." Government spending as a percentage of GDP almost tripled between 1929 and 1939 under Presidents Hoover and Roosevelt, yet the number of Americans at work fell through this period despite a growing population. The percentage of growth in government spending was less than GDP growth during the period from 1983 to 2000 (Ronald Reagan through Bill Clinton), and job growth soared. I expect no amount of evidence will persuade Mr. Krugman and President Obama that they have it totally backward. Over the years, I have had the good fortune to know a number of the Nobel laureates in economics and have found them to be careful scholars, not allowing their political leanings to overcome what they believe to be good economics.

Stimulus Advantage – Ext – Stimulus fails
Stimulus fails—previous policies prove

Riedl 10 (Brian M. Riedl, Grover M. Hermann Fellow in Federal Budgetary Affairs at The Heritage Foundation, Why Government Spending Does Not Stimulate Economic Growth: Answering the Critics, 1/9/10,  Wall Street Journal,)

 Indeed, President Obama's stimulus bill failed by its own standards. In a January 2009 report, White House economists predicted that the stimulus bill would create (not merely save) 3.3 million net jobs by 2010. Since then, 3.5 million more net jobs have been lost, pushing the unemployment rate above 10 percent.[1] The fact that government failed to spend its way to prosperity is not an isolated incident: • During the 1930s, New Deal lawmakers doubled federal spending—yet unemployment remained above 20 percent until World War II. • Japan responded to a 1990 recession by passing 10 stimulus spending bills over 8 years (building the largest national debt in the industrialized world)—yet its economy remained stagnant. • In 2001, President Bush responded to a recession by "injecting" tax rebates into the economy. The economy did not respond until two years later, when tax rate reductions were implemented. • In 2008, President Bush tried to head off the current recession with another round of tax rebates. The recession continued to worsen. • Now, the most recent $787 billion stimulus bill was intended to keep the unemployment rate from exceeding 8 percent. In November, it topped 10 percent.[2] Undeterred by these repeated stimulus failures, President Obama is calling for yet another stimulus bill.[3] There is every reason to expect another round to fail as miserably as the past ones, and it would bury the nation deeper in debt.  

Infrastructure stimulus fails—studies prove

De Rugy 11 (Veronique de Rugy, a senior research fellow at the Mercatus Center at George Mason University, Why Infrastructure Spending Is a Bad Bet, 9/8/11, National Review)

Second, according to Keynesian economists, for spending to be stimulative, it has to be timely, targeted, and temporary. Infrastructure spending isn’t any of that. That’s because infrastructure projects involve planning, bidding, contracting, construction, and evaluation. Only $28 billion of the $45 billion in DOT money included in the stimulus has been spent so far.  We know that the stimulus money wasn’t targeted toward the areas that were hit the most by the recession, but even if the funding were targeted, it still might not be stimulative. First, the same level of job poaching from existing jobs would have happened; construction workers tend to be highly specialized, and skilled workers rarely suffer from high unemployment. Many of the areas that were hardest hit by the recession are in decline because they have been producing goods and services that are not, and will never be, in great demand. The overall value added by improving their roads is probably a lot less than that of new infrastructure in growing areas that might have relatively little unemployment but do have great demand for more roads, schools, and other types of long-term infrastructure. As for being temporary — which stimulus spending needs to be to work — what the president will propose tonight is likely to cost the American people money for a very long time. Infrastructure spending tends to suffer from massive cost overruns, waste, fraud, and abuse. A comprehensive study examining 20 nations on five continents (“Underestimating Costs in Public Works Projects: Error or Lie?” by Bent Flyvbjerg, Mette K. Skamris Holm, and Søren L. Buhl) found that nine out of ten public-works projects come in over budget. Cost overruns routinely range from 50 to 100 percent of the original estimate. For rail, the average cost is 44.7 percent greater than the estimated cost at the time the decision was made. For bridges and tunnels, the equivalent figure is 33.8 percent, for roads 20.4 percent.

---Infrastructure Advantage
Infrastructure Advantage – 1NC

Transportation infrastructure stimulus fails-previous policies prove

De Rugy and Mitchell 11(Veronique De Rugy and Matthew Mitchell are senior research fellows at the Mercatus Center at George Mason University, WORKING  PAPER WOULD MORE INFRASTRUCTURE SPENDING STIMULATE THE  ECONOMY?, September 2011, Mercatus Center at George Mason University )

In response, the president has announced a plan for yet more deficit-financed stimulus spending. 3 Like the  two previous stimulus bills, this one focuses on infrastructure spending. The president‘s plan is rooted in the belief that stimulus spending and deeper deficits will give the economy the lift it needs to create more  jobs. The hope is that, eventually, the economy will grow fast enough to allow the government to begin to  pay down the national debt.  There are three problems with this approach. First, despite the claims of stimulus proponents, the  evidence is not at all clear that more stimulus would be helpful right now. Second, even if one adheres to  the idea that more government spending can jolt the economy, spending—particularly infrastructure  spending—cannot be implemented in the way Keynesians say it ought to be. This greatly undermines its  stimulative effect. Third, while no one disputes the value of good infrastructure, this type of spending typically suffers from massive cost overruns, waste, fraud, and abuse. This makes it a particularly bad vehicle for stimulus. In sum, further stimulus would be a risky short-term gamble with near-certain  negative consequences in the long term. 

The projects the bank funds would only be used to outsource jobs 
*****(DO NOT READ WITH BUY AMERICAN DA)

Prestowitz 09 (Clyde Prestowitz, the founder and President of the Economic Strategy Institute. He formerly served as counselor to the Secretary of Commerce in the Reagan administration, Where the Jobs Went, July 11, 2011, Foreign Policy) 

The idea of stimulus incorporated in the standard economic models is that it will create demand for goods and services produced in America and thereby drive investment in new factories and jobs to produce more of those goods and services. The difficulty is that we do not want to stimulate a lot more construction or finance (those were the bubbles that collapsed after all), and greater stimulus to create demand for things we largely import does not drive new investment or creation of new jobs in America. It only increases our debt. What is needed is not just demand in the American economy, but demand that results in domestic production and that does not increase domestic or international debt.  Think about this in the wake of the recent New York Times article reporting on the new Oakland Bay Bridge being made in and imported from China. Building infrastructure like bridges is a time-honored way of creating demand in the economy that creates jobs. Indeed, just this past weekend President Obama called for creation of an Infrastructure Bank that would enable a dramatic ratcheting up of U.S. investment in critical infrastructure. It's a good idea and one that I, along with others, have long promoted. But if the decision of the state of California to have the main structural elements of the Oakland Bay Bridge made in China is a harbinger of things to come, then an Infrastructure Bank is likely to create more jobs in Asia than in the United States.  No doubt former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger and his cabinet thought they would save about $400 million on steel by buying the bridge in China because Chinese steel production has been heavily subsidized and China's government manages its yuan to be artificially undervalued versus the dollar. But what they didn't consider was that those subsidies tend to make U.S.-based production uncompetitive and not only put American workers out of jobs but exert downward pressure on wages generally while eroding critical investments in equipment and human skills, reducing state, municipal, and federal tax revenues, and contributing to the shrinkage of the national educational base. No one in California took a look at even the whole state picture, let alone the national picture, to determine whether buying a bridge in China was really going to be a net gain for the state (as it turns out, in the past two years the price of Chinese steel has risen much faster than that of U.S. steel so that even the initially projected savings are unlikely to be realized). Even worse, no one at the federal level of the U.S. government has any responsibility for evaluating the net impact of these kinds of deals or for reducing the leakage of stimulus spending abroad and maximizing the domestic production impact of government spending.  Until our economists and officials begin to wrestle with the need for the United States not only to stimulate its economy but to do so in ways that will lay the basis for America to increase its wealth-producing capacity and pay its way, they are likely to find themselves in a continuous state of shock. 

Infrastructure Advantage – Ext – No returns
Infrastructure improvements aren’t key to growth – returns are small—multiple alternatives that create greater growth

Aggarwala 12(Rohit Aggarwala, visiting fellow at Stanford University, Fiscal Games Can't hide the True Cost of US Roads, 2012, Bloomberg)

Unfortunately, America’s most dire infrastructure problems are not like this. Most of them are like Pennsylvania’s 6,000 structurally deficient bridges. Replacing these won’t create new value, serve new traffic or generate new economic development, so financing has to come from existing income. And that’s a problem not of timing, but of wealth. Even if a replacement bridge can be financed through an infrastructure bank, the debt service on the loan has to be paid back with existing wealth. Worse, most of America’s bridges are untolled, so even if their replacements were to carry more traffic, they wouldn’t yield new direct revenue. At best, through gasoline and other taxes, they would bring money into the federal Highway Trust Fund and into state and local governments. So what’s necessary to unlock financing is funding from increased future allocations from the Highway Trust Fund, or from state and local taxes. But that is the very problem an infrastructure bank tries to avoid. Two Fantasies At the root of this difficulty are two fantasies about infrastructure that the U.S. can’t seem to shake. The first is that once a bridge or a road or a water main is built, it’s there forever. As any accountant knows, the day you start using a capital asset is the day you start using up its value. A community with a crumbling bridge isn’t as rich as it thinks it is. As a nation, we need to start taking seriously the annual depreciation of our infrastructure, and budget future capital expenses to offset it. The second fantasy is that we can find a way other than taxes (on gasoline and property) or user fees (tolls and the like) to pay for infrastructure. If Americans are unwilling to raise taxes to pay for crumbling roads and bridges, then we need to be more open to making them pay for themselves. If we embrace user fees, opportunities abound. If we turn the Interstate Highway System into a toll network, we can eliminate the federal gas tax. If we accept congestion pricing in city centers, we can subsidize mass transit without resorting to raising local sales taxes. Alternatively, if we force transit agencies to charge customers more so that they operate at break- even levels, they will carry fewer riders, but those riders will get better service. User fees allow us to convert funding problems into financing ones. All the kinds of projects an infrastructure bank can finance -- water systems, energy efficiency, airports -- are funded by strict user fees. We accept that if you don’t pay your electricity bill, your lights go off. We accept that planes should pay to land at an airport. If we accepted that driving across a bridge means paying a charge, too, we could use an infrastructure bank to fix those bridges in Pennsylvania. (It’s no coincidence that tolled bridges -- from the George Washington to the Golden Gate -- are almost always in good condition.) Infrastructure banks have great potential to solve financing problems. But no one should think for a moment that financial innovation can address funding problems. We still need to face the fact that there’s no free lunch.

Government spending kills the economy in the long and short term and creates declines in job growth—empirics, studies, and other countries prove

Hamel 11 (Gretchen Hamel, executive director of Public Notice, Spending cuts can benefit economy, 4/6/11, Bankrupting America)

Pro-spending forces lauded the letter as if it were the last word from the economic community on the issue. Those forces failed to educate the public about studies in Canada, Ireland and Denmark after spending had been reduced, which showed spending cuts had no negative economic effect. Furthermore, a Goldman Sachs paper from 2010 that reviewed every major fiscal correction in the OECD countries since 1975 found budget cuts "typically boosted growth." Stanford University economist John Taylor, one of 150 economists who signed a February letter to President Barack Obama urging spending cuts, has explained how spending cuts help the economy. Taylor recently wrote on his personal blog, "A credible plan to reduce gradually the deficit will increase economic growth and reduce unemployment by removing uncertainty and lowering the chances of large tax increases in the future." Most Americans side with Taylor. According to a March Bloomberg poll, 56 percent of adults said the most important issue facing the country was job creation. That beat out spending cuts, which received 42 percent. What is interesting is that the Bloomberg poll was one of the few nonpartisan, non-interest group polls to ask Americans about the connection between the two issues. When asked which approach they thought was the best way to create jobs, 53 percent of Americans said cutting government spending and taxes. Only 44 percent said government "investment" (i.e. spending). Americans know implicitly what economists will debate forever: Government overspending hurts, not helps, the economy. Why does Main Street acknowledge this while academics can't agree? Over the past decade (the 2009 stimulus was only the most recent example of government overreach), federal spending has increased from 18.2 percent of GDP in 2000 to 23.8 percent in 2010. Over the last four years (the last two years of the Bush administration and the first two of Obama's), federal spending increased from just over $2.7 trillion in 2007 to nearly $3.5 trillion in 2010. During that period --- 2007-10 --- our debt-to-GDP ratio skyrocketed from 64.4 percent to 93.2 percent. Meanwhile, we've created not one net new job and our unemployment rate has jumped from 4 percent in January 2000 to 8.8 percent today. Our growth rate over the last decade (2000-09) averaged 1.8 percent --- less than the 3.1 percent it averaged in the 1980s and the 3.2 percent in the 1990s. Why? Government spending crowds out spending by the private sector. Each dollar spent by government --- whether local, state or federal --- is a dollar that has to be raised by taxing the private sector. As the economist Taylor explained, more government spending (especially at time of multi-trillion deficits) makes it more likely government will raise taxes. This threat has a chilling effect on the private sector that results in less investment by businesses and fewer jobs. Spending cuts would send a signal to job creators that lawmakers believe Americans' earnings should stay where they are most productive: in the private sector.

--- Net Savings Advantage
Net Savings Advantage – 1NC
Infrastructure bank won’t increase private investment
Mallet et. al 10 (William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government; “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation,” 12/14/11,  Congressional Research Service)

One of the main arguments for creating a national infrastructure bank is to encourage investment that would otherwise not take place. This investment is especially thought to be lacking for large, expensive projects whose costs are borne locally but whose benefits are regional or national in scope.33 A national infrastructure bank might help facilitate such projects by providing large amounts of financing on advantageous terms.34 For instance, an infrastructure bank could provide loans with very long maturities and allow repayment to be deferred until a facility is up and running. Whether this would lead to an increase in the total amount of capital devoted to infrastructure investment is unclear. One purported advantage of certain types of infrastructure banks is access to private capital, such as pension funds and international investors. These entities, which are generally not subject to U.S. taxes, may be uninterested in purchasing the tax-exempt bonds that are traditionally a major source of project finance, but might be willing to make equity or debt investments in infrastructure in cooperation with a national infrastructure bank. If this shift were to occur, however, it could be to the detriment of existing investment, as the additional investment in infrastructure may be drawn from a relatively fixed amount of available investment funds. Even if it were to increase the total amount of infrastructure investment, an infrastructure bank may not be the lowest-cost means of achieving that goal. The Congressional Budget Office has pointed out that a special entity that issues its own debt would not be able to match the lower interest and issuance costs of the U.S. Treasury.35

Stimulus would actually crowd out the private sector
Powell 11 (Jim Powell, senior fellow Why Government Spending Is Bad for Our Economy, 10/13/11, CATO Institute)

Though President Barack Obama has spent trillions of dollars, the U.S. economy is stagnant, fewer people are employed than when he became president, the percentage of people unemployed for over a year has doubled since then, the poverty rate is the worst in two decades, and more than 40 million Americans — a record — are on food stamps. More government spending has been widely-touted as a cure for unemployment, but support for that view seems to be eroding – not least because Obama has little to show for his spending spree except about $4 trillion of additional debt. America needed more than 200 years to hit that number, but Obama did it in only three years. The experience offers a reminder that there isn’t any net gain from government spending since it’s offset by the taxes needed to pay for it, taxes that reduce private sector spending. When Obama was sworn in, his top priority ought to have been reviving the private sector, since the private sector pays all the bills. Government basically doesn’t have any money other than what it extracts from the private sector. Yet Obama decided to indulge his progressive whims and make government bigger. His administration drained resources out of the private sector via taxes, then he signed his $825 billion “stimulus” bill, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA), so that money could be redistributed among government bureaucracies. For instance, Obama authorized spending money to repair U.S. Department of Agriculture buildings, maintain the Farm Service Agency’s computers and inform the electronically disadvantaged about digital TV. Obama essentially acknowledged that he didn’t know or care about how to stimulate the private sector, since he provided hardly any specific guidance for spending the money. For instance, ARRA awarded $600 million to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, saying only that the money was “for procurement, acquisition and construction” — which could have meant almost anything. If the aim was really to stimulate recovery of the private sector, the most effective way of doing that would have been to leave the money in the private sector. After all, people tend to be more careful with their own money than they are with other people’s money. Undoubtedly people would have spent their money on all sorts of things to help themselves, things worth stimulating like food, clothing, gasoline, downloads, cell phones and household repairs. Because of the federal government’s taxing power, it commands vast resources, and politicians can be counted on to start new spending programs they can brag about during re‑election campaigns. Unfortunately, spending programs often have unintended consequences that can make it harder for the private sector to grow and create productive jobs. Nonetheless, interest groups that benefit from the spending lobby aggressively to keep the money flowing, which is why, since the modern era of big government began in 1930, spending has gone up 88% of the time. If we exclude the demobilization periods following the end of World War II (three years) and the Korean War (two years) when spending declined, it has gone up 95% of the time. Economists James Gwartney, Randall Holcombe and Robert Lawson reported: “Evidence illustrates that there is a persistent robust negative relationship between the level (and expansion of) government expenditures and the growth of GDP. Our findings indicate that a 10% increase in government expenditures as a percent of GDP results in approximately a 1 percentage point reduction in GDP growth.” Similarly, Harvard economist Robert J. Barro found that “growth and the size of government are negatively related when the government is already very large.” 

Net Savings Advantage – Ext – Doesn’t Improve the Private Sector
The plan doesn’t create private sector investment

CBO 12 (Congressional Budget Office, Infrastructure Banks and Surface Transportation, July 2012, Congressional Budget Office)

Over time, project sponsors might develop more proposals tailored to receive support from an infrastructure bank. At least initially, however, an infrastructure bank would probably generate neither significant new revenues for surface transportation nor significant new interest from private-sector investors, when considered as a share of current investment in surface transportation infrastructure (see Table 1).
Net Savings Advantage – Ext – Crowds Out Private Sector
NIB would discourage private financing kill in the private sector

Roth 11 (Gabriel Roth, Civil Engineer and Transport Economist, Testimony on Financing Infrastructure, 5/17/11, The Independent Institute) 

The objectives of the “Infrastructure Bank” proposed in the BUILD bill are attractive, but it is not clear that its financing has to be federal. Why could not private banks put up $10 billion to achieve the same objectives?  Government financing—which would be subsidized by taxpayers—could well discourage private financing. The offer of cheap finance could lead to slower spending on infrastructure, because potential borrowers would line up for the bank’s loans and put their own decisions on hold while waiting for the bank’s action. Borrowers are likely to be public institutions that would face criticism from their political supervisors if they do not seek loans at lower rates from the government’s infrastructure bank. Once they apply, a government-managed bank would worry about whether its decisions satisfy the politicians: Government rules will invoke “fairness” as a criterion and loans will have to be distributed “properly” among political jurisdictions. The regulations governing the proposed bank already require that 5 percent of the funds be spent in rural areas, and disputes about what is “rural” would be a small foretaste of what could follow.  Those of us who are risk-averse may also be concerned about the proposition that “After the initial years, the American Infrastructure Financing Authority is set up to be a self-sustaining entity.” Was not Amtrak “set up to be a self-financing entity after the initial years”? Why should the Federal Government take risks by investing money it does not even have? 

NIB crowds out the private sector

Staley 10 (Samuel Staley, Research fellow, A National Infrastructure Bank Can Provide Important Benefits If Mission and Scope Are Defined Narrowly, 5/13/10, Research Foundation)

Second, public debt is also not issued in a vacuum. It must compete for private dollars in a global market place. If a NIB lends $1 billion for a new road, those funds are diverted from the private sector, either from the general public or private investment funds. Issuing too much debt, which often occurs at lower interest rates because of the implicit government guarantee, or funding projects with few benefits, will crowd out private investment in other parts of the economy that may be more productive. Debt is not a free fiscal lunch.

Stimulus crowds out and kills the private sector

Dalmia 6/19 (Shikha Dalmia, a Reason Foundation senior analyst and a columnist at The Daily, 3 Fallacies in Obama's Public-Sector Stimulus Strategy, 6/19/12, Reason)

One. Obama’s talk of a public-sector stimulus is guided by the Keynesian conviction that what’s necessary to restore overall economic growth is large aggregate demand. If local governments are handed money to hire more public workers—teachers, cops, librarians, social workers—these people will consume more goods and services, which will stimulate other industries. Every dollar pumped into their pockets will magically multiply into several more.  It’s a neat theory—but fanciful.  If boosting aggregate demand is what’s needed, why bother creating jobs? Uncle Sam can simply send every unemployed person a generous check with the proviso that it can’t be saved. It must be spent on TVs, cars, dresses, and shoes (that’ll get the female vote). Call it the  “Stay at Home and Pamper Yourself” economic recovery plan.  Obviously, this would be absurd. But is paying people to do governmental busy-work any less absurd than paying them to do no work? No.  Every (unsubsidized) job in the private sector exists because it generates more in wealth or value than it consumes in resources—and hence grows the economic pie. That’s not the case with the public sector.  For example, between 1970 and 2010, public school enrollment went up by 8.5 percent—while public-school employee rolls swelled a mind-boggling 96.2 percent. This cost the country $210 billion and failed to produce one iota of improvement in student achievement. Was this money well-spent because the teachers who received it could spring for nice houses and vacations? Or was it a waste of precious resources that could have been better deployed elsewhere?  Since public-sector jobs don’t pay for themselves, they have to be financed either through taxes or borrowing or inflation (printing money), all of which divert resources from productive private endeavors and hurt overall growth.  Two. But suppose that “free” money appeared like manna from heaven to finance the stimulus spending Obama craves. Then boosting aggregate demand would complement private-sector activity and boost overall growth, right? Wrong.  Harvard Business School researchers Lauren Cohen, Joshua Coval, and Christopher Malloy published a fascinating study last year examining the impact on a state’s economy after its senators or representatives secured powerful committee appointments on Capitol Hill and sent home more federal funds through earmarks, transfers, and government contracts.  They found that this money produced not private-sector growth but retrenchment. Indeed, in every state, virtually every affected firm—large and small—cut payroll, investment, and other expenses. Why? As publicly funded enterprises grew, they crowded out demand and resources from private ones.  Coval’s advice in the wake of his finding? “[Policymakers] should revisit their belief that federal spending can stimulate private economic development.” Amen! 

---Competitiveness Advantage
Competitiveness Advantage – 1NC
Alt causes to economic competitiveness- science

Freeman 05 [This PDF is a selection from a published volume from the National Bureau of Economic Research Volume Title: Science and Engineering Careers in the United States: An Analysis of Markets and Employment Volume Author/Editor: Richard B. Freeman and Daniel L. Goroff, editors : Richard B. Freeman holds the Herbert Ascherman Chair in Economics at Harvard University, and is the director of the labor studies program at the NBER. Daniel L. Goroff is professor of mathematics and economics at Harvey Mudd College and codirects the Sloan Scientific and Engineering Workforce Project at the NBER.  Volume Publisher: University of Chicago Press Volume ISBN: 0-226-26189-1 Volume URL: http://www.nber.org/books/free09-1 Conference Date: October 19-20, 2005 Publication Date: June 2009 ] 

In the mid-2000s, when the research in this book was nearing completion, policy makers in the United States were expressing greater concern about the job market for scientists and engineers than they had since the 1950s, following the Soviet Union’s 1956 launch of Sputnik. National commissions and groups issued reports about the dangers that the weakening state of science and engineering posed to the country and called for new policies to increase the supply of scientific and engineering talent by improving education from grades K through 12 to undergraduate and graduate training, and by additional funding of research and development (see appendix). The most prominent report was the National Academy of Science’s Rising Above The Gathering Storm: Energizing and Employing America for a Brighter Economic Future. The panel that undertook this study worried that the United States was losing leadership in science and engineering and that this threatened the nation’s competitiveness in the global economy and future economic well-being and national security. Concurring with these assessments, in his 2006 State of the Union Address, President Bush announced the American Competitiveness Initiative. He stressed that “for the U.S. to maintain its global economic leadership, we must ensure a continuous supply of highly trained mathematicians, scientists, engineers, technicians, and scientific support staff.” 
Spending on NIB will kill the economy- relies on deficit spending and tax money

Goff and Boccia 12 [ “Reaction Roundup: Heritage Responds to Obama’s 2013 Budget Proposal” Mike Brownfield :February 13, 2012 at 12:05 pm “ Infrastructure Spending Would Not Create Jobs, Revive Economy” Emily Goff Research Associate Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies and Romina Boccia: Research Coordinator Domestic and Economic Policy : http://blog.heritage.org/2012/02/13/reaction-roundup-heritage-responds-to-obamas-2013-budget-proposal/ ]

When it comes to infrastructure spending, the President is once again using the term “investment” as a synonym for spending. The billions of dollars the President wants to “invest” in infrastructure in his FY2013 budget would do little to spur job creation in America. Neither would his proposal to establish a national infrastructure bank aid economic revival. The President’s “job-creating infrastructure investments,” or spending on the transportation budget, cover $50 billion to “jumpstart” transportation projects in 2012, and a six-year, $476 billion proposal for surface transportation projects, including high-speed rail. This would amount to a $135 billion increase in spending, which the President proposes to pay for with phony war savings. As taxpayers painfully learned during the past few years, stimulus spending does manage to rack up deficits and debt, but it does little to grow the economy and create jobs. Ditto infrastructure spending, or make that “investing.” After reviewing a series of studies on the relationship between infrastructure spending and economic activity, Heritage Foundation expert Ronald Utt concluded that any impact of increased infrastructure spending on jobs would be modest and delayed. An influential study commissioned by the U.S. Department of Transportation suggesting that $1 billion of federal highway spending would produce the equivalent of 47,576 jobs for one year should be viewed with caution. As Utt explained: Regardless of how the federal government raised the additional $1 billion, it would shift resources from one part of the economy to another, in this case to road building. The only way that $1 billion of new highway spending can create 47,576 new jobs is if the $1 billion appears out of nowhere as if it were manna from heaven. Moreover, Utt also explained why an infrastructure bank is not truly a bank, but rather another means of using taxpayer dollars to fund transportation projects: … the common meaning of a “bank” describes a financial intermediary that borrows money at one interest rate and lends it to credit-worthy borrowers at a somewhat higher interest rate […]the Obama proposal is not a bank, and it relies entirely on congressional appropriations—thus, on deficit finance and taxpayer bailouts. A more productive policy would be creating public-private partnerships to address infrastructure needs as a step in the right direction. These partnerships amount to a non-tax means to finance transportation projects, leveraging private-sector involvement and user fees where possible. The President also proposes $47 billion over six years, plus $6 billion in 2012, to fund the development of high-speed rail and other pas­senger rail programs. High-speed rail is a costly form of transportation, and it is afflicted with lower-than-expected ridership rates, rising ticket prices, and exorbitant government subsidies. Other countries’ experiences with high-speed rail systems should serve as a lesson to the United States. California is a homegrown example of how the costs for high-speed rail projects often surpass original projections and further burden states and taxpayers, who are already struggling with a weakened economy and increasing budget deficits. The President should be honest that more infrastructure spending is not the fix the economy needs to get back to running at full speed. Increased government spending only diverts resources out of the more efficient private sector into the public sector, yet fails to deliver the jobs its supporters claim it will. All we would get is more spending and debt. 
US competitiveness high

Ferguson 12 [ Interview with Steve Rattner; Interview with Niall Ferguson, MA, D.Phil., is the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University. He is a resident faculty member of the Minda de Gunzburg Center for European Studies. He is also a Senior Research Fellow of Jesus College, Oxford University, and a Senior Fellow of the Hoover Institution, Stanford University ; Interview with Mohamed Nasheed; Interview with V.S. Ramachandran CNN, July 22, 2012 Sunday, NEWS; Domestic, 6789 words, Fareed Zakaria, Candy Crowle http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy-remote.galib.uga.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/]

 Then, if Greece did exit the euro, how in the world would it happen and just how calamitous would it be? Harvard's economic historian, Niall Ferguson will tell us. Also, are you worried about global warming with this whacky weather? If your nation was just a few feet above sea level, you would be really worried. We'll talk with a former president of just such a nation. And why am I wiggling my fingers in a mirror here? To try to understand the wonders of the human brain. Come along for an amazing tour. But, first, here's my take. The attacks and counterattacks in this presidential campaign are, I supposed, inevitable. But let's be honest, they're largely untrue or irrelevant. Whatever the paperwork shows, Mitt Romney was not running Bain Capital after February 1999. Even if he had been, outsourcing jobs to lower a company's costs and, thus, ensure its survival is not sleazy; it's how you run a business efficiently. Is President Obama suggesting that we put up tariff barriers to prevent outsourcing in the future? On the other side, Romney's recent claim accusing the president of shoveling government grants to his political supporters is so twisted that it earned him "The Washington Post Fact Checker's highest score for distortion, "Four Pinocchios." And his recent refrain that Obama's views are "foreign." It is frankly disgraceful Below all this mudslinging lies a real divide. Obama has been making the case that the U.S. economy needs investment in infrastructure, education, training, basic sciences and technologies of the future. Those investments, in the president's telling, have been the key drivers of American growth and have allowed people to build businesses, create jobs and invent the future. Romney argues that America needs tax and regulatory relief. The country is overburdened by government mandates, taxes, rules that make it difficult for businesses to function, grow and prosper. He wants to cut taxes for all, reduce regulations, streamline government. All this, in his telling, will unleash America's entrepreneurial energy. Both views have merit. It would make for a great campaign if the country had a sustained discussion around these ideas. Then, the election would produce a mandate to move in one of these directions. Now, I think Obama has the stronger case. We do need a tax and regulatory structure that creates strong incentives for businesses to flourish. The thing is we already have one. The World Economic Forum's 2011-12 Global Competitiveness Report ranks the United States No. 5 in the world and number one among large economies. Whether compared with our own past of, say, 30 years ago or with other countries, the United States has become more business- friendly not less over the last 30 years. America is worse off than it was 30 years ago in infrastructure, education and research. The country spends much less as a percent of GDP on infrastructure, research, development, education, and training than it did in the 1960s, 70s and 80s. We spend half as much on R&D as we did in 1960. The result is that we're falling behind fast. In 2001, the World Economic Forum ranked U.S. infrastructure second in the world. In the latest report, we're 24th. In the 1970s, America led the world in the number of college graduates. As of 2009, we were 14th among the countries tracked by the OECD. In other words, the great shift in the U.S. economy over the past 30 years has not been an increase in taxes and regulation, but rather a decline in investment in human and physical capital. President Obama has real facts on his side, which makes it somewhat depressing that his campaign has focused on half-truths. 

Competitiveness Advantage – Ext – Competitiveness high
LLNL technological competition solves economic competition 

DD 12 [“ IBM and LLNL Join Forces to Boost Competitiveness in Global Economy” DAILY DISRUPTION JUNE 27, 2012 1 Lawrence Livermore National Lab (LLNL) chose a five-petaflop IBM Blue Gene/Q supercomputer named Vulcan to support unclassified, collaborative work with IBM to boost industrial competitiveness. http://www.dailydisruption.com/2012/06/ibm-and-llnl-join-forces-to-boost-competitiveness-in-global-economy/]

Daily Disruption News Desk (Tech) | @DailyDisrupt Researchers at IBM (NYSE: IBM) and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) today announced that they are broadening their nearly 20-year collaboration in high performance computing (HPC) by joining forces to work with industrial partners to help boost their competitiveness in the global economy. Under a recently concluded agreement, IBM and LLNL have formed an HPC collaboration called Deep Computing Solutions to take place within LLNL’s High Performance Computing Innovation Center (HPCIC). Announced last June, the HPCIC was created to help American industry harness the power of supercomputing to better compete in the global marketplace (http://hpcic.llnl.gov). Deep Computing Solutions will bring a new dimension to the HPCIC, adding IBM’s computational science expertise to LLNL’s own, for the benefit of Deep Computing Solution’s clients. “The capabilities of California’s Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory are uniquely suited to boost American industry’s competitiveness in the global marketplace. The new collaboration between the Lab and IBM is an excellent example of using the technical expertise of both the government and the private-sector to spur innovation and investment in the U.S. economy,” said Sen. Dianne Feinstein, (D-Calif.). “The strength of supercomputing facilities like Livermore’s High Performance Computing Innovation Center offers a broad range of solutions to energy, environmental and national security problems. I look forward to following the progress of this new collaboration in accelerating the development of products and services to maintain the nation’s competitive advantage.” Feinstein delivers remarks on the collaboration today at a Capitol Hill briefing on “Big Data: The New Natural Resource.” The focus of the briefing is how Congress and the Administration can harvest the great new resource of Big Data to address the nation’s pressing societal challenges. Follow the discussion on twitter with #IBMpolicy and tweets from the event @IBMpolicy. LLNL’s HPCIC aims to become the nation’s premier provider of advanced computing solutions to understand and manage complex systems that underlie 21st century technology. Working within the HPCIC, Deep Computing Solutions will deploy the complementary strengths of IBM and LLNL to develop and implement industrial strength solutions that can help address its clients’ enterprise-critical problems. Computer and domain science experts from IBM Research and LLNL will work together with a broad range of American industry collaborators to devise HPC solutions that can help accelerate the development of new technologies, products and services. Areas of interest include, but are not limited to: applied energy; green energy, including renewable(s); biology; materials science; fabrication; manufacturing; data management; and informatics. The HPCIC effort helps to address the broader issue of economic competitiveness. “Maintaining a technological edge over the competition in the global marketplace is vital to both national security and the country’s economic prosperity. Deep Computing Solutions will be an important ingredient of the HPC Innovation Center, building on IBM and LLNL’s mutual experience in applying HPC to complex technical problems. Together we will help equip U.S. industry with the tools for technological innovation needed to stay ahead of the global competition,” said Frederick Streitz, director of the HPCIC. “Deep Computing Solutions will deploy a comprehensive range of experienced researchers and developers from both IBM and LLNL to help develop robust solutions for its clients that can address enterprise-critical challenges, such as processing very large data sets to fuel competitive insights,” said James Sexton, program director, Computational Science Center, IBM T.J. Watson Research Center, NY. ”The potential is to aggressively increase the rate and pace of innovation for our clients and to deliver significant economic impact as a result.” High performance computing has the potential to provide groundbreaking impact in research and industrial applications. However, it has remained inaccessible to the broad community because its deployment requires access to special expertise and systems. LLNL’s HPCIC and Deep Computing Solutions will directly address the accessibility problem that currently limits development and deployment of advanced computing solutions by commercial organizations. LLNL has procured a five-petaflop (quadrillion floating point operations per second) system to support HPCIC and Deep Computing Solutions efforts as well as unclassified National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) research programs, academic alliances and LLNL institutional science and technology efforts. Called Vulcan, the new 24-rack IBM Blue Gene/Q system based on the POWER architecture will be delivered in Summer 2012. Vulcan is part of the contract that brought Sequoia, the 20-petaflop Blue Gene/Q machine recently ranked no. 1 on the TOP500 list of the world’s fastest supercomputers, to Livermore. The NNSA/LLNL/IBM collaboration has produced six HPC systems that have been ranked among the world’s most powerful computers including: The Accelerated Strategic Computing Initiative (ASCI) Blue Pacific; ASCI White; the Advanced Simulation and Computing (ASC) Purple; Blue Gene/L; Blue Gene/P, Dawn; and Blue Gene/Q, Sequoia. ASCI White, Blue Gene/L and now Sequoia all attained a no. 1 ranking on the TOP500 list. The Blue Gene line of supercomputers received a Presidential Medal of Technology and Innovation from President Obama in 2009. IBM and LLNL have a strong record of award-winning science and technology innovation. Research teams from LLNL and IBM running breakthrough calculations on Blue Gene systems have garnered a total of five Gordon Bell Prizes, the prestigious award for innovations that advance HPC and the science it makes possible. The HPCIC resides in Livermore’s open campus collaboration area. See the HPCIC Website for more information: http://hpcinnovationcenter.llnl.gov/ 

Competitiveness Advantage – Ext – Alt causes
Energy competition key 

Brown 12 [“Energy independence key to U.S. competitiveness While China is busy raising skyscrapers, America seems content to raise only objections. The United States can never be truly independent without the power to compete.” July 19, 2012 at 6:30 AM By LANCE BROWN, (Lance Brown, a regular energy and environment contributor to national publications, returned recently from China on a 2-week economic development and cultural exchange trip sponsored by the Confucius Institute. He is executive director of the Partnership for Affordable Clean Energy, a non-profit group that represents power consumers and advocates for fair and sensible national energy policy.) Outside View Commentator http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Analysis/Outside-View/2012/07/19/Outside-View-Energy-independence-key-to-US-competitiveness/UPI-53811342693800/]

MONTGOMERY, Ala., July 19 (UPI) -- In China, they are building things. Big things. Whether you're driving north from Beijing, through lesser known cities such as Qinghuangdou, or standing atop a high-rise in Shanghai, the view is the same: cranes that are erecting tomorrow's China. Some economic developers are starting to refer to these machines as the national bird. At this moment, more than one-third of the world's construction cranes are in China. A massive investment in infrastructure is building new housing, new roads and bridges and new centers for commerce throughout the Middle Kingdom. The reason is simple: tens of millions of Chinese are moving into urban areas, continuing the modernization that has typified Chinese demographic trends since the nation opened itself to international investment and global markets. Just how urban is China? Consider that while the U.S. Census lists only nine U.S. cities with an official population of more than 1 million people, China has 160. Ever heard of Chongqing? I doubt it. It's a city with an estimated population of more than 30 million, bigger than any city in the United States by far. Even more shocking is that China is not finished growing, with experts comparing the nation's current urbanization rate with the United States of 1900. In other words, China is still heavily rural. Behind this burgeoning nation is an appetite for energy that is having consequences worldwide. Like a growing teenager, China is eating the world out of house and home, consuming the world's coal and steel at a record pace and exerting tremendous pressure on global markets for commodities of almost every kind. The Chinese are heavily coal dependent, with about 80 percent of current electrical generation powered by coal-fired plants. Coal that is being diverted by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regulations away from U.S. power plants is ending up half a world away in China, where environmental controls are much less prevalent and government regulation far more lax. In recent months, the EPA has waged an aggressive campaign of regulation aimed at significantly reducing -- maybe ending altogether -- the use of coal for electricity in our nation. Buoyed by groups such as the Sierra Club with its "Beyond Coal" mission and armed with reams of scientific reports that claim coal is murder, the EPA under Administrator Lisa Jackson's leadership has extended its reach into nearly every nook and cranny of America's coal-fired power infrastructure. Earlier this year, the agency finalized Utility MACT, a rule the EPA claims is aimed at reducing mercury emissions from power generation. The only problem is that the vast majority of the stated benefits of Utility MACT -- 99.98 percent to be exact -- have nothing at all to do with mercury. The regulation is really aimed at particulate matter, a subset of air pollutants covered by existing agency rules. Most predict the rule to be the most expensive in the history of the EPA. The agency has also gone so far as to regulate carbon dioxide itself by restricting its emission from power plants nationwide. Keep in mind that humans breathe carbon dioxide and plants consume it. Add those regulations to others such as the Cross-State Air Pollution Rule, Coal Combustion Residual regulations, Boiler MACT, Cooling Water Intake Structure rules, new rules governing hydraulic fracturing (known popularly as fracking) and looming rules establishing new thresholds for ozone levels, and it is easy to see why American energy producers, mostly of the fossil fuel variety, are calling for relief from EPA. To most Americans, these new rules are nothing more than incomprehensible acronyms. To those who understand how we keep the lights on and power bills affordable in the United States, they are the death knell for life as we know it in the world of highly inexpensive, nearly perfectly reliable power. Therein lies a fundamental divide between Chinese and U.S. energy policy. They are building. We are blocking. The United States today has the world's biggest reserves of coal and natural gas and yet policy makers are taking every step possible to ensure that those fuels end up powering China's growth and not ours. Last year, thanks in part to U.S. exports, China overtook Japan as the world's largest importer of coal, with 182 million tons entering China's ports. Much of this is coking coal that will power steel production, with much of the rest being steam coal for China's growing number of coal-fired power plants. The United States has the means to be energy independent, and Americans have consistently called for that, but national energy policy is taking us precisely in the opposite direction, to China's benefit. A closer examination yields even more substantial differences between our nations. While the United States today only devotes about 2.5 percent of annual gross domestic product to infrastructure like roads and bridges, the Chinese earmark four times that to build the pathways that will enable its economic future. Even Europe, plagued by debt and riddled with financial controversy, is spending twice what we spend on infrastructure. Meanwhile, America's roads and bridges, many built 50 or more years ago, stand in disrepair and at the horizon of their usefulness. Ground transportation capacity in China will surpass the United States by 2015. An empire famous for building a wall has turned to building bridges. America's greatness in the modern era has always been tied to reliable, affordable power. It is in this way that campaigns such as the Sierra Club's "Beyond Coal" and "Beyond Gas" do disservice to the people of our nation. By convincing us that environmental gains, diminishing as they may be, are more important than economic security. By disregarding the empirical truth that America's air and water are cleaner than they ever have been and calling instead for new regulatory measures that are not economically sound, and are certainly not practical. By preaching that austerity and deference are more important than boldness and self-preservation. By promising that solar panels and wind turbines are the key to our energy independence, when the United States has all of the coal, gas and nuclear resources it needs to power a new American renaissance in manufacturing and job expansion. These messages, ingeniously crafted and laced with heavy doses of guilt and fear, have penetrated the American consciousness and left too many of our lawmakers willing to trade America's potential for a thumbs-up from America's environmental industry chieftains. While China is busy raising skyscrapers, America seems content to raise only objections. The first step to changing this must be reining in the EPA and returning control of America's energy future to those elected by the American people. We can never be truly independent without the power to compete. - - (United Press International's "Outside View" commentaries are written by outside contributors who specialize in a variety of important issues. The views expressed do not necessarily reflect those of United Press International. In the interests of creating an open forum, original submissions are invited.)
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Solvency – 1NC
NIB doesn’t spur the economy- no returns

Utt 11  [“Obama’s Peculiar Obsession with Infrastructure Banks Will Not Aid Economic Revival” By Ronald Utt: Dr. Ronald D. Utt (also known as Ron Utt) holds a doctorate in economics from Indiana University and a bachelor's degree in Business Administration from Penn State University. Mr. Utt was in 1994 a member of the 'Business Advisory Board' of the Center on Regulation and Economic Growth, a program of the Alexis de Tocqueville Institution (AdTI). August 30, 2011 : http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/08/using-infrastructure-banks-to-spur-economic-recovery]

In response to the credit downgrade by Standard & Poor’s in August, the grim reports on the state of the economy, and the collapse of the stock and financial markets in the week after the downgrade, President Barack Obama has re-engaged with the issue of America’s faltering economy and the human misery left in its wake. While it is possible he may propose a serious and detailed plan during his much-anticipated jobs speech next week, so far his response has included policies that both Democrats and Republicans have rejected in the past. The President’s proposal for an infrastructure bank is one idea that he and other progressives have been flogging for the past few years.[1] Although several infrastructure bank proposals have been introduced in Congress,[2] all involve the creation of a new federal bureaucracy that would provide federally funded loans and grants to approved infrastructure proposals submitted to the bank by eligible entities. Funds to provide these loans would either be borrowed by the bank or provided by appropriations, depending on the proposal. But an infrastructure bank would do little to spur the economic recovery—and nothing to create new jobs. Misplaced Humor In reviewing these infrastructure plans it is apparent that, as a proposal to jump-start the economy, these banks possess all the liabilities of (but are even more ineffective than) the failed American Revitalization and Investment Act of 2009 (ARRA), which committed $800 billion to stimulus spending, including $48.1 billion for transportation infrastructure. As the President has recently acknowledged, and The Heritage Foundation predicted,[3] the funded projects have been very slow to get underway and have had a limited impact on economic activity. In a recent meeting with his Jobs Council, Obama noted that “Shovel-ready was not as…uh…shovel-ready as we expected.” The media reported that the “Council [Council on Jobs and Competitiveness ], led by GE’s Jeffrey Immelt, erupted in laughter.”[4] That the President and his business community advisers found this waste of $800 billion and the subsequent loss of hundreds of thousands of jobs a source of humor is emblematic of the Administration’s failed approach to the economy. Banks Make Loans, Not Grants Take for example the President’s national infrastructure bank proposal, which was included in his February 2011 highway reauthorization proposal. His bank would be part of the Department of Transportation and would be funded by an appropriation of $5 billion per year in each of the next six years. Obama’s “bank” would be permitted to provide loans, loan guarantees, and grants to eligible transportation infrastructure projects.[5] As Heritage and others have noted, the common meaning of a “bank” describes a financial intermediary that borrows money at one interest rate and lends it to credit-worthy borrowers at a somewhat higher interest rate to cover the costs incurred in the act of financial intermediation. In this regard, the Obama proposal is not a bank, and it relies entirely on congressional appropriations—thus, on deficit finance and taxpayer bailouts. Grants are not paid back, prompting “one former member of the National Infrastructure Financing Commission to observe that ‘institutions that give away money without requiring repayment are properly called ‘foundations’ not ‘banks.’”[6] Senator James Inhofe (R–OK), the ranking member of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee, further noted that: Banks don’t give out grants; they give out loans. There is also currently a mechanism for giving out federal transportation grants—it is called the highway bill. I don’t believe an infrastructure bank will increase total transportation investment—it will only take money away from what would otherwise go through the existing highway and transit programs.[7] Bureaucratic Delays Although Obama has yet to offer any legislation to implement his “bank,” infrastructure bank bills introduced by Senator John Kerry (D–MA) and Representative Rosa DeLauro (D–CT) illustrate the time-consuming nature of creating such a bank, suggesting more than a year or two will pass before the first dollar of a grant or loan is dispersed to finance a project.[8] Both the DeLauro and Kerry bills are—appropriately—concerned with their banks’ bureaucracy, fussing over such things as detailed job descriptions for the new executive team, how board members will be appointed, duties of the board, duties of staff, space to be rented, creating an orderly project solicitation process, an internal process to evaluate, negotiate, and award grants and loans, and so on. Indicative of just how bureaucracy-intensive these “banks” would be, the Obama plan proposes that $270 million be allocated to conduct studies, administer his new bank, and pay the 100 new employees hired to run it. By way of contrast, the transportation component of the ARRA worked through existing and knowledgeable bureaucracies at the state, local, and federal levels. Yet despite the staff expertise and familiarity with the process, as of July 2011—two and a half years after the enactment of ARRA—38 percent of the transportation funds authorized have yet to be spent and are still sitting in the U.S. Treasury, thereby partly explaining ARRA’s lack of impact. Infrastructure “Banks” No Source of Economic Growth The President’s ongoing obsession with an infrastructure bank as a source of salvation from the economic crisis at hand is—to be polite about it—a dangerous distraction and a waste of his time. It is also a proposal that has consistently been rejected by bipartisan majorities in the House and Senate transportation and appropriations committees, and for good reason. Based on the ARRA’s dismal and remarkably untimely performance, Obama’s infrastructure bank would likely yield only modest amounts of infrastructure spending by the end of 2017 while having no measurable impact on job growth or economic activity—a prospect woefully at odds with the economic challenges confronting the nation.
Status quo solves the economy—government stimulus can only harm the recovery. 

Foster 11 (J. D. Foster, Senior Fellow in the Economics of Fiscal Policy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, Promoting Job Creation and Reducing Unemployment in the U.S, 9/21/11 Congressional Testimony)

The federal government should adopt a very simple guiding principle for deciding what to do next. That principle is to do less harm. There is very little in terms of concrete actions government can do at this stage that would help, and a great deal of intended help that would harm, either by raising the deficit to no good effect or by creating more uncertainty and slowing the economy’s natural healing process. Do less harm means getting spending under control and thereby cutting the budget deficit. Americans are worried about spending and the deficit. That worry by itself is holding us back. Do less harm means policymakers should stop threatening higher taxes. We can have debates about who should pay what when we’re at full employment. In the meantime, this threat is debilitating. Do less harm means stop the onslaught of new regulations. The recent pullback of the EPA’s ozone regulation was a good example. Even the threat of new regulations creates bad uncertainty for those affected, freezing them in place. Again, we can work through these regulations when Americans are back to work. Do less harm means policymakers should stop meddling with the economy. There is almost no limit to the harm Washington can do to the economy in its efforts to do something for the economy. The patient is in recovery, slowed by the incessant proddings and procedures of Washington’s policy doctors. The patient doesn’t need another procedure or a new nostrum. Let it heal. Do less harm

Solvency – Ext – No returns

NIB would fail – no returns

Utt 11 [“Infrastructure ‘Bank’ Doomed to Fail” Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. : September 14, 2011 : http://www.heritage.org/research/commentary/2011/09/infrastructure-bank-doomed-to-fail]

President Obama remains enamored of an “infrastructure bank,” an idea flogged, in one shape or another, for several years now. All of the proposals floated to date involve creating a new federal bureaucracy that would provide loans and grants for construction or repair projects sought by state or local governments. In some proposals, those funds would be provided via the congressional appropriations process. In others, the bank simply would borrow the money. But no matter what the source of the cash, this hard fact remains: An infrastructure bank would do little to spur the economic recovery — and nothing to create new jobs. Such a bank has all the liabilities of the American Revitalization and Investment Act of 2009 (ARRA). You’ll recall that this $800 billion “stimulus” included $48.1 billion for transportation infrastructure. Yet, as the president acknowledged recently and the Heritage Foundation predicted, the funded projects have been very slow to get under way and have had little impact on economic activity. Why is an infrastructure bank doomed to fail? For starters, it’s not really a bank in the common meaning of the term. The infrastructure bank proposed in the president’s 2011 highway reauthorization request, for example, would provide loans, loan guarantees and grants to eligible transportation infrastructure projects. Its funds would come from annual appropriations of $5 billion in each of the next six years. Normally, a bank acts as a financial intermediary, borrowing money at one interest rate and lending it to creditworthy borrowers at a somewhat higher rate to cover the costs incurred in the act of financial intermediation. That would not be the case here. Grants are not paid back. As a former member of the National Infrastructure Financing Commission observed, “Institutions that give away money without requiring repayment are properly called foundations, not banks.” Infrastructure bank bills introduced by Sen. John Kerry, Massachusetts Democrat, and Rep. Rosa L. DeLauro, Connecticut Democrat, illustrate the time-consuming nature of creating such a bank. Both bills are concerned — appropriately — with their banks’ bureaucracy, fussing over such things as detailed job descriptions for the new executive team; how board members would be appointed; duties of the board; duties of staff; space to be rented; creating an orderly project solicitation process; an internal process to evaluate, negotiate and award grants and loans; and so on. This all suggests that it will take at least a year or two before the bank will be able to cut its first grant or loan check. Indeed, the president’s transportation “bank” proposal indicates just how bureaucracy-intensive such institutions would be. It calls for $270 million to conduct studies, administer the bank and pay the 100 new employees required to run it. In contrast, the transportation component of the ARRA worked through existing and knowledgeable bureaucracies at the state, local and federal levels. Yet, despite the staff expertise and familiarity with the process, as of July — 2½ years after the enactment of ARRA — 38 percent of the transportation funds authorized were still unspent, thereby partly explaining ARRA’s lack of impact. The president’s fixation on an infrastructure bank as a means of salvation from the economic crisis at hand is — to be polite about it — a dangerous distraction and a waste of time. It also is a proposal that has been rejected consistently by bipartisan majorities in the House and Senate transportation and appropriations committees. Those rejections have occurred for good reason. Based on the ARRA’s dismal and remarkably untimely performance, an infrastructure bank likely would yield only modest amounts of infrastructure spending by the end of 2017 while having no measurable impact on job growth or economic activity. And whatever it did manage to spend would have to be borrowed, only adding to the deficit. That’s no way to meet the economic challenges confronting the nation.

Solvency – Ext – Spending Hurts the Economy
Keynesian theory is flawed--all studies prove stimulus hurts job growth and the private sector (THIS CARD APPLIES TO ANY OF THESE ECON ADVS)

Markay 11(Lachlan Markay, a Investigative Reporter, Obama vs. the Evidence: Infrastructure Spending Is No Job Creator, 7/11/11, The Heritage Foundation)

All of this despite the preponderance of evidence showing that federal infrastructure spending is not the boon for the economy that Obama claims. In fact, the Congressional Budget Office, the Congressional Research Service, and the Government Accountability Office have all concluded that such spending has at best a marginal impact on employment, and may even yield a net loss in jobs. In a series of studies in 2000, the Department of Transportation used economic modeling to conclude that each billion dollars in infrastructure spending would create 47,576 job-years. That study was used to tout infrastructure spending in the stimulus package, and to justify such spending thereafter. But USDOT’s study considered federal spending in the abstract, and thus failed to account for the hidden costs of extracting money from one part of the economy and spending it elsewhere. The Heritage Foundation’s Ronald Utt explained the flawed logic thusly: In the real world, the additional federal borrowing or taxing needed to provide this additional $1 billion means that $1 billion less is spent or invested elsewhere and that the jobs and products previously employed by that $1 billion thus disappear. Regardless of how the federal government raised the additional $1 billion, it would shift resources from one part of the economy to another, in this case to road building. The only way that $1 billion of new highway spending can create 47,576 new jobs is if the $1 billion appears out of nowhere as if it were manna from heaven… Because of these inherent limitations, [input/output] models such as the one used by USDOT should be used with great caution, and their limitations and artificial assumptions should be clearly acknowledged. When these conditions are considered, the job-creation potential of any spending scheme will be found to be a small fraction of what such models initially report. Even some I/O studies have found the benefits of infrastructure spending to be negligible. The aforementioned CRS report, for instance, used I/O models to measure the impact of such spending, and concluded (see link above for details): To the extent that financing new highways by reducing expenditures on other programs or by deficit finance and its im­pact on private consumption and investment, the net impact on the economy of highway construction in terms of both output and employment could be nullified or even negative. 
The private sector is key to the economy (if they don’t read private sector internal link)

Weller 10 (Christian Weller, a Senior Fellow at American Progress and an associate professor of public policy at the University of Massachusetts Boston, Center for American Progress, 10/29/10, Latest GDP Figures Show Business Investment Powering Economic Growth) 

Today’s release of the latest economic growth figures show that our economy is demonstrably on the mend, but the strength of the recovery remains to be seen. Gross domestic product grew at an annual rate of 2 percent between July and September this year, powered by business investment and consumption, the largest driving force behind continued economic expansion and strong enough to overcome less spending on real estate by households. Third quarter GDP growth accelerated slightly from the 1.7 percent increase in the second quarter of 2010 The quarterly change in GDP, the sum of all new products that were produced in the United States minus U.S. imports in a given quarter, is a crucial indicator of the economy’s strength. It shows whether consumers, businesses, the government, and foreigners are buying more U.S.-made goods and services. More domestic production can ultimately mean more income for people in the United States, more sales and profits for businesses, and more revenue for the government. A faster expansion is a good foundation for higher living standards. It is the rising tide that could lift all boats. Economic policy will play some role in determining the strength of economic growth, especially in the current situation, where the economy and the labor market are trying to recover from the worst recession since the Great Depression. The most relevant economic policy intervention to shake the grip of Great Recession was the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The Recovery Act made it easier for consumers, businesses, and the government to spend money by cutting taxes, raising unemployment and Social Security benefits, and helping struggling states and localities cope with shortfalls in their budgets due to falling tax revenue. In addition, stimulus spending focused on infrastructure projects, investments in green technologies, and new transportation efforts ensured there would be sustained economic growth over the course of 2009 and 2010. And that’s what happened. The private sector turned around in the summer of 2009—18 months after the recession started—and the recession officially ended. (The official business cycle dates are chosen by the business cycle dating committee of the National Bureau of Economic Research, a private economic research group in Cambridge, Massachusetts.) The overwhelming majority of the stimulus spending was intended to go to the private sector—households and businesses—because that’s where the greatest weaknesses of the economy were during the recession. There could be no strong, sustained recovery without a turnaround in the private sector. Short-term government spending is necessary in a recession to fill the hole left by the lack of consumption and investment, but it is not a sustainable way to boost economic growth over the medium term. The private sector has to take on that role of generating sustainable momentum. That’s why it is critically important to see sustained and 
Solvency – Ext – SQ solves

Status quo solves- we don’t need more bureaucracy

US House of Reps 11  [October 12, 2011 National Infrastructure Bank Would Create More Red Tape and Federal Bureaucracy SECTION: U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES DOCUMENTS LENGTH: 1205 words : http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy-remote.galib.uga.edu/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T15194696787&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T15194696791&cisb=22_T15194696790&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=247474&docNo=2 Congressional Documents and Publications ]

Contact: Justin Harclerode (202) 226-8767 National Infrastructure Bank Would Create More Red Tape and Federal Bureaucracy Washington, DC - Committee leaders and transportation officials and experts at a Congressional hearing today agreed that the creation of a new National Infrastructure Bank, as proposed by the Obama Administration, would add to the amount of red tape and federal bureaucracy that already slows down and diverts funding away from transportation and infrastructure projects. Members of the Committee and witnesses highlighted existing federal programs and authorities that could be strengthened to finance infrastructure projects more effectively than simply increasing the size of the government. Members and witnesses also agreed that expediting the cumbersome project approval process would facilitate infrastructure improvements. Chairman Mica's Statement "We must use every responsible mechanism possible to move projects and expand our capacity to finance infrastructure maintenance and improvements, but a National Infrastructure Bank is dead on arrival in Congress," said U.S. Rep. John L. Mica (R-FL), Chairman of the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. "There are several reasons for this. One is that we do not need to create more federal bureaucracy. In fact, with over 100 separate federal surface transportation programs, we need less bureaucracy. "The federal government also has existing financing programs that serve the same purpose as a National Infrastructure Bank, such as TIFIA, RRIF and others, that we can improve and strengthen. "Another reason a national bank is DOA is because there is already such a bank structure in place at the state level. Thirty-three state infrastructure banks already exist, and we can ensure financing and build upon this foundation without creating a new level of federal bureaucracy. "If the Administration's goal is to get people to work immediately, a National Infrastructure Bank that will require more than a year to create and $270 million to run is not the answer. That is funding that should be used for infrastructure, but would instead be used to create more red tape. "Unfortunately, the Administration still hasn't learned that 'shovel ready' has become a national joke. Yesterday, the President announced he would expedite 14 infrastructure projects, but this plan only pushes these projects to the front of the line with current red tape and rules, while it pushes back or stalls hundreds of other projects pending federal approval. We must expedite the review process for all projects, not just a handful." Chairman Duncan's Statement "I, for one, do not support setting up a new bureaucracy in Washington where political appointees would decide which transportation projects are the most worthy to receive a Federal loan," said U.S. Rep. John J. Duncan, Jr. (R-TN), Chairman of the Highways and Transit Subcommittee. "That is why Congress already established the State Infrastructure Bank program. Current law allows a state to use their Federal-aid funding to capitalize a State Infrastructure Bank and provide loans and loan guarantees to appropriate transportation projects that the state deems most important. "The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act program, or TIFIA, was established in 1998 to provide loans and loan guarantees to surface transportation projects. In fact, the TIFIA program is so popular it received 14 times the amount of project funding requests in FY11 than the program has available to distribute. "Why not give these established programs more funding in order for them to reach their full potential? "This proposal is simply just another distraction as Congress pushes for a long-term surface transportation reauthorization bill. The Administration should be focused on helping Congress pass this much overdue legislation and give the states some long-term funding certainty that a National Infrastructure Bank would most certainly not accomplish." Witness Testimony Today's witnesses concurred that infrastructure proposals should focus on reducing the size of the federal bureaucracy and streamlining the project approval process. Creating a National Infrastructure Bank would duplicate existing programmatic authority, grow the government and add more federal layers to a process already too bogged down in red tape. Oklahoma Department of Transportation Secretary Gary Ridley testified that, "the concept that a new 'government corporation' and Federal Authority will somehow enhance the ability to finance infrastructure seems untimely and entirely unnecessary. Especially when considering that many of the proclaimed new ideas encompassed by the Authority already appear to closely parallel the provisions of other existing federal financing programs. "In addition to recognizing the apparent federal duplications of the proposed National Infrastructure Bank, most States already have or can easily obtain the expertise necessary to facilitate infrastructure banks and other innovative transportation financing methodologies. States can choose to work with the existing federal bureaucracy or seek the assistance of private financial institutions, knowledgeable investors and even other experienced states. "Quite simply, the bureaucracy is already in place to finance public infrastructure projects and an additional federal layer in the form of a new 'government corporation' will add no value. "It is much more likely that efficiencies will be gained through regulatory reforms and red tape reductions, rather than through the creation of new government corporations and additional bureaucracy," said Ridley. Ron Utt, Senior Research Fellow with the Heritage Foundation, questioned the logic of creating a National Infrastructure Bank. "If current levels of credit availability for existing federal transportation credit programs are deemed to be insufficient by some, why not propose that these existing channels be improved and/or expedited? "If spending is thought to be deficient, why not simply provide more grants through the existing mechanism rather than going through the costly and complicated process of setting up and operating a new federal transportation entity, which President Obama's budget estimates would cost upwards of $270 million to create and staff? "In this era of fiscal austerity and yawning budget deficits, wouldn't there be better uses for this money than a redundant bureaucracy?" According to the testimony of Geoffrey Yarema, who served as a Commissioner on the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission, "While promoting the concept of a national infrastructure bank, the President has rightly noted that 'building a world class transportation system is part of what made us an economic superpower.' I would suggest, however, that building a new bureaucracy to improve that system is an entirely avoidable diversion of limited federal resources. "At a time when federal funding is in scarce supply, we already have the tools to create powerful incentives for state, local and private entities to invest non-federal funds in large-scale transportation infrastructure projects of regional and national significance," said Yarema. 

*Generics*

---Disads

Politics DA – Links
NIB is unpopular—Republicans don’t want to spend money and Democrats want quick results

Orski 11 (Ken Orski, staff writer, INFRASTRUCTURE BANK: LOSING FAVOR WITH THE WHITE HOUSE?, 8/30/11, News Geography)

There are other reasons for congressional skepticism. House Republicans are suspicious that the Obama-proposed Bank is nothing more than a vehicle for more stimulus spending, disguised as "capital investment." They want the Administration to be more specific about its proposal: how the Bank would be funded, what kind of investments it would fund and how the $30 billion capital would be repaid. "If this is more of the same stimulus spending, we won’t support it," Kevin Smith, spokesman for House Speaker John Boehner (R-OH) has been quoted as saying.  House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee chairman John Mica (R-FL) thinks state-level infrastructure banks would be a more appropriate means of financing major transportation projects at the state and local level. Decentralized infrastructure financing would "keep the federal financing bureaucracy at a minimum and maximize states’ financial capabilities," according to the House transportation reauthorization proposal.  Senate Democrats, while not necessarily opposed to another fiscal stimulus, want quick results. They fear that a centralized Infrastructure Bank, with its complex governance structure and layers of bureaucratic conditions, requirements and approvals would be far too slow and cumbersome to be an effective job generator. One or two years could pass before large-scale projects appropriate for Bank financing would get evaluated, selected, approved and under construction, one Senate aide told us. 
NIB is severely opposed in the House

Patton 11 (Oliver Patton, Washington Editor, Infrastructure Bank Going Nowhere in the House, 10/13/11, Tucking Info)

Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman John Mica convened a hearing yesterday on President Obama's proposal to create a national infrastructure bank, and opened the event by making the situation perfectly clear. "I'm afraid that the national infrastructure bank is dead on arrival in the House," he said. There followed two hours of testimony from four out of five witnesses on why the bank makes no sense: It's expensive, it takes too long to set up, it adds bureaucracy, and its purpose is better served by programs that already are in place. 

GOP opposes the plan

Alessi 11 (Christopher Alessi, associate staff writer, Banking on U.S. Infrastructure Revival, 9/8/11, Council on Foreign Relations)

Congressional Democrats (WSJ)--and President Obama--are Washington's biggest proponents of an independent, national infrastructure bank. They argue that the bank would incite private investment and spur job creation in the short term--while strengthening the foundations of the economy in the long run. But many congressional Republicans say that, as with the stimulus package implemented during the height of the financial crisis, U.S. workers would not immediately feel the effects of infrastructure spending, if at all. Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell says more government spending (NYT) would only strangle already-anemic economic growth.

The plan is unpopular besides from some special interest policy groups

Mele 10 (Jim Mele, editor in chief,  Don't bank on it, 1/1/10, Fleet Owner)

The proposal for creation of a national infrastructure bank was first introduced in the Senate in 2007. It went nowhere. Although it's taken on slightly different names, it's cropped up every year since and been rejected every time. The latest rejection came just last month when the Senate removed it from the fiscal 2010 budget bill it approved. So what is this idea that refuses to go away, yet attracts little support or attention beyond a few special interest policy groups? Without getting into the complex Federal budgetary processes, a national infrastructure bank, or NIB among the policy wonks, would be a development bank that would issue bonds and use the proceeds to fund major infrastructure projects. 

Spending DA – Links

NIB costs 10 billion

Washington Post 11 [“How Obama’s plan for infrastructure bank would work” By Brad Plumer, Published: September 19, 2011 : http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/how-obamas-plan-for-infrastructure-bank-would-work/2011/09/19/gIQAfDgUgK_story.html ]

One of the key aspects of President Obama’s jobs plan is an idea that’s been knocking around Washington for some time: a national infrastructure bank that would leverage private investment to fund new roads, bridges, mass transit and other public-works endeavors. Here’s how it would work. The proposal, modeled after a bipartisan bill in the Senate, would take $10 billion in start-up money and identify transportation, water or energy projects that lack funding. Eligible projects would need to be worth at least $100 million and provide “a clear public benefit.” The bank would then work with private investors to finance the project through cheap long-term loans or loan guarantees, with the government picking up no more than half the tab — ideally, much less — for any given project. Critics have deemed the idea risky for taxpayers, and those voices will no doubt get louder after the collapse of Solyndra, a California-based solar manufacturer that received a $535 million loan guarantee from the Energy Department only to go bankrupt in August. 

NIB costs 10 billion

US News 11 [“Is Obama's National Infrastructure Bank the Answer on Jobs? Feature of Obama employment bill has backers in business, Congress but could get lost in politicking” By BRIAN GREENE October 6, 2011 http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/10/06/is-obamas-national-infrastructure-bank-the-answer-on-jobs]

With debate about President Obama's American Jobs Act occurring all over Washington this week, the Progressive Policy Institute held a forum on infrastructure and jobs on Thursday. Leaders from the White House, Congress, private industry, labor, and the financial sector discussed the National Infrastructure Bank, a $10 billion component of the president's proposal. Rep. Rosa DeLauro of Connecticut, an advocate of a federal infrastructure bank since 1994, explained, "The United States is one of the only leading nations without a national plan for public-private partnership for infrastructure projects or a national infrastructure bank to finance large-scale projects." The proposed bank, modeled after the European Investment Bank, would be a federally operated bank overseen by a board of directors whose focus would be to fund strategically important public works projects. State, local, or federal entities seeking funding for infrastructure programs from roads and railways to telecommunications and energy could come to the bank with proposals in need of federal assistance. 

Spending DA – AT: Spending Improves the Economy

A bigger government and more spending kills the economy—empirics, studies, and other countries prove 

Rahn 11(Richard Rahn, a senior fellow at the Cato Institute and chairman of the Institute for Global Economic Growth, RAHN: Government spending jobs myth Facts show Keynesian model is wrong, 12/19/11, Washington Times) 

Do increases in government spending increase or decrease the number of jobs? Conventional wisdom is they will increase jobs, and a few left-wing economists, such as Paul Krugman of the New York Times, frequently are trotted out by reckless politicians and some in the news media to argue that we need more government spending in order to create jobs. If this were true, we should be able to see it in the historical evidence, so let's look at the numbers. Government spending grows each year, but what is relevant is whether it is increasing or decreasing as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP) and how it relates to the percentage of the adult labor force at work. As can be seen in the accompanying chart, there is an inverse relationship between increasing the size of government and job creation. This empirical evidence, along with much other evidence, is contrary to the argument made by those calling for more government spending to create jobs. Some who argue for more government spending, such as economist Mark Zandi of Merrill Lynch, use neo-Keynesian models to justify their conclusions - conveniently ignoring the fact that such models almost always have been wrong. What also typically is ignored by the neo-Keynesians is that there is an enormous tax extraction cost for the government to obtain each additional dollar. Estimates of this extraction cost typically run from $1.40 to well over $2.50 of lost output for each dollar the government obtains. In addition, there is vast literature showing how specific government spending programs have little or even negative benefit and, as a result, are actually wealth and job destroyers. Thus, the real deadweight loss of additional government taxing and spending is estimated to be in the $3 to $4 range. If additional government spending could create more jobs, it would be expected that over the long run, the socialist or semisocialist economies would have full employment and the smaller-government, developed economies would have higher unemployment. Again, the empirical evidence shows just the opposite. Sweden and Canada are examples of countries that reduced government spending as a percentage of GDP 15 years ago, and as a result, both countries saw increased economic growth and employment. The length of the periods in the chart was determined by the number of years in which the government trended relatively larger or smaller. The World War II and Korean War years were left out because of the necessary jumps in government spending as a percentage of GDP. Even during those wartime periods, there was almost no change in civilian employment as a percentage of GDP. The Vietnam War had little impact on the size of government. A big increase in government spending started during the Nixon administration after the end of the war, as many of his predecessor's Great Society programs started to have an impact, along with Nixon's big increase in government programs. As he famously said, "We are all Keynesians now." Government spending as a percentage of GDP almost tripled between 1929 and 1939 under Presidents Hoover and Roosevelt, yet the number of Americans at work fell through this period despite a growing population. The percentage of growth in government spending was less than GDP growth during the period from 1983 to 2000 (Ronald Reagan through Bill Clinton), and job growth soared. I expect no amount of evidence will persuade Mr. Krugman and President Obama that they have it totally backward. Over the years, I have had the good fortune to know a number of the Nobel laureates in economics and have found them to be careful scholars, not allowing their political leanings to overcome what they believe to be good economics.

Deficit spending kills the economy and savings help it—empirically proven

Rahn 08(Richard W. Rahn, a senior fellow at the Cato Institute and chairman of the Institute for Global Economic Growth, What Is Economic Stimulus?, 12/3/08, CATO Institute)

The argument is made that many Americans are suffering from a decline in income, and thus the government should give them money so they can buy more and put others back to work. Sounds good - but where does the government get the money? It must either tax someone else now or borrow more money, which diverts productive saving to current consumption. Either way, it is less than a zero-sum game. Every time direct government payments have been tried, they have failed. During the Great Depression, government spending soared as a percentage of gross domestic product, but full employment did not return until World War II. During the last eight years, U.S. government spending has greatly increased in both absolute terms and as a percentage of GDP, yet the economy now performs worse than it did a decade ago. When one person is taxed more to pay another person, the incentive to work diminishes and so the total income enjoyed by both people declines. The recipient might be slightly better off for a few months, but the economy (that is, everyone else), and eventually even the original beneficiary will be worse off. The government can only divert savings (through additional government bond sales) for a limited period before everyone will be worse off. The evidence is that the first Bush tax cut back in 2001, which was actually a tax rebate, did little good. In fact, it is now known that people saved much of the money, so the government borrowed some people's savings to provide money for others (or even the same people - who didn't spend it, but saved it). The lesson was learned, and in 2003 the tax rates were cut, which increased incentives for work, saving and investment and hence did a lot of good.  The history of various economic experiments and sound theory (unlike much of the Keynesian claptrap) teaches us government handouts, or tax rebates, are unlikely to do any good and can often be counterproductive. 

---Kritiks

Capitalism Link 

NIB is driven by profit motive

McConville 09 [“National Infrastructure Bank: What’s the Deal?”

By Megan McConville : Megan McConville is a blogger for TheCityFix.com, where she covers local, national and international transportation and urban planning issues. Megan recently returned to D.C. after finishing her masters in city & regional planning. In her free time, she enjoys riding her bike on the area’s many rail trails. The City Fix :Dec 11 2009 : http://thecityfix.com/blog/national-infrastructure-bank-whats-the-deal/]

These disadvantages are described: With political independence comes a loss of accountability. A bank that is not reliant on Congressional appropriations is not subject to the oversight of the executive or legislative branches. This vacuum could be filled by other influences, such as special interest lobbying or the preferences of the bond market. As a bank, the NIB would strive to maximize its own returns. This could mean that governments with wealthier jurisdictions would be favored for funding, as they would be able to offer more favorable terms to the NIB. Recipients of funding may also choose to convert the economic returns from a project into revenue returns that could be promised to creditors. But this would only work for certain types of projects, i.e. a bridge that can be tolled easily, as opposed to a highway where tolling would be more complex, which could create biased project selection in favor of certain projects. The needs of private investors could hamper good transportation planning and management. For example, private investors in a road project want to be guaranteed that future changes to the system do not devalue their investment, so contracts would set a range of acceptable toll prices. This would interfere with the operator’s ability to manage demand through congestion pricing. Similarly, private investors often demand non-compete or compensation clauses, which bar or discourage adding capacity to a system if it results in less ridership on the toll road in which they have invested. Infrastructure investment is often used as a counter-cyclical economic stimulus. Government invests during recessions, providing jobs and encouraging spending. As the economy recovers, fiscal policy should recede, making room for private spending. An NIB would not necessarily jive with this counter-cyclical idea, as private capital markets become more risk-averse during recessions. Overall, it seems that a National Infrastructure Bank would address some flaws in the transportation funding system but perhaps create others. One serious question is yet to be answered. Several panelists at yesterday’s Brookings discussion on infrastructure and economic development echoed a sentiment that has been expressed by countless transportation advocates: America needs a comprehensive new transportation vision. How would a National Infrastructure Bank, driven by profit motive and free from government accountability, help us build and carry out that vision?
---Counterplans

*NOTE

Most of the CP cards apply to both private and state counterplans

States CP – Solves
States (private companies ) solve competitiveness and the plan

Edwards 11 [ “Federal Infrastructure Investment” by Chris Edwards : Chris Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato and editor of www.DownsizingGovernment.org. He is a top expert on federal and state tax and budget issues. Before joining Cato, Edwards was a senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee, a manager with PricewaterhouseCoopers, and an economist with the Tax Foundation. Edwards has testified to Congress on fiscal issues many times, and his articles on tax and budget policies have appeared in the Washington Post, Wall Street Journal, and other major newspapers. He is the author of Downsizing the Federal Government and co-author of Global Tax Revolution. Edwards holds a B.A. and M.A. in economics, and he was a member of the Fiscal Future Commission of the National Academy of Sciences. Joint Economic Committee United States Congress This testimony was delivered on November 16, 2011. : http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment] 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank you for inviting me to testify today. My comments will examine the federal role in the nation's infrastructure. In the description of today's hearing, the committee asked how infrastructure helps to promote growth, jobs, and manufacturing. The short answer is that we can spur growth by ensuring that America's infrastructure investment is as efficient as possible. Infrastructure funding should be allocated to the highest-value projects, and those projects should be constructed and maintained in the most cost-effective manner. My testimony will discuss why reducing the federal role in infrastructure will help to increase the efficiency of our investment. The first thing to note about America's infrastructure is that most of it is not provided by the government, but by the private sector. A broad measure of private infrastructure spending — on items such as buildings, factories, freight rail, pipelines, and refineries — is much larger than government infrastructure spending on items such as roads and airports. In Figure 1, data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis show that private gross fixed investment was $1.7 trillion in 2010, which compared to gross fixed investment by federal, state, and local governments of $505 billion.1 When defense investment is excluded, government infrastructure spending was just $388 billion, or less than one-quarter of private infrastructure spending. One implication of this data is that if Congress wants to boost infrastructure spending, the first priority should be to make reforms to encourage private investment. Tax reforms, such as a corporate tax rate cut, would increase the net returns to a broad range of private infrastructure investments. Regulatory reforms to reduce barriers to investment are also needed, as illustrated by the delays in approving the $7 billion Keystone XL pipeline from Alberta to Texas. Despite its smaller magnitude, public-sector infrastructure spending is also very important to the U.S. economy. But the usual recommendation to simply spend more federal taxpayer money on infrastructure is misguided. For one thing, the government simply can't afford more spending given its massive ongoing deficits. More importantly, much of the infrastructure spending carried out by Washington would be more efficiently handled by devolving it to state and local governments and the private sector. Notes on Government Infrastructure Many types of current government infrastructure used to be owned and financed by the private sector. Before the 20th century, for example, more than 2,000 turnpike companies in America built more than 10,000 miles of toll roads.2 And up until the mid-20th century, most urban rail and bus services were private.3 With respect to railroads, the federal government subsidized some of the companies building railroads to the West, but most U.S. rail mileage in the 19th century was in the East, and it was generally unsubsidized. The takeover of private infrastructure activities by governments in the United States and abroad in the 20th century caused many problems. Fortunately, most governments have reversed course in recent decades and have started to hand back infrastructure to the private sector. Let's look at current data on infrastructure spending. Interest groups complain that governments in the United States aren't spending enough on infrastructure, and we often hear that U.S. roads and other assets are crumbling. However, Figure 2 shows that while federal, state, and local infrastructure spending in the United States has dipped a little in recent decades, U.S. spending has closely tracked trends in other high-income nations. The figure shows gross fixed investment as a share of gross domestic product in the United States compared to the average of countries in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development.4 In 2010, U.S. infrastructure spending by governments was 3.5 percent of GDP, which was a little higher than the OECD average of 3.3 percent. Let's take a closer look at just U.S. federal infrastructure spending using data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis.5 Figure 3 shows that federal nondefense infrastructure spending declined somewhat during the 1980s and 1990s, but started to rise again during the 2000s even before the recent "stimulus" spending. Spending in recent decades was generally above the levels of the 1950s, but below the high levels of the 1960s. The high federal infrastructure spending of the 1960s was unique. A large share of that spending was for building the Interstate Highway System, which is now complete. Also note that substantial federal infrastructure spending at that time was misallocated to dubious or harmful activities. For example, federal funding of urban redevelopment and high-rise public housing schemes often had damaging social and economic effects. Also, federal spending on water infrastructure, such as dams, peaked in the mid-20th century, and a substantial part of that spending made little sense from an economic or an environmental perspective. Thus, the important thing about infrastructure is to focus on allocating funds efficiently, not to maximize the amount of government spending. If infrastructure funding flows to low-value activities, it doesn't aid economic growth, nor does it help industries such as manufacturing. Experience shows that Washington often does a poor job at allocating infrastructure spending, in part because its decisions are far removed from market-based demands and price signals. Most federal nondefense infrastructure spending today is for activities that are state, local, and private in nature. Federal budget data for fiscal 2011 show that nondefense infrastructure spending was about $162 billion, including both direct spending and aid to the states.6 Some of that spending which was state, local, and private in nature included: $42.0 billion for highways, $16.8 billion for water and power projects, $14.3 billion for urban transit, $12.5 billion for community development, $12.5 billion for housing, and $3.5 billion for airports. Problems with Federal Infrastructure Investment There are calls today for more federal spending on infrastructure, but advocates seem to overlook the downsides of past federal efforts. Certainly, there have been federal infrastructure successes, but there has also been a history of pork barrel politics and bureaucratic bungling in federal investment spending. A substantial portion of federal infrastructure spending has gone to low-value and dubious activities. I've examined spending by the two oldest federal infrastructure agencies — the Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation.7 While both of those agencies constructed some impressive projects, they have also been known for proceeding with uneconomic boondoggles, fudging the analyses of proposed projects, and spending on activities that serve private interests rather than the general public interest. (I am referring to the Civil Works part of the Corps here). Federal infrastructure projects have often suffered from large cost overruns.8 Highway projects, energy projects, airport projects, and air traffic control projects have ended up costing far more than originally promised. Cost overruns can happen on both public and private infrastructure projects, but the problem is exacerbated when multiple levels of government are involved in a project because there is less accountability. Boston's Big Dig — which exploded in cost to five times the original estimate — is a classic example of mismanagement in a federal-state project.9 Perhaps the biggest problem with federal involvement in infrastructure is that when Washington makes mistakes it replicates those mistakes across the nation. Federal efforts to build massive public housing projects in dozens of cities during the 20th century had very negative economic and social effects. Or consider the distortions caused by current federal subsidies for urban light-rail systems. These subsidies bias cities across the country to opt for light rail, yet rail systems are generally less efficient and flexible than bus systems, and they saddle cities with higher operating and maintenance costs down the road.10 When the federal government subsidizes certain types of infrastructure, the states want to grab a share of the funding and they often don't worry about long-term efficiency. High-speed rail is a rare example where some states are rejecting the "free" dollars from Washington because the economics of high-speed rail seem to be so poor.11 The Obama administration is trying to impose its rail vision on the nation, but the escalating costs of California's system will hopefully warn other states not to go down that path.12 Even if federal officials were expert at choosing the best types of infrastructure to fund, politics usually intrudes on the efficient allocation of dollars. Passenger rail investment through Amtrak, for example, gets spread around to low-population areas where passenger rail makes no economic sense. Indeed, most of Amtrak's financial loses come from long-distance routes through rural areas that account for only a small fraction of all riders.13 Every lawmaker wants an Amtrak route through their state, and the result is that investment gets misallocated away from where it is really needed, such as the Northeast corridor. Another problem is that federal infrastructure spending comes with piles of regulations. Davis-Bacon rules and other federal regulations raise the cost of building infrastructure. Regulations also impose one-size-fits-all solutions on the states, even though the states have diverse needs. The former 55-mph speed limit, which used to be tied to federal highway funds, is a good example. Today, federal highway funds come with requirements for the states to spend money on activities such as bicycle paths, which state policymakers may think are extraneous.14 Decentralizing Infrastructure Financing The U.S. economy needs infrastructure, but state and local governments and the private sector are generally the best places to fund and manage it. The states should be the "laboratories of democracy" for infrastructure, and they should be able to innovate freely with new ways of financing and managing their roads, bridges, airports, seaports, and other facilities. It is true that — like the federal government — the states can make infrastructure mistakes. But at least state-level mistakes aren't automatically repeated across the country. If we ended federal involvement in high-speed rail, for example, California could continue to move ahead with its own system. Other states could wait and see how California's system was performing before putting their own taxpayers on the hook. A big step toward devolving infrastructure financing would be to cut or eliminate the federal gasoline tax and allow the states to replace the funds with their own financing sources. President Reagan tried to partly devolve highway funding to the states, and more recent legislation by Rep. Scott Garrett (R-NJ) and Rep. Jeff Flake (R-AZ) would move in that direction.15 Reforms to decentralize highway funding would give states more freedom to innovate with the financing, construction, and management of their systems.16 One option for the states is to move more of their infrastructure financing to the private sector through the use of public-private partnerships (PPP) and privatization. The OECD has issued a new report that takes a favorable view on the global trend towards infrastructure PPPs, and notes the "widespread recognition" of "the need for greater recourse to private sector finance" in infrastructure.17 The value of PPP infrastructure projects has soared over the past 15 years in major industrial countries.18 PPPs differ from traditional government projects by shifting activities such as financing, maintenance, management, and project risks to the private sector. There are different types of PPP projects, each fitting somewhere between traditional government contracting and full privatization. In my view, full privatization is the preferred reform option for infrastructure that can be supported by user fees and other revenue sources in the marketplace. Transportation is the largest area of PPP investment. A number of projects in Virginia illustrate the options: Midtown Tunnel. Skanska and Macquarie will be building a three-mile tolled tunnel under the Elizabeth River between Norfolk and Portsmouth. Private debt and equity will pay $1.5 billion of the project's $1.9 billion cost.19 Capital Beltway. Transurban and Fluor will be building, operating, and maintaining new toll lanes on the I-495. The firms are financing $1.4 billion of the project's $1.9 billion cost.20 Dulles Greenway. The Greenway is a privately-owned toll highway in Northern Virginia completed with $350 million of private debt and equity in mid-1990s.21 Jordan Bridge. FIGG Engineering Group is constructing, financing, and will own a $100 million toll bridge over the Elizabeth River between Chesapeake and Portsmouth, which is to be completed in 2012.22 About $900 billion of state-owned assets have been sold in OECD countries since 1990, and about 63 percent of the total has been infrastructure assets.23 The OECD notes that "public provision of infrastructure has sometimes failed to deliver efficient investment with misallocation across sectors, regions or time often due to political considerations. Constraints on public finance and recognized limitations on the public sector's effectiveness in managing projects have led to a reconsideration of the role of the state in infrastructure provision."24 There has been a large increase in privatization and infrastructure PPPs in many countries, but the OECD notes that the United States "has lagged behind Australia and Europe in privatization of infrastructure such as roads, bridges and tunnels."25 More than one-fifth of infrastructure spending in Britain and Portugal is now through the PPP process, so this is becoming a normal way of doing business in some countries.26 The industry reference guide for infrastructure PPP and privatization is Public Works Financing.27 According to this source, only 2 of the top 40 companies doing transportation PPP and privatization around the world are American. Of 733 transportation projects currently listed by PWF, only 20 are in the United States. Canada — a country with one-tenth of our population — has more PPP deals than we do. In Canada, PPPs account for 10 to 20 percent of all public infrastructure spending.28 One of the fuels for infrastructure PPP has been growing investment by pension funds.29 In Canada, Australia, and other countries, there is larger pension fund investment in infrastructure than in the United States. In some countries, such as Australia, the growth in pension assets has been driven by the privatization of government retirement programs.30 Thus, there is a virtuous cycle in place — the privatization of savings in some countries has created growing pools of capital available to invest in privatized infrastructure. There are many advantages of infrastructure PPP and privatization. One advantage is that we are more likely to get funding allocated to high-return investments when private-sector profits are on the line. Of course, businesses can make investment mistakes just as governments do. But unlike governments, businesses have a systematic way of choosing investments to maximize the net returns. And when investment returns are maximized, it stimulates the largest gains to the broader economy. One reason that privatized infrastructure is efficient is that private companies can freely tap debt and equity markets to build capacity and meet market demands. By contrast, government investment suffers from the politics and uncertainties of the federal budget process. You can see the problems with our air traffic control system, which needs long-term investment but the Federal Aviation Administration can't count on a stable funding stream. For its part, the FAA's management of ATC investment has been poor. The agency has a history of delays and cost overruns on its technology upgrade projects. The solution is to privatize our air traffic control system, as Canada has done with very favorable results.31 A recent Brookings Institution study describes some of the advantages of PPPs. It notes that the usual process for government infrastructure investment decouples the initial construction from the later management, which results in contractors having few incentives to build projects that will minimize operation and maintenance costs.32 PPP solves this problem because the same company will both build and operate projects. "Many advantages of PPP stem from the fact that they bundle construction, operations, and maintenance in a single contract. This provides incentives to minimize life-cycle costs which are typically not present when the project is publicly provided," notes the Brookings' study.33 There are other advantages of infrastructure PPP and privatization. One advantage is the greater efficiency of construction. Extensive British experience shows that PPP projects are more likely to be completed on time than traditional government projects.34 Another advantage is the greater efficiency of operations. Private firms have incentives to reduce excessive operational costs, as illustrated by the labor cost savings from the leasing of the Chicago Skyway.35 Finally, private operators of infrastructure such as toll roads are more likely to charge efficient market rates to users, as illustrated by the leasing of the Indiana Toll Road.36 The Brookings' paper raises some important concerns with PPP, which I share. One is that state officials may lease assets such as toll roads simply to paper over short-term budget deficits. Another concern is that policymakers write poor contracts that assign profits to private parties but risks and possible losses to taxpayers. The Brookings' authors propose approaches to structuring contracts and competitive bidding to ensure efficiency. For new infrastructure investments, well-structured PPP or full privatization appears to be a winning approach for taxpayers, governments, and the broader economy. Taxpayers win because subsidies to infrastructure users are minimized. Governments win because they get new facilities built. And the economy wins because private investment is more likely to be cost-efficient and well-targeted than traditional government investments. Conclusions In its report on the state of U.S. infrastructure, the American Society of Civil Engineers gives America a grade of "D."37 However, the ASCE report mainly focuses on infrastructure provided by governments, so if you believe that this low grade is correct, then it is mainly due to government failures. The ASCE lobbies for more federal spending, but OECD data shows that public-sector spending on infrastructure is about the same in this country as in other high-income nations. Some of the infrastructure shortcomings in the United States stem from mismanagement and misallocation by the federal government, rather than a lack of taxpayer support. So part of the solution is to decentralize infrastructure financing, management, and ownership as much as possible. State and local governments and the private sector are more likely to make sound investment decisions without the federal subsidies and regulations that distort their decisionmaking. This committee's description of today's hearing noted: "Transportation infrastructure is especially important to the manufacturing sector, which relies on various modes of transportation to obtain raw materials and to transport end products to the marketplace." That is certainly true, and I think transportation privatization is part of the answer to improve America's competitiveness in global markets. For example, nearly all airports and seaports in this country are owned by governments, but many airports and seaports abroad have been partly or fully privatized. The World Economic Forum rates America's seaports only 23rd in the world, but the first- and third-best seaports in the world, according to the WEF, are private — Singapore and Hong Kong.38 The federal government cannot afford to expand its infrastructure spending because of today's massive deficits. Many states are also in a budget squeeze. Fortunately, the global trend is toward partly or fully privatizing the financing and ownership of infrastructure. U.S. policymakers should study the recent innovations in infrastructure investment, and then start unloading the financing and ownership of our infrastructure to the private sector. Thank you for holding these important hearings. 

Private CP – Solves 
Federal government can’t solve on big NIB project- private companies can fund it

Edwards 11 [“Infrastructure Projects to Fix the Economy? Don't Bank on It.” by Chris Edwards : Chris Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato and editor of www.DownsizingGovernment.org. He is a top expert on federal and state tax and budget issues. Before joining Cato, Edwards was a senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee, a manager with PricewaterhouseCoopers, and an economist with the Tax Foundation. Edwards has testified to Congress on fiscal issues many times, and his articles on tax and budget policies have appeared in the Washington Post, Wall Street Journal, and other major newspapers. He is the author of Downsizing the Federal Government and co-author of Global Tax Revolution. Edwards holds a B.A. and M.A. in economics, and he was a member of the Fiscal Future Commission of the National Academy of Sciences. : October 21, 2011. : http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/infrastructure-projects-fix-economy-dont-bank-it ]

In a recent television ad for her network, MSNBC host Rachel Maddow stands below the Hoover Dam and asks whether we are still a country that can "think this big" — Hoover Dam big. The commercial is built on the assumption that American greatness is advanced by federal spending on major infrastructure projects. If I had my own television commercial, I'd stand in front of the wreckage of Idaho's Teton Dam,which, like the Hoover Dam, was built by the federal Bureau of Reclamation. The Teton Dam was based on shoddy engineering and a flawed economic analysis. It collapsed catastrophically in 1976, just a year after it was built. Increased infrastructure spending has bipartisan support in Washington these days. President Obama wants a new federal infrastructure bank, and members of both parties want to pass big highway and air-traffic-control funding bills. The politicians think these bills will create desperately needed jobs, but the cost of that perceived benefit is too high: Federal infrastructure spending has a long and painful history of pork-barrel politics and bureaucratic bungling, with money often going to wasteful and environmentally damaging projects. When the federal government 'thinks big,' it often makes big mistakes. For plenty of examples of the downside of federal infrastructure, look at the two oldest infrastructure agencies — the Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. Their histories show that the federal government shouldn't be in the infrastructure business. Rather, state governments and the private sector are best equipped to provide it. The Corps of Engineers has been building levees, canals and other civilian water infrastructure for more than 200 years — and it has made missteps the entire time. In the post-Civil War era, for example, there were widespread complaints about the Corps' wastefulness and mismanagement. A 1971 book by Arthur Morgan, a distinguished engineer and former chairman of the Tennessee Valley Authority, concluded: "There have been over the past 100 years consistent and disastrous failures by the Corps in public works areas ... resulting in enormous and unnecessary costs to ecology [and] the taxpayer." Some of the highest-profile failures include the Great Mississippi Flood of 1927. That disaster dramatically proved the shortcomings of the Corps' approach to flood control, which it had stubbornly defended despite outside criticism. Hurricane Katrina in 2005 was like a dreadful repeat. The flooding was in large part a man-made disaster stemming from poor engineering by the Corps and misdirected funding by Congress. Meanwhile, the Bureau of Reclamation has been building economically dubious and environmentally harmful dams since 1902. Right from the start, "every Senator ... wanted a project in his state; every Congressman wanted one in his district; they didn't care whether they made economic sense or not," concluded Marc Reisner in his classic history of the agency, Cadillac Desert. The dam-building pork barrel went on for decades, until the agency ran out of rivers into which it could pour concrete. Looking at the Corps and Reclamation, the first lesson about federal infrastructure projects is that you can't trust the cost-benefit analyses. Both agencies have a history of fudging their studies to make proposed projects look better, understating the costs and overstating the benefits. And we've known it, too. In the 1950s, Sen. Paul Douglas (D-Ill.), lambasted the distorted analyses of the Corps and Reclamation. According to Reisner, Reclamation's chief analyst admitted that in the 1960s he had to "jerk around" the numbers to make one major project look sound and that others were "pure trash" from an economics perspective. In the 1970s, Jimmy Carter ripped into the "computational manipulation" of the Corps. And in 2006, the Government Accountability Office found that the Corps' analyses were "fraught with errors, mistakes, and miscalculations, and used invalid assumptions and outdated data." Even if federal agencies calculate the numbers properly, members of Congress often push ahead with "trash" projects anyway. Then-senator Christopher Bond of Missouri vowed to make sure that the Corps' projects in his state were funded, no matter what the economic studies concluded, according to extensive Washington Post reporting on the Corps in 2000. And the onetime head of the Senate committee overseeing the Corps, George Voinovich of Ohio, blurted out at a hearing: "We don't care what the Corps cost-benefit is. We're going to build it anyhow because Congress says it's going to be built." As Morgan noted in his 1971 book, these big projects have often damaged both taxpayers and ecology. The Corps, Reisner argues, has "ruined more wetlands than anyone in history" with its infrastructure. Meanwhile, Reclamation killed wetlands and salmon fisheries as it built dams to provide high-cost irrigation water to farmers in the West — so they could grow crops that often compete with more efficiently grown crops in the East. Taxpayers are double losers from all this infrastructure. They paid to build it, and now they are paying to clean up the environmental damage. In Florida, for example, the Corps' projects, along with federal sugar subsidies, have damaged the Everglades. So the government is helping to fund a multibillion-dollar restoration plan. In the West, federal irrigation has increased salinity levels in rivers, necessitating desalination efforts such as a $245 millionplant in Yuma, Ariz. And in a large area of California's San Joaquin Valley, federal irrigation has created such toxic runoff that the government is considering spending up to $2 billion to fix the damage, according to some estimates. When the federal government "thinks big," it often makes big mistakes. And when Washington follows bad policies, such as destroying wetlands or overbuilding dams, it replicates the mistakes across the nation. Today, for instance, Reclamation's huge underpricing of irrigation water is contributing to a water crisis across much of the West. Similar distortions occur in other areas of infrastructure, such as transportation. The federal government subsidizes the construction of urban light-rail systems, for example, which has caused these systems to spring up across the country. But urban rail systems are generally less efficient aBnd flexible than bus systems, and they saddle cities with higher operating and maintenance costs down the road. Similar misallocation of investment occurs with Amtrak; lawmakers make demands for their districts, and funding is sprinkled across the country, even to rural areas where passenger rail makes no economic sense because of low population densities. When the federal government is paying for infrastructure, state officials and members of Congress fight for their shares of the funding, without worrying too much about efficiency, environmental issues or other longer-term factors. The solution is to move as much infrastructure funding as we can to the state, local and private levels. That would limit the misallocation of projects by Congress, while encouraging states to experiment with lower-cost solutions. It's true that the states make infrastructure mistakes as well, as California appears to be doing by subsidizing high-speed rail. But at least state-level mistakes aren't automatically repeated across the country. The states should be the laboratories for infrastructure. We should further encourage their experiments by bringing in private-sector financing. If we need more highway investment, we should take notes from Virginia, which raised a significant amount of private money to widen the Beltway. If we need to upgrade our air-traffic-control system, we should copy the Canadian approach and privatize it so that upgrades are paid for by fees on aviation users. If Amtrak were privatized, it would focus its investment where it is most needed — the densely populated Northeast. As for Reclamation and the Corps, many of their infrastructure projects would be better managed if they were handed over to the states. Reclamation's massive Central Valley irrigation project, for example, should be transferred to the state of California, which is better positioned to make cost and environmental trade-offs regarding contentious state water issues. Other activities of these two agencies could be privatized, such as hydropower generation and the dredging of seaports. The recent infrastructure debate has focused on job creation, and whether projects are "shovel ready." The more important question is who is holding the shovel. When it's the federal government, we've found that it digs in the wrong places and leaves taxpayers with big holes in their pockets. So let's give the shovels to state governments and private companies. They will create just as many jobs while providing more innovative and less costly infrastructure to the public. They're ready. 

If NIB solves private companies will fund them

Calabria 10 [“A Fannie Mae for Intrastructure?” Mark A. Calabria, Ph.D. is Director of Financial Regulation Studies at the Cato Institute. He was a member of the senior staff of the U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affair September 9, 2010 @ 12:03 pm http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/a-fannie-mae-for-intrastructure/]
The real rationale for an infrastructure bank is to transfer the risk of default away from investors, bankers and local/state governments onto the federal taxpayer, but to do so in such a manner that the taxpayer has no idea what they are on the hook for. If there are truly great projects out there that will pay their own way, then they should have no trouble getting private funding. Of course, we will be told that the bank will charge an interest rate sufficient to cover losses and that the taxpayer won’t be on the hook. Again, if it is charging an appropriate rate, then why does the bank need to be chartered (and backed) by the taxpayer? We’ve heard this story before…with Social Security, flood insurance, FHA, Fannie/Freddie…the list goes on, that all of these programs would pay their own way and never cost the taxpayer a dime. If there are truly outstanding infrastructure needs, then appropriate the money and pay for them. An infrastructure bank is just another way to allow Wall Street to line its pockets while leaving the risk with the taxpayer. If bankers aren’t willing to actually take the risks, then why exactly do we need them?
Private companies have the capability to fund NIB

Reuters 11 [“The Infrastructure Privatization Bank” By Cate Long SEPTEMBER 10, 2011 http://blogs.reuters.com/muniland/2011/09/10/the-infrastructure-privatization-bank/]
The horrific 2007 bridge collapse in Minneapolis is often used as the poster child to promote a national infrastructure bank. In 2007 there were 75,000 other bridges in America that had the same rating of “structurally deficient” as the Minneapolis bridge; the problem continues today. The need for massive spending on our roads and bridges is well understood by everyone. I think there is some misunderstanding though about the purpose of the proposed infrastructure bank. On the surface it appears to be an alternative source of funding for common transportation, water and energy projects. But its real purpose seems to be a means of spurring a large infrastructure privatization movement in the United States. Senate Resolution 652, sponsored by Senator Kerry of Massachusetts, would create the American Infrastructure Financing Authority. The AIFA would require that funded projects generate revenues to repay the loan to the infrastructure bank. For the Minneapolis bridge project to be funded it would have needed to be a toll bridge rather than a free bridge (or have a government entity repay the loan). It’s a PayGo Infrastructure Bank. Currently almost all American infrastructure is funded either through municipal bonds or federal funding. Even as federal funding has been constrained, municipal bond issuance has been very low this year, running at about half of last year’s rate. There is plenty of capacity to fund infrastructure with municipal bonds. From a funding standpoint it’s not clear why we need an infrastructure bank, especially a paygo infrastructure bank. The AIFA legislation is very specific about the type of projects that can be funded: Highway or road Bridge Mass transit Inland waterways Commercial ports Airports Air traffic control systems Passenger rail, including high-speed rail Freight rail systems The legislation seems to require public-private partnerships for funding. In the bill’s criteria for loan approval, there’s a preference for those projects which maximize private investment (page 41): “the extent to which the provision of assistance by AIFA maximizes the level of private investment in the infrastructure project or supports a public-private partnership, while providing a significant public benefit” Conceivably Warren Buffett’s Burlington Northern Santa Fe railroad could team up with a small municipality and receive below-market loans to fund improvement of their rail systems. There is a lot of gray area defining “public good” in the legislation and this makes way for many projects that might have a larger private component. The legislation also requires that projects have dedicated repayment sources (page 43): (3) DEDICATED REVENUE SOURCES.—The Federal credit instrument shall be repayable, in whole or in part, from tolls, user fees, or other dedicated revenue sources that also secure the infrastructure project obligations. The essence of the American Infrastructure Financing Authority is to use the full faith and credit of the U.S. government to loan funds at below-market rates to public-private partnerships — in other words, to privatize the cash flows from public assets. When you read the congressional testimony and materials about the proposed bank you always hear about the vast sums of private money waiting in the wings to be invested. When Robert Wolf, Chairman and CEO of UBS Americas and close confidant of President Obama, testified to the Senate Banking Committee last year he said: Preqin, a private equity industry consultant, estimates that there is over $180 billion dollars of private equity and pension fund capital focused on infrastructure equity investments. This capital can play an important role in bridging state and local budget gaps. There is no question that private money is interested in being used for loans to infrastructure projects and guaranteed by the federal government and taxpayers. It’s almost identical to senior bondholders who loaned money to too-big-to-fail banks. It’s the best setup for private money because there is no loss. Although McClatchy is reporting that Rep. John Mica, R-Fla., chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee is unenthusiastic about plans for an infrastructure bank, it’s likely that the Senator Kerry’s legislation will be adopted since it has support from the administration, the AFL-CIO and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. But it’s a pity that a project dressed as job creator will really be a vehicle to create privatized public assets. Our nation was founded and grew strong on the basis of our shared public infrastructure. It’s a shame that the American Infrastructure Financing Authority will be the agency in which ownership of public assets becomes private. 
High Speed Rail PIC – Competition
High speed rail is the number one component of NIB

MSNBC 11 [“Bank plan would help build bridges, boost jobs Bill gains traction, but foes fear another Fannie-Freddie disaster” : http://today.msnbc.msn.com/id/43606379/ns/today-today_news/t/bank-plan-would-help-build-bridges-boost-jobs/#.UBHtu7TUNNs]
Likosky said the support the BUILD Act has garnered so far has surprised almost everyone involved. “This infrastructure bank is the first thing on the table where we can start to talk about growing the economic pie, an approach toward moving toward prosperity," he said. Advocates say a national infrastructure bank could be the way to take on major projects, such as upgrading America’s power grid, repairing damaged roads and bridges and building high-speed rail lines, an idea that has been discussed for more than 40 years. High-speed rail High-speed rail has become something of a lightning rod issue. President Barack Obama has proposed spending $53 billion over six years to build high-speed rail lines in busy corridors across the country, an idea endorsed as recently as two weeks ago by the United States Conference of Mayors. House Republicans have criticized the plan, saying private investment, not government spending, should be used to build the rail systems, Reuters reported. America is one of the last industrialized countries in the world without high-speed rail and will only get it built through public-private partnerships such as those encouraged by a national infrastructure bank, said Andy Kunz, the president of the US High-Speed Rail Association. The group has been pushing for a 17,000-mile national high-speed rail network run on electricity to be completed by 2030. “Nearly every country in the world has come to us and said they have money to invest in our high-speed rail system in the U.S.,” he said. Kunz said a national infrastructure bank would simplify the process of building a rail network because it would simplify the steps and the number of people needed to approve it. "The bank would focus on the project as the number one issue, rather than constituents and politics as the number one focus," he said. Opponents of the BUILD Act question this supposed political neutrality. One skeptic is Rep. John Mica, R-Fla., chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, whose support of the bill is considered critical. “The Senate proposal empowers Washington decision-making and administrative earmarks,” he wrote in an e-mail. “We plan to give states more authority and take approval out of federal hands by empowering state infrastructure banks.” There are currently a handful of state infrastructure banks, although it’s more difficult for them to cross state borders and bring municipalities together to fund national-scale projects. Opponents also point to public-private infrastructure projects that have drawn public criticism, such as the $3.8 billion Indiana Toll Road, which was leased to foreign private investors. Advertise | AdChoices 
NIB would fund High Speed Rail

Braley 11 (Bruce Braley, U.S. Representative (D) for Iowa's 1st Congressional District, Braley Calls on Obama to Invest in Nation's Infrastructure, 9/12/11, U.S. House of Representatives) 

A National Infrastructure Bank would create jobs and improve America’s aging infrastructure.  This plan would leverage both public and private dollars to improve our roads, bridges, tunnels and water systems, while building the 21st century high-speed rail systems, smart energy grids, and broadband lines into rural and disadvantaged communities that we need to compete with other economic power centers around the world.  This public-private partnership would lower America’s high unemployment and it would rebuild our middle class while strengthening businesses around the country.  Therefore, we strongly urge you to include the creation of a National Infrastructure Bank as part of your job creation plan.
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