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A. States are taking the lead on Transportation now – Federal Intervention Guts Effectiveness

Thomasson ’12 (Scott Thomasson, President, NewBuild Strategies LLC. "Council on Foreign Relations." Council on Foreign Relations. N.p., n.d. Web. 24 June 2012. <http://www.cfr.org/infrastructure/encouraging-us-infrastructure-investment/p27771>.)
There is no shortage of good proposals to encourage infrastructure investment. For example, President Obama has endorsed the idea of creating a national infrastructure bank to leverage federal funds and encourage PPPs. Bipartisan negotiations in the Senate produced a bill for a scaled-down version of the bank, focused on low-cost federal loans to supplement state financing and private capital. The bill is not supported by House Republican leaders, however, and is unlikely to pass this year. There are also important transportation reforms in both pending highway bills where Republicans and Democrats are on common ground: expanding the popular Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) loan program, streamlining the Department of Transportation bureaucracy to speed approval of new projects, and eliminating congressional earmarks—a huge step toward smarter project selection based on merit rather than political interests. But if the highway bill does not pass, none of these reforms will happen. States are already looking at new ways to finance infrastructure as federal funding becomes uncertain and their own budgets are strained. More states rely on PPPs to share the costs and risks of new projects, and they are finding new sources of nontax revenues to fund investments, like tolling and higher utility rates. But at the same time, federal regulations and tax laws often prevent states from taking advantage of creative methods to finance projects. Federal programs designed to facilitate innovative state financing are underfunded, backlogged, or saddled with dysfunctional application processes. Many of these obstacles can be removed by adjusting regulations and tax rules to empower states to use the tools already available to them, and by better managing federal credit programs that have become so popular with states and private investors. In cases where modest reforms can make more financing solutions possible, good ideas should not be held hostage to "grand bargains" on big legislation like the highway bill or the failed 2010 energy bill. Congress should take up smaller proposals that stand a chance of passing both houses this year—incremental steps that can unlock billions of dollars in additional investments without large federal costs. Any proposals hoping to win Republican support in the House need to have a limited impact on the federal deficit and focus on reducing, rather than expanding, federal regulations and bureaucracy. Some progress can also be achieved by circumventing Congress entirely with executive branch action.
B. Federal Transportation Infrastructure Spending Guts Federalism – it’s a state issue
Horowitz 12 (Daniel Horowitz, writer for Red State, 1-19-12, “Devolve Transportation Spending to States,” http://www.redstate.com/dhorowitz3/2012/01/19/devolve-transportation-spending-to-states/) GZ

One of the numerous legislative deadlines that Congress will be forced to confront this session is the expiration of the 8th short-term extension of the 2005 surface transportation authorization law (SAFETEA-LU). With federal transportation spending growing beyond its revenue source, an imbalance between donor and recipient states, inefficient and superfluous construction projects popping up all over the country, and burdensome mass transit mandates on states, it is time to inject some federalism into transportation spending. Throughout the presidential campaign, many of the candidates have expressed broad views of state’s rights, while decrying the expansion of the federal government. In doing so, some of the candidates have expressed the conviction that states have the right to implement tyranny or pick winners and losers, as long as the federal government stays out of it. Romneycare and state subsidies for green energy are good examples. The reality is that states don’t have rights; they certainly don’t have the power to impose tyranny on citizens by forcing them to buy health insurance or regulating the water in their toilet bowels – to name a few. They do, however, reserve powers under our federalist system of governance to implement legitimate functions of government. A quintessential example of such a legitimate power is control over transportation and infrastructure spending. The Highway Trust Fund was established in 1956 to fund the Interstate Highway System (IHS). The fund, which is administered by the DOT’s Federal Highway Administration, has been purveyed by the federal gasoline tax, which now stands at 18.4 cents per gallon (24.4 for diesel fuel). Beginning in 1983, Congress began siphoning off some of the gas tax revenue for the great liberal sacred cow; the urban mass transit system. Today, mass transit receives $10.2 billion in annual appropriations, accounting for a whopping 20% of transportation spending. Additionally, the DOT mandates that states use as much as 10% of their funding for all sorts of local pork projects, such as bike paths and roadside flowers. As a result of the inefficiencies and wasteful mandates of our top-down approach to transportation spending, trust fund outlays have exceeded its revenue source by an average of $12 billion per year, even though the IHS – the catalyst for the gasoline tax – has been completed for 20 years. In 2008, the phantom trust fund was bailed out with $35 billion in general revenue, and has been running a deficit for the past few years. Congress has not passed a 6-year reauthorization bill since 2005, relying on a slew of short-term extensions, the last of which is scheduled to expire on March 31. Short-term funding is no way to plan for long-term infrastructure projects. In their alacrity to gobble up the short-term money before it runs out, state and local governments tend to use the funds on small time and indivisible projects, such as incessant road repaving, instead of better planned long-term projects. It’s time for a long-term solution, one which will inject much-needed federalism and free-market solutions into our inefficient and expensive transportation policy. It is time to abolish the Highway Trust Fund and its accompanying federal gasoline tax. Twenty years after the completion of the IHS, we must devolve all transportation authority to the states, with the exception of projects that are national in scope. Each state should be responsible for its own projects, including maintenance for its share of the IHS. Free of the burden of shouldering special interest pork projects of other states, each state would levy its own state gas tax to purvey its own transportation needs. If a state wants a robust mass transit system or pervasive bike lanes, let the residents of that state decide whether they want to pay for it. That is true federalism in action. The most prudent legislation that would transition responsibility for transportation spending back to the states is Rep. Scott Garrett’s STATE Act (HR 1737). Under this legislation, all states would have the option to opt out of the federal transportation system and keep 16.4 cents of their federal gasoline tax contribution. States would have the ability to use that money to raise their state gasoline tax and direct those funds more efficiently for their own needs. States would be free to use the funds for vital needs, instead of incessant repaving projects that are engendered by short-term federal stimulus grants, and which cause unnecessary traffic juggernauts. States could then experiment with new innovations and free-market solutions that open up infrastructure projects to the private sector. The Tenth Amendment is not just a flag-waving principle; it works in the real world. It takes a lot of impudence on the part of the President to blame Republicans for crumbling infrastructure. It is his support for a failed central government system that is stifling the requisite innovations that are needed to deal with state and local problems. There is no issue that is more appropriate for state solutions than transportation spending. Every Republican member should co-sponsor the STATE ACT so we can put an end to three decades of flushing transportation down the toilet. Also, with the news that Rick Perry will head up Newt Gingrich’s Tenth Amendment initiatives, this might be a good time to advocate for federalist solutions in transportation and infrastructure. When Obama starts ascribing blame for our “crumbling infrastructure” during his State of the Union Address, Perry and Gingrich should use their megaphone to pin the blame on the donkey’s stranglehold over the transportation needs of states. With only two months until the authorization for the federal gas tax expires, most other proposals will only further entrench the power of the federal government. Call your members of Congress and ask them to co-sponsor Scott Garrett’s HR 1737 and stand for bold conservative solutions.

C. Federalism is key to preventing violence, secessions, and rebellions—prefer empirical studies
Lawoti, 09- Professor of Political Science at Western Michigan University (Mahendra, “Federalism for Nepal”, Telegraph Nepal, 3/18, http://www.telegraphnepal.com/backup/telegraph/news_det.php?news_id=5041)//MC 

Cross-national studies covering over 100 countries have shown that federalism minimizes violent conflicts whereas unitary structures are more apt to exacerbate ethnic conflicts. Frank S. Cohen (1997) analyzed ethnic conflicts and inter-governmental organizations over nine 5-year –periods (1945-1948 and 1985-1989) among 223 ethnic groups in 100 countries. He found that federalism generates increases in the incidence of protests (low-level ethnic conflicts) but stifles the development of rebellions (high-level conflicts). Increased access to institutional power provided by federalism leads to more low-level conflicts because local groups mobilize at the regional level to make demands on the regional governments. The perceptions that conflicts occur in federal structure is not entirely incorrect. But the conflicts are low-level and manageable ones. Often, these are desirable conflicts because they are expressions of disadvantaged groups and people for equality and justice, and part of a process that consolidates democracy. In addition, they also let off steam so that the protests do not turn into rebellions. As the demands at the regional levels are addressed, frustrations do not build up. It checks abrupt and severe outburst. That is why high levels of conflicts are found less in federal countries. On the other hand, Cohen found high levels of conflicts in unitary structures and centralized politics. According to Cohen (1997:624): Federalism moderates politics by expanding the opportunity for victory. The increase in opportunities for political gain comes from the fragmentation/dispersion of policy-making power… the compartmentalizing character of federalism also assures cultural distinctiveness by offering dissatisfied ethnic minorities proximity to public affairs. Such close contact provides a feeling of both control and security that an ethnic group gains regarding its own affairs. In general, such institutional proximity expands the opportunities for political participation, socialization, and consequently, democratic consolidation. Saidmeman, Lanoue, Campenini, and Stanton’s (2002: 118) findings also support Cohen’s analysis that federalism influences peace and violent dissent differently. They used Minority at Risk Phase III dataset and investigated 1264 ethnic groups. According to Saideman et al. (2002:118-120): Federalism reduces the level of ethnic violence. In a federal structure, groups at the local level can influence many of the issues that matter dearly to them- education, law enforcement, and the like. Moreover, federal arrangements reduce the chances that any group will realize its greatest nightmare: having its culture, political and educational institutions destroyed by a hostile national majority. These broad empirical studies support the earlier claims of Lijphart, Gurr, and Horowitz that power sharing and autonomy granting institutions can foster peaceful accommodation and prevent violent conflicts among different groups in culturally plural societies. Lijphart (1977:88), in his award winning book Democracy in Plural Societies, argues that "Clear boundaries between the segments of a plural society have the advantage of limiting mutual contacts and consequently of limiting the chances of ever-present potential antagonisms to erupt into actual hostility". This is not to argue for isolated or closed polities, which is almost impossible in a progressively globalizing world. The case is that when quite distinct and self-differentiating cultures come into contact, antagonism between them may increase. Compared to federal structure, unitary structure may bring distinct cultural groups into intense contact more rapidly because more group members may stay within their regions of traditional settlements under federal arrangements whereas unitary structure may foster population movement. Federalism reduces conflicts because it provides autonomy to groups. Disputants within federal structures or any mechanisms that provide autonomy are better able to work out agreements on more specific issues that surface repeatedly in the programs of communal movement (Gurr 1993:298-299). Autonomy agreements have helped dampen rebellions by Basques in Spain, the Moros in the Philippines, the Miskitos in Nicaragua, the people of Bangladesh’s Chittagong Hill Tracts and the affairs of Ethiopia, among others (Gurr 1993:3190) The Indian experiences are also illustrative. Ghosh (1998) argues that India state manged many its violent ethnic conflicts by creating new states (Such as Andhra Pradesh, Gujurat, Punjab, Harayana, Arunachal Pradesh, Goa, Himachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Mizoram and Nagaland) and autonomous councils (Such as Darjeeling Gorkha Hill Council, Bodoland Autonomous Council, and Jharkhand Area autonomous Council, Leh Autonomous Hill Development Council). The basic idea, according to Ghosh (1998:61), was to devolve powers to make the ethnic/linguistic groups feel that their identity was being respected by the state. By providing autonomy, federalism also undermines militant appeals. Because effective autonomy provides resources and institutions through which groups can make significant progress toward their objectives, many ethnic activities and supporters of ethnic movements are engaged through such arrangements. Thus it builds long-term support for peaceful solutions and undermines appeals to militant action (Gurr 1993:303). Policies of regional devolution in France, Spain and Italy, on the other hand, demonstrate that establishing self-managing autonomous regions can be politically and economically less burdensome for central states than keeping resistant peoples in line by force: autonomy arrangements have transformed destructive conflicts in these societies into positive interregional competition". Federalism for Nepal Federalism is essential in plural countries like Nepal because it provides cultural autonomy to different cultural groups within a country. By allowing ethnic groups to govern themselves in cultural and developmental matters, it lessens their conflicts with the central state. Many of the conflicts of the identity movements are in cultural issues like religion, language, education and so on. Once regional governments are established, either the contesting parties from their own governments at the regional level, and decides in those matters, and/or influence the outcome because their proportional presence at the regional level is more than in the national level. Thus, many ethnic and linguistic groups can effectively put more pressure to the regional governments. Under unitary system, numerous regionally concentrated groups have not been able to put pressure on the central government because their population and voice are small at the central context. Even if they are not, their nature will become different. Some of the conflicts will be regionally focussed. Hence, many of the conflicts will decrease in intensity and strength at the central level. The bureaucracy will also increasingly reflect the regional composition because the regional governments would hire local people in the administration. Bureaucrats with knowledge of local languages and specific local problems will be able to provide relatively more efficient administration. This will also reduce conflicts. Inclusion of more ethnic members into regional politics and administration will ensure more public politics directed toward regional needs, instead of irrelevant policies directed by the center. This will contribute to reducing conflicts arising out of mal-distribution of resources. If minorities want some form of autonomy to protect and promote their culture, develop their people and regions, and self-determine their future, they are likely to struggle for it unless some autonomy is provided. The struggle might take different form in different periods due to varying circumstances. Even if unfavorable circumstances may lead to non-actions during some periods, favorable conditions for mobilizations in other periods may lead to more activities, perhaps in violent ways. The growth of ethnic movements in Nepal after 1990 is an example. Thus, to address the conflicts arising out of issues of identity and cultural rights that are inherent human aspirations, autonomy is essential. Granting of federalism would in all likelihood bring an end to ethnic insurgencies like the Khambuwan Mukti Morcha because it meets their major demand. It will also prevent the possibilities of other ethnic insurgencies with demand for federalism. Territorial federalism can work for the benefit of large ethnic groups concentrated regionally but may not be able to address problems of the numerous low populated ethnic groups or groups that are not concentrated because they may not form majorities anywhere. For these groups, non-territorial federalism, as in Belgium, Austria etc. may address their needs. In non-territorial federalism, members of ethnic groups have rights to decide about their culture, education, language and so on by electing councils who have jurisdiction over cultural, social and developmental realms. The problems of the dalit and small ethnic groups can be addressed through non-territorial federalism. Federalism and its critics in Nepal The dominant group in Nepal often argues against federalism by raising the fear of secession. I have argued elsewhere that this fear is misplaced. In demanding only a few of the rights that mainly deal with cultural and social issues, the minority groups acknowledge that advantages of staying within the existing nation-state. On the other hand, devolution helps to avert separatism because granting of devolution meets substantial demand of the minorities. However, power has to be devolved in ways that make the state and minorities perceive benefit form it. Large numbers of ethnic groups with small population further minimize the secessionist possibilities in Nepal, if any. The lack of resources and difficult topography of settlement in may cases make the creation and sustenance of smaller independent nations difficult, more so when the groups are in a state of under development. On the other hand, experience elsewhere demonstrates that absence of autonomy may lead to secessionist movements. Federalism was considered "slippery" in the 60s in Sri Lanka when the Tamils demanded autonomy. Today, autonomy does not satisfy the demands of the movement that arouse out of its denial (Stepan 1999). Hence federalism, in fact, may contribute in keeping a country together by satisfying communities have power over themselves, there is less need to secede; hence, a federal structure can keep different communities united within a nation-state framework. Where cultural autonomy has not been provided, many countries have seceded or are undergoing civil war or violent ethnic conflicts. Many in Nepal ignorantly argue that a small country like Nepal does not need a federal structure. However, federal countries like Belgium, Switzerland, Israel, Papua New Guinea, Holland and Austria have less population than Nepal. This belies the widespread fallacy that ‘small’ country like Nepal does not require federalism. The difficult geographic terrain and the problems of transportation and communication, on the other hand, make Nepal effectively larger than its area and population indicates. The perception that Nepal is a small country is due to its sandwiched position between the world’s two most populous countries. In terms of real and effective population, geography and cultural diversity, Nepal is not a small country. In fact, it is the 40th populous country among 227 countries in the world as of 2002 (US Census Bureau 2002). Federalism in not only in the interests if the marginalized groups, however. It is also in the interests of the dominant community because it lessens the underlying reasons for conflicts. Conflicts are more costly to the privilege sections of the society; hence as a toll for lessening the conflicts, federalism can serve the interests of the dominant community as well. Excerpts from the book "Nepal Tomorrow: Voices and visions" edited by D.B. Gurung.
D. And, it’s modeled world-wide [time permitting]
Calabresi 95 –Associate Professor at Northwestern University School of Law- (Steven, "Symposium: Reflections On United States V. Lopez: "A Government Of Limited And Enumerated Powers": In Defense Of United States V. Lopez," Michigan Law Review, December 1995, Lexis)

At the same time, U.S.-style constitutional federalism has become the order of the day in an extraordinarily large number of  [*760]  very important countries, some of which once might have been thought of as pure nation-states. Thus, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Republic of Austria, the Russian Federation, Spain, India, and Nigeria all have decentralized power by adopting constitutions that are significantly more federalist than the ones they replaced. Many other nations that had been influenced long ago by American federalism have chosen to retain and formalize their federal structures. Thus, the federalist constitutions of Australia, Canada, Brazil, Argentina, and Mexico, for example, all are basically alive and well today. As one surveys the world in 1995, American-style federalism of some kind or another is everywhere triumphant, while the forces of nationalism, although still dangerous, seem to be contained or in retreat. The few remaining highly centralized democratic nation-states like Great Britain, France, and Italy all face serious secessionist or devolutionary crises.  Other highly centralized nation-states, like China, also seem ripe for a federalist, as well as a democratic, change. Even many existing federal and confederal entities seem to face serious pressure to devolve power further than they have done so far: thus, Russia, Spain, Canada, and Belgium all have very serious devolutionary or secessionist movements of some kind. Indeed, secessionist pressure has been so great that some federal structures recently have collapsed under its weight, as has happened in Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and the former Soviet Union.

2NC Uniqueness Wall
Transportation administration is being delegated to states now
Hou, 10- University of Georgia - Department of Public Administration and Policy (Yilin, “Substantiation of Transportation Infrastructure – Patterns of Governance and Public Finance in Development: An Analytical Comparison of the United States and China”, Social Science Research Network, 12/23, http://ssrn.com/abstract=1744123)//MC

While federal transportation aid is important, state governments have the primary responsibility for selecting, funding, and implementing most transportation projects in the United States. State departments of transportation (DOT) are the major administrative organization managing government surface transportation programs.18 State DOT in many states carry out multi-year transportation plans19 and will work closely with the state governor to develop a list of capital projects to be included in the state government CIP. State legislatures are often very actively involved in decisions related to transportation capital projects because of the potential benefits to their constituency. The result of political compromise is typically a spreading of transportation funding across the whole state, rather than concentrating funds in high traffic areas. In summary, the federal DOT and state DOT play an important planning and implementation role but transportation decision making in the United States is ultimately in the hands of legislative bodies. The political reality of passing infrastructure development in a representative democracy often lead to wide dispersal of transportation projects. 

Obama “progressive federalism,” gives the state significantly greater authority

NYT 09(“Obama Seems to Be Open to a Broader Role for States,” New York Times, 1/29/2009, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/01/30/us/politics/30federal.html?_r=1)//JM

The Obama administration seems to be open to a movement known as “progressive federalism,” in which governors and activist state attorneys general have been trying to lead the way on environmental initiatives, consumer protection and other issues, several constitutional experts say. A recent decision by President Obama that could open the way for California and other states to set their own limits on greenhouse gases from cars and trucks represents a shift in the delicate and often acrimonious relationship between the federal government and the states, legal experts say, possibly signaling a new view of federalism. “I think it’s quite significant,” said Samuel Issacharoff, a professor of constitutional law at New York University law school. “It shows the Obama administration’s more benign view of government intervention,” Professor Issacharoff said, and “may indicate a spirit of cooperative federalism” in which Washington will look to the states for new ideas and even a measure of guidance. Tom Miller, the attorney general of Iowa, who met with the transition team in December to discuss federalism and other issues, said he believed the Obama administration would “usher in a new era in federal-state relations.” Members of the new administration, Mr. Miller said, “are open to what we’re talking about, what we’re thinking.” They also appreciate, he said, the fact that state attorneys general often achieve a level of bipartisan cooperation when they band together to pursue lawsuits.

Sovereignty has been transferring to the states for the last several decades

Harkness -Senior policy adviser to the Pew Center on the States- 12 (Peter, January 2012, “What Brand of Federalism Is Next?” http://www.governing.com/columns/potomac-chronicle/gov-col-what-brand-of-federalism-is-next.html, HL) 

In Governing’s first issue almost 25 years ago, John Herbers, who had just retired as a national correspondent for The New York Times, wrote a cover story heralding the advent of a largely unplanned, unpredicted new federalism, where more responsibility and authority were being devolved down to the states and their localities as the Reagan administration reduced the federal imprint on American governance. State and local management capacity had improved substantially, he wrote, since Washington had relied on those bureaucracies to manage federal money rather than expand its own. States and localities raised as much in new taxes as the administration had cut. And perhaps most surprising in the context of what we are experiencing today, there had been “a sharp decline in ideological or partisan divisions among state and local public officials, a result of the growing belief among Democrats and Republicans alike that certain public outlays for social and economic programs are likely to save money in the long run.” Indeed, coming out of the recession of 1980-82, states in the subsequent four years grew their revenues by one-third, to $228 billion. And that didn’t include mushrooming cash inflows from nontax sources like lotteries, which had expanded into a majority of the states. Because the national economy was humming along quite nicely and the tax base had significantly expanded, state and local governments experienced what would be an almost three-decade run of solid increases in tax revenue -- interrupted slightly by two mild recessions. 
Federal role diminishing now
Patten 3/22

(“3/22/2012  Infrastructure Funding: What Now?,” pg online @ http://www.truckinginfo.com/fleet-management/news-detail.asp?news_id=76392&news_category_id=149 //um-ef)

Third, the fight over how to solve these problems will revolve not just around the details of how to raise money and fix the system, but also around deeply held philosophical differences over the role of the federal government. There is a political divide between those who believe the government is, in fact, there to help and those who believe the private sector is better suited to the task. To address these issues, the commission recommended reforms to restore public trust in the governing and funding processes, as well as massive increases in investments from a variety of sources, including fuel taxes. Restoring trust The investment increases are not going to happen this time around. The House and Senate are scrounging for enough loose change to keep funding at current levels for either five years, in the House bill, or two years, in the Senate bill. Both bills, however, contain significant structural reforms that are aimed at restoring public trust. They eliminate earmarks, the mechanism by which individual legislators direct federal spending on local projects. Most earmarks went to legitimate projects that reflected the wishes and needs of local constituents. Some, however, were wasteful. Just as bad, the process was opaque to the public. The term became an epithet signifying reckless spending at best or outright corruption at worst. The classic example was the $398 million Gravina Island Bridge in Alaska, an earmark by the Alaska congressional delegation, which became known as the Bridge to Nowhere because it would serve just a small airport and a town of about 50 souls. It became a symbol of the loss of trust in federal highway investment during the 2008 presidential election. Both bills consolidate the profusion of programs at the Department of Transportation, the Senate paring some 90 programs down to less than 30 and the House consolidating or eliminating almost 70 programs. The idea is to streamline the bureaucracy and make it more efficient. Both give states more control over money set aside for enhancement projects, such as bike paths and beautification. This would help temper complaints that the system takes money from, say, bridge repair, to spend on non-highway projects.

The Obama administration has been allowing for greater state authority.

Conlan & Posner, 11- Professor of Government and Politics at George Mason University and Director of Centers on the Public Service at George Mason University (TIMOTHY J. CONLAN and PAUL L. POSNER, “Inflection Point? Federalism and the Obama Administration”, The State of American Federalism 2010–2011, 6/7, http://publius.oxfordjournals.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/41/3/421.full)//MC

Over the past fifty years, mandates and preemptions have become major tools relied on by Congress and the president to project national priorities and objectives throughout the intergovernmental system. During the Obama administration, continued use of prescriptive federal strategies was highlighted in such major areas as health care reform and climate change proposals. As in the case of fiscal federalism, however, the Obama administration’s record in regulatory federalism has been more nuanced than simple mandates and prescriptions. Health care reform entailed major federal subsidies and allowed states to opt out of certain provisions. Moreover, the administration made a noticeable shift in providing for greater state authority under federal preemption programs. This complex record is examined in the following section.
2NC Impact Overview 

Secession escalates to global nuclear war. 

Kamal Shehadi, Research Associate at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1993, Ethnic Self-Determination and the Break-Up of States, p. 81-82 //ef)
This paper has argued that self-determination conflicts have direct adverse consequences on international security. As they begin to tear nuclear states apart, the likelihood of nuclear weapons falling into the hands of individuals or groups willing to use them, or to trade them to others, will reach frightening levels. This likelihood increases if a conflict over self-determination escalates into a war between two nuclear states. The Russian Federation and Ukraine may fight over the Crimea and the Donbass area; and India and Pakistan may fight over Kashmir. Ethnic conflicts may also spread both within a state and from one state to the next.
Federalism Prevents War and Promotes Peace

Calabresi 95 – Associate Professor at Northwestern University School of Law

(Steven G., “‘A Government Of Limited And Enumerated Powers’: In Defense Of United States V. Lopez,” Michigan Law Review, Dec, 94 Mich. L. Rev. 752, pg lexis//um-ef)
Small state federalism is a big part of what keeps the peace in countries like the United States and Switzerland. It is a big part of the reason why we do not have a Bosnia or a Northern Ireland or a Basque country or a Chechnya or a Corsica or a Quebec problem. 51 American federalism in the end is not a trivial matter or a quaint historical anachronism. American-style federalism is a thriving and vital institutional arrangement - partly planned by the Framers, partly the accident of history - and it prevents violence and war. It prevents religious warfare, it prevents secessionist warfare, and it prevents racial warfare. It is part of the reason why democratic majoritarianism in the United States has not produced violence or secession for 130 years, unlike the situation for example, in England, France, Germany, Russia, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Cyprus, or Spain. There is nothing in the U.S. Constitution that is more important or that has done more to promote peace, prosperity, and freedom than the federal structure of that great document. There is nothing in the U.S. Constitution that should absorb more completely the attention of the U.S. Supreme Court. So far, I have focused on the advantages of American-style small-state federalism in defusing centrifugal devolutionary tendencies, alleviating majority tyranny, and accentuating crosscutting social cleavages. But what about the advantages of international federalism; what are the ad- [*771] vantages of consolidating states into larger federal entities, as happened in North America in 1787 or in Europe in 1957? A first and obvious advantage is that consolidation reduces the threat of war. Because war usually occurs when two or more states compete for land or other resources, a reduction in the number of states also will reduce the likelihood of war. This result is especially true if the reduction in the number of states eliminates land boundaries between states that are hard to police, generate friction and border disputes, and that may require large standing armies to defend. In a brilliant article, Professor Akhil Amar has noted the importance of this point to both to the Framers of our Constitution and to President Abraham Lincoln. 52 Professor Amar shows that they believed a Union of States was essential in North America because otherwise the existence of land boundaries would lead here - as it had in Europe - to the creation of standing armies and ultimately to war. 53 The Framers accepted the old British notion that it was Britain's island situation that had kept her free of war and, importantly, free of a standing army that could be used to oppress the liberties of the people in a way that the British navy never could. These old geostrategic arguments for federalist consolidation obviously hold true today and played a role in the forming of the European Union, the United Nations, and almost every other multinational federation or alliance that has been created since 1945. Sometimes the geostrategic argument is expanded to become an argument for a multinational defensive alliance, like NATO, against a destabilizing power, like the former Soviet Union. In this variation, international federalism is partly a means of providing for the common defense and partly a means of reducing the likelihood of intra-alliance warfare in order to produce a united front against the prime military threat. Providing for the common defense, though, is itself a second and independent reason for forming international federations. It was a motivation for the formation of the U.S. federation in 1787 and, more recently, the European Union. A third related advantage is that international federations can undertake a host of governmental activities in which there are significant economies of scale. This is one reason why federations can provide better for the common defense than can their constituent parts. Intercontinental ballistic missiles, nuclear-powered aircraft [*772] carriers and submarines, and B-2 stealth bombers tend to be expensive. Economies of scale make it cheaper for fifty states to produce one set of these items than it would be for fifty states to try to produce fifty sets. This is true even without factoring in the North American regional tensions that would be created if this continent had to endure the presence of fifty nuclear minipowers, assuming that each small state could afford to own at least one Hiroshima-sized nuclear bomb. Important governmental economies of scale obtain in other areas, as well, however, going well beyond national defense. For example, there are important economies of scale to the governmental provision of space programs, scientific and biomedical research programs, the creation of transportation infrastructure, and even the running of some kinds of income and wealth redistribution programs. A fourth and vital advantage to international federations is that they can promote the free movement of goods and labor both among the components of the federation by reducing internal transaction costs and internationally by providing a unified front that reduces the costs of collective action when bargaining with other federations and nations. This reduces the barriers to an enormous range of utility-maximizing transactions thereby producing an enormous increase in social wealth. Many federations have been formed in part for this reason, including the United States, the European Union, and the British Commonwealth, as well as all the trade-specific "federations" like the GATT and NAFTA. A fifth advantage to international federations is that they can help regulate externalities that may be generated by the policies and laws of one member state upon other member states. As I explain in more detail below, these externalities can be both negative and positive, 54 and, in both situations, some type of federal or international action may sometimes be appropriate. A well-known example of a problematic negative externality that could call for federal or international intervention occurs when one state pollutes the air or water of another and refuses to stop because all the costs of its otherwise beneficial action accrue to its neighbor. 55 [*773] Sixth and finally, 56 an advantage to international federation is that it may facilitate the protection of individual human rights. For reasons Madison explained in the Federalist Ten, 57 large governmental structures may be more sensitive than smaller governmental structures to the problems of abuse of individual and minority rights. 58 Remote federal legislatures or courts, like the U.S. Congress and Supreme Court, sometimes can protect important individual rights when national or local entities might be unable to do so. 59 As I have explained elsewhere, this argument remains a persuasive part of the case for augmented federal powers. 60 Some of the best arguments for centripetal international federalism, then, resemble some of the best arguments for centrifugal devolutionary federalism: in both cases - and for differing reasons - federalism helps prevent bloodshed and war. It is no wonder, then, that we live in an age of federalism at both the international and subnational level. Under the right circumstances, federalism can help to promote peace, prosperity, and happiness. It can alleviate the threat of majority tyranny - which is the central flaw of democracy. In some situations, it can reduce the visibility of dangerous social fault lines, thereby preventing bloodshed and violence. This necessarily brief comparative, historical, and empirical survey of the world's experience with federalism amply demonstrates the benefits at least of American-style small-state federalism. 61 In light of this evidence, the United States would be foolish indeed to abandon its federal system. [*774] 

*****Uniqueness*****

Uniq: Federalism on the Rise

Federalism on the rise-Obama’s new approach gives states greater fiscal discretion 

Harkness, 12- founder and publisher emeritus of GOVERNING and senior policy adviser to the Pew Center on the States(Peter, “What Brand of Federalism Is Next?,” GOVERNING, Jan 2012, http://www.governing.com/columns/potomac-chronicle/gov-col-what-brand-of-federalism-is-next.html)//JM

In this atmosphere, the Obama administration has pursued a very unique mixture of collaborative and coercive strategies in dealing with states and localities, making it hard to define just what kind of federalism we’re seeing. The health-care, education and financial regulation reform bills, the climate change proposal and the massive financial stimulus bill all represented an aggressive use of federal power, some of it unprecedented and some pre-empting state regulations. But there was a difference: Collaboration and sensitivity to state prerogatives was built into the mix. In an analysis in the publication Publius by political scientists Paul Posner and Tim Conlan of George Mason University, the authors noted that “the most significant feature of Obama’s approach to intergovernmental relations thus far may be his hybrid model of federal policy innovation and leadership, which mixes money, mandates and flexibility in new and distinctive ways.” Under this “nuanced federalism,” plenty of carrots are mixed in with the sticks. Even with the health-care reform plan, they noted, progressive states were allowed to exceed minimum federal standards and conservative ones could avoid participating in almost any facet of the system, using the feds as a backstop. By most accounts, both from the federal officials who ran it and the state and local officials they worked with, the massive Recovery Act stimulus effort was an extraordinarily successful collaboration between all three levels of government. States enjoyed unusual flexibility in how they spent much of the billions in funding the act provided, and Washington was able to rely on a state and local infrastructure to get the cash out the door fast. So what brand of federalism will we see next? Will it be the kind John Herbers foresaw as Governing was launched? Or will a mixture of this crippling recession, massive cutbacks in discretionary federal spending, and continued political dysfunction at the national and state levels render the system paralyzed? I’m hoping for the former, but can’t say that I’m too optimistic.
Federalism rising in the US- flypaper effect

Kelley 12 -Staff Writer at the Arkansas Gazette- (Dana D., “Federalism needs a revival,” June 8th, 2012, LexisNexis, HL)
 The Federalist Papers figured prominently in the ratification of the Constitution, with its notable authors (James Madison and Alexander Hamilton, for the most part) making well-reasoned arguments and good-faith promises to the people about the principles of federalism. But mention "federalism" in your popular circles today and it comes across as modern as powdered wigs. Indeed, just as the youngsters of today can't imagine life without cell phones and the Internet, the next generation of Americans may well be incapable of understanding federalism as conceived by our Founders. Even today, the citizenry at large yawns when federalism is openly assaulted, and sometimes cluelessly cheers the onslaught on. In 2005, for example, only one state-Louisiana-depended on federal revenue for more than 40 percent of its state budget. As of last year, 11 other states were more than 40 percent dependent, and another 16 states relied on Washington as their primary revenue source. On the D.C.-dependency scale, Arkansas settles pretty much in the middle, at number 24, with 35 percent of our revenue derived from the federal wellspring. State entanglement with Washington has been no accident. The number of federal aid-to-state programs has more than tripled in the last quarter-century, from 335 in 1985 to 1,122 in 2010. A study from the Mercatus Center at George Mason University confirmed the "flypaper effect"-a term used by economists referring to the idea that federal money causes states to adopt additional taxation and spending. The 2010 study calculated that federal aid prompts a future state tax increase of between 33 and 42 cents for each federal dollar. Local future taxes and fees added another 23 to 46 cents on top of that. In Arkansas, the federal government is the third-largest employer, behind the state government and Wal-Mart. Federal aid is never without strings, and when states aren't voluntarily signing away bits of their sovereignty for D.C. dollars, the federal courts are eroding the diversity of governance that is the hallmark of federalism. California's Proposition 8 is a prime example of robed justices stepping forward to stamp out federalism. In a federalist government, California may want to ban gay marriage, but New Hampshire may not-and that's okay. The fact that each of the 50 states can ban, embrace or wind up somewhere in between is the genius of federalism, and the cornerstone of self-government. Why should California voters' opinions on the issue affect Arkansas voters? Originally conceived, it shouldn't. But every special interest sports its own attack-dog pack of advocates these days, and their goal is to make their narrow view the "law of the land." The Constitution explicitly outlined matters eligible for "law of the land" regulation by Congress, and marriage was not among them. Even colonial farmers saw the potential for abuse-and vocally feared a meddling national government that wouldn't stop at the Constitution's restrictions. James Madison answered such criticisms in The Federalist No. 45, explaining the division of powers this way: "The powers delegated by the proposed Constitution to the federal government are few and defined. Those which are to remain in the State governments are numerous and indefinite. The former will be exercised principally on external objects, as war, peace, negotiation, and foreign commerce; with which last the power of taxation will, for the most part, be connected. The powers reserved to the several States will extend to all the objects which, in the ordinary course of affairs, concern the lives, liberties, and properties of the people, and the internal order, improvement, and prosperity of the State." That's a pretty straightforward presentation of constitutional intent, and a pretty far cry from where both political parties have wandered in recent decades. Under that original limited-government concept, it would be unthinkable that federal funds would ever overwhelm state budgets-and the fact that it has now happened must make us think very hard about its implications. The American experiment with federalism has always been unique because it recognizes that the capacity for self-government is inversely related to the centralization of power. Local self-government provides the most liberty to the most people, because citizens in various locales can want and achieve different things. Every time the one-size-fits-all national government declares a " right" over something that the Constitution reserves to the states (like marriage), it reduces liberty for all for the interests of a few. Many of the Founders were leery of political parties ("factions," they called them). George Washington worried aloud in his farewell address that over the course of time, parties could be used by unprincipled men "to subvert the power of the people and to usurp for themselves the reins of government." A needed revival in federalism is unlikely to originate from either of the main political parties. Change will only come from a third party that isn't defined by either a narrow agenda or an abstract anti-government philosophy. 

Federalism is growing stronger- state and local governments are expanding their powers

Katz 12  - Vice President at the Brookings Institution and founding Director of the Brookings Metropolitan Policy Program, Graduate of Brown University and Yale Law School, - (Bruce, March 18th, 2012, “Will the Next President Remake Federalism?” http://www.brookings.edu/research/articles/2012/03/18-federalism-katz, HL) 

While the federal government sets a platform for national growth, it does not construct one road, operate one port, educate one child, train one adult or cure one individual. It largely delivers these and a host of other economy-shaping goods and services through an intricate network of public, private and civic intermediaries and institutions. If the next president really wants to create more and better jobs, he would be wise to enlist states and metropolitan areas as active co-partners in the restructuring of the national economy. The genius of American federalism is that it diffuses power among different layers of government and across disparate sectors of society. States are the key constitutional partners, because they have broad powers over such market-shaping policy areas as infrastructure, innovation, energy, education and skills training. But other sub-national units - particularly major cities and metropolitan areas - also are critical, because they concentrate and agglomerate the assets that drive prosperity and share leadership with actors in the corporate, civic, university and other spheres. When the federal government becomes polarized and fails to act on critical issues of national importance, states and metros can step in to take on larger roles. With Washington mired in partisan gridlock, the states and metropolitan areas are doing just that. With federal innovation funding at risk, metros like New York City and states like Ohio and Tennessee are making sizable commitments to attract innovative research institutions, commercialize leading-edge research and grow innovation-intensive firms. With the future of federal trade policy unclear, metro areas like Los Angeles, San Francisco and Minneapolis/St. Paul and states like Colorado and New York are reorienting their economic development strategies toward exports and the attraction of innovative foreign companies and skilled immigrants. With federal energy policy in shambles, metro areas like Seattle and Philadelphia are cementing their niches in energy-efficient technologies, and states like Connecticut are experimenting with green banks to help deploy clean technologies at scale. State green banks can play a crucial role in financing clean energy projects by combining scarce public resources with private investment, and then leveraging the funds to make each public $1 support $5 or $10 or even more dollars of investment. With federal transportation policy in limbo, metro areas like Jacksonville and Savannah and states like Michigan are modernizing their air, rail and sea freight hubs to position themselves for an expansion of global trade. What unites these disparate efforts is intent. After decades of pursuing fanciful illusions (e.g., becoming the next Silicon Valley) or engaging in copycat strategies, states and metros are deliberately building on their special assets, attributes and advantages using business-planning techniques honed in the private sector. The bubbling of state and metro innovation offers an affirmative and practical counterpoint to a Washington that has become increasingly hyper-partisan and overly ideological and gives the next president an opportunity to engage states and metropolitan areas as true working partners in a focused campaign for national economic renewal. What would a federalist campaign look like? Here is one idea: Catalyze a Race to the Top competition across the states and metropolitan areas on the central issue of the election - creating more and better jobs. The federal government could challenge states and metropolitan regions to articulate how they would attain a critical economic goal (say, doubling exports) over a set period of time. A consolidated competition could then be held to group together federal programs that fund advanced manufacturing, workforce, freight infrastructure, toxic cleanup and promotion of exports. States and their metro areas would be challenged to articulate a bold economic vision that builds from their special assets and advantages and then design strategies that carry out that vision through tangible projects and investments. With the national and global economy in a period of disruptive change, now is a good time to challenge states and metropolitan areas to invent the next growth model. Several states and metro areas might, for example, pioneer a new way of supporting advanced manufacturing. Others might do the same with exports and attracting investment from foreign firms or with upgrading the skills of key advanced-industry workers. With federal direction, this could be a golden era of state and metropolitan innovation. Federalism is not a gift that Washington bestows on statehouses and city halls. Rather, it is a special, often dormant vehicle for galvanizing and unleashing the talents and energies of an entrepreneurial nation. The next president has a historic opportunity to usher in a new era of pragmatic, collaborative federalism that capitalizes on the economic power of metropolitan areas and the policy creativity of state and local leaders. Remaking federalism is the path toward an economy that is productive, sustainable and inclusive. More broadly, it can be a vehicle for economic prosperity, fiscal solvency and political comity - if the next president is willing to take it. 
Federalism is high under Obama – gay marriage stance shows he’s serious
Serwer 5/9 (Adam Serwer, reporter for Mother Jones, former staff writer at the American Prospect, 5-9-12, “Obama Endorses Marriage Equality…But Not for All,” http://www.motherjones.com/mojo/2012/05/obama-endorses-marriage-equality-federalism) GZ

On Wednesday afternoon, President Barack Obama finally evolved into a supporter of same-sex marriage—but only for those Americans who live in states where gay marriage is legal: "I have to tell you that over the course of several years as I have talked to friends and family and neighbors when I think about members of my own staff who are in incredibly committed monogamous relationships, same-sex relationships, who are raising kids together, when I think about those soldiers or airmen or marines or sailors who are out there fighting on my behalf and yet feel constrained, even now that Don't Ask Don't Tell is gone, because they are not able to commit themselves in a marriage, at a certain point I've just concluded that for me personally it is important for me to go ahead and affirm that I think same sex couples should be able to get married," Obama told Roberts, in an interview to appear on ABC's "Good Morning America" Thursday. Excerpts of the interview will air tonight on ABC's "World News with Diane Sawyer." The president stressed that this is a personal position, and that he still supports the concept of states deciding the issue on their own. But he said he’s confident that more Americans will grow comfortable with gays and lesbians getting married, citing his own daughters’ comfort with the concept. A president endorsing, even as a "personal position," marriage equality for gays and lesbians is, as Vice President Joe Biden once said, a big fucking deal. But Obama has endorsed marriage equality federalism—not the notion that marriage for gays and lesbians is a fundamental right guaranteed by the Constitution that can never be taken away. Obama has adopted the same position that Vice President Dick Cheney did in 2004, when Cheney said he believed in marriage equality but that the states should be allowed to decide by a show of hands, as North Carolina did Tuesday, whether gays and lesbians have the same rights as everyone else. Cheney served in an administration that was extremely hostile to gay rights. With the repeal of Don't Ask Don't Tell, the administration's refusal to defend in court the federal ban on same-sex marriage, and Wednesday's endorsement of same-sex marriage federalism, Obama is the most pro-LGBT rights president in US history. Nevertheless, the position he articulated today accepts the legitimacy of states like North Carolina subjecting the rights of gays and lesbians to a popular vote. In other words, Obama has left room for more evolution. UPDATE: After Obama's announcement, Mother Jones' David Corn spoke with an administration source and asked whether the president recognized gay marriage as a right. The official replied, "He has always said that it is a state issue, and he's not suggesting changing that. He did not support the North Carolina amendment, but he's not saying he will bring up a piece of federal legislation on gay marriage. This is how he feels himself about the issue, and he leaves it to the states." 
Uniq: State Power Increasing

Sovereignty has been transferring to the states for the last several decades

Harkness -Senior policy adviser to the Pew Center on the States- 12 (Peter, January 2012, “What Brand of Federalism Is Next?” http://www.governing.com/columns/potomac-chronicle/gov-col-what-brand-of-federalism-is-next.html, HL) 

In Governing’s first issue almost 25 years ago, John Herbers, who had just retired as a national correspondent for The New York Times, wrote a cover story heralding the advent of a largely unplanned, unpredicted new federalism, where more responsibility and authority were being devolved down to the states and their localities as the Reagan administration reduced the federal imprint on American governance. State and local management capacity had improved substantially, he wrote, since Washington had relied on those bureaucracies to manage federal money rather than expand its own. States and localities raised as much in new taxes as the administration had cut. And perhaps most surprising in the context of what we are experiencing today, there had been “a sharp decline in ideological or partisan divisions among state and local public officials, a result of the growing belief among Democrats and Republicans alike that certain public outlays for social and economic programs are likely to save money in the long run.” Indeed, coming out of the recession of 1980-82, states in the subsequent four years grew their revenues by one-third, to $228 billion. And that didn’t include mushrooming cash inflows from nontax sources like lotteries, which had expanded into a majority of the states. Because the national economy was humming along quite nicely and the tax base had significantly expanded, state and local governments experienced what would be an almost three-decade run of solid increases in tax revenue -- interrupted slightly by two mild recessions. 

Gay Marriage Proves
Tau 12 (Byron, reporter for National Journal, Roll Call, and The New Republic, master's degree from Georgetown University, "The federalism critique," 5-10-12, www.politico.com/reporters/ByronTau.html SL) 

One criticism from the left over President Obama's decision to endorse same-sex marriage Wednesday is that Obama endorsed allowing the states to decide for themselves whether to permit or restrict same-sex marriage. The New York Times editoralizes: We have one major point of disagreement with Mr. Obama: his support for the concept of states deciding this issue on their own. That position effectively restricts the right to marry to the 20 states that have not adopted the kind of constitutional prohibitions North Carolina voters approved on Tuesday. Mr. Obama should remember that, in 1967, the Supreme Court said no state could prohibit mixed-race marriages because “marriage is one of the ‘basic civil rights of man.’ ” Those rights are too precious and too fragile to be left up to the whim of states and the tearing winds of modern partisan politics. Gawker's John Cook was less charitable, calling it a "cowardly cop-out." In fairness, Obama has come out against state-level bans as well — and there's no real national legislative effort afoot to force all states to recognize same-sex marriage. That effort is taking place in the courts instead — and Obama never really weighed in on the legal effort against California's gay marriage ban. 

Uniq: Obama Increasing State Power

Obama has taken a more state oriented policy

Gais 10-doctorate in political science from U of M(Thomas, “Federalism During the Obama Administration,” The Rockefeller Institute of Government, 5/7/2010, http://www.rockinst.org/pdf/federalism/2010-05-07-federalism_during_obama_administration.pdf)//JM

ARRA offered more money to state and local governments than any previous stimulus.  Of $787 billion in stimulus funds, one-third ($246 b) went to or through states:  Enhanced Federal Medicaid Assistance Percentage (FMAP): $87 billion  State Fiscal Stabilization Fund: $54 billion (3 blocks: K-12, $39b; flexible funding, $9b; Race to Top, $5b); $13b, Title I; $13b, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act  Infrastructure projects: $63 billion, with $28b distributed to states for highways/bridges  Safety net programs, including Unemployment Insurance, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, Child Care and Development Fund, Workforce Investment Act, Community Services Block Grant, Food Stamps/SNAP, WIC, Head Start, Low Income Home Energy Assistance  Energy assistance and conservation block grants, state energy grants, weatherization  Build America Bonds: taxable bonds, subsidized by the federal government, that gave SLGs access to bigger credit markets.  Contrast with Bush stimulus after 2001-02 recession: Jobs and Growth Act of 2003 included $20 billion in aid to SLGs. Ari Fleisher (2003 quote): “The [President’s] conclusion was transferring tax dollars from … one government to another government was a tax transfer, it did not have a stimulative effect.”  ARRA emerged from different view: federal assistance to states served multiple goals: economic stimulus + program support + leverage for policy change

Uniq: Obama is Working Towards Federalism Now

Obama is starting to adopt more a more federalist strategy.  

Conlan & Posner, 11- Professor of Government and Politics at George Mason University and Director of Centers on the Public Service at George Mason University (TIMOTHY J. CONLAN and PAUL L. POSNER, “Inflection Point? Federalism and the Obama Administration”, The State of American Federalism 2010–2011, 6/7, http://publius.oxfordjournals.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/41/3/421.full)//MC

Observers of American federalism are often surprised by the politics that shape the system. The initial promises and actions of the Obama administration created widespread concerns and occasionally loud complaints about policy centralization and standardization resulting from presidential policies to establish national programs to reform health care, climate change, financial markets regulation, and infrastructure. However, the administration, working with a Democratic Congress, actually followed a path that was far more nuanced and cooperative than that suggested by early expectations or contemporary rhetoric. While coercive federalism strategies were deployed in health care and sought in climate change, the administration relied upon older regimes of cooperative grants and regulatory flexibility to engage the states in collective initiatives to achieve economic recovery and regulate the financial sector. Even in the case of health care, the strategy adopted by Congress and the administration enabled states to opt out of administering new national programs, thereby accommodating the heightened ideological polarization among the states. 
Obama has been utilizing federalism strategies, which are key to carry out policy objectives.

Conlan & Posner, 11- Professor of Government and Politics at George Mason University and Director of Centers on the Public Service at George Mason University (TIMOTHY J. CONLAN and PAUL L. POSNER, “Inflection Point? Federalism and the Obama Administration”, The State of American Federalism 2010–2011, 6/7, http://publius.oxfordjournals.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/41/3/421.full)//MC

The administration’s federalism strategies were shaped by several important forces that framed the first two years of the Obama Presidency: Ambitious national policy objectives required an expansive federal role in key policy areas. Whether it be health reform, climate change or education reform, the new administration came to office dedicated to bringing about major policy reforms to address these issues. Health care was a particularly ambitious policy goal that had eluded nearly every president in the 20th Century. Climate change was a more recent issue but one that had gained new urgency from the global community. Education reform represented a continuation of the Bush policy agenda by reformulating the tools used to achieve reform goals. Achieving these policy objectives called for an intergovernmental response, using new federal policy strategies and tools to engage the states as vital partners. Other items on the policy agenda were defined by the economic and financial crisis that confronted the administration from its first day in office. The president did not campaign to nationalize General Motors or to jump start the economy through major fiscal relief for states, but these new federal policy strategies became necessary to mitigate the economic damage that the financial recession had unleashed for the American economy. Guided by the principle that a crisis is a horrible thing to waste, the administration and Congress opportunistically used the economic crisis as a window of opportunity to launch other policy initiatives that were part of the president’s original agenda, such as high-speed rail and health technology adoption. The Obama administration had all of the tools that previous administrations had at their disposal, such as preemptions, mandates, grants, and tax expenditures. However, the depth of the recession ironically legitimized significant expansion of federal grants to states and local governments to serve as a countercyclical tool to mitigate the downward spiral of economic decline. Consequently, this administration had access to the federal assistance toolbox at a level not seen since the days of Lyndon Johnson and the Great Society. The climate of economic desperation became the laboratory through which powerful new financial incentives were rolled out enlisting states in the cause of federally inspired policy innovations. 

Uniq: Federalism is Balanced Now
Growing Balance 

Friedman and Lithwick 11 (Barry, law degree magna cum laude from Georgetown University, co-director of Furman Academic Program and Vice Dean at New York University School of Law, President of the Tennessee Civil Liberties Union, Clarence Darrow Award recipient, Dahlia, contributing editor at Newsweek, columnist for New York Times, J.D. from Stanford University, "Not your Gingrich's Supreme Court," 12-14-11, www.slate.com/articles/news_and_politics/jurisprudence/2011/12/the_supreme_court_rediscovers_federalism_just_in_time_for_2012_election_.html SL)

Each of the three blockbuster cases the court has agreed to hear raises questions of federalism: Where does state authority end and federal power begin, and who allocates that division? The reason the Texas Legislature had to submit its redistricting plan to the courts (or the federal government) for review is because under the Voting Rights Act, Southern states with a history of racial discrimination must seek approval before enacting new election laws. The question for the court is whether local governments or the federal courts are better situated to assess new election rules. The central issue in the Arizona immigration case is that while the Constitution gives Congress the power to set a "uniform rule of naturalization," Arizona felt that the feds either wouldn’t or couldn’t create and enforce adequate immigration laws. Indeed Arizona Gov. Jan Brewer described this case as a dispute “about the fundamental principles of federalism under which every state has a right to defend its people." And of course the health care reform case is, in large part, about whether the federal government can require individuals to purchase health insurance; something state governments may do under their broader police powers. In sum, the court is hearing three political cases about the allocation of political powers at a moment in which Americans on both sides of the political spectrum have come to distrust government solutions to any problems. These new states’ rights claims make the stalled-out federalism revolution of the Rehnquist Court era look like a cakewalk. Federalism questions have wracked the nation since the start of the Republic. They peaked during the Civil War and again during the civil rights era, but have always been with us. And not uncommonly, the courts have followed the public mood as to whether state or federal governments were best suited to solving various problems at different times. When the Rehnquist Court flexed its own states rights muscles, the legal and ideological left went nuts over the court’s supposed radicalism, but most of these cases were peanuts compared to what’s on the table now. United States v. Lopez said the federal government couldn’t ban possession of guns near schools. Guess what? The federal government wasn’t really doing anything about guns near schools, most states had their own laws, and adding a federal crime stood in the way of letting states address the problem their own way. United States v. Morrison said Congress could not make violence against women a federal crime. Guess what? This legislation, too, was largely symbolic (federal cases were nearly nonexistent); symbols matter of course, but still this sort of violence fell squarely at the heart of what states do on a daily basis. And those 11th Amendment decisions—you’ll be excused if you don’t remember them or couldn’t figure out what the hell they were about anyway—raised questions about the ability to enforce federal law against states, but states had been immune from money damages in private federal lawsuits for years. Besides, nothing kept the federal government from going after the states itself. When, in South Dakota v. Dole, the court had a real issue in front of it, a doozy of an issue—can the federal government get states to do its bidding by using money as a hook—the Fearsome Federalism Five (excepting Justice Sandra Day O’Connor) crumbled like a stale cookie.
Uniq: Devolution Now

Devolution is in full swing, power is in control by the states

Puentes 12- Senior Fellow and Director, Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative- (Robert, “New Federalism Already Forming,” May 22nd, 2012, http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2012/05/not-waiting-for-the-feds.php, HL) 

The question of devolution in this context is provocative – but it's not an either/or. What we need is a new type of federal partnership with state and metropolitan leaders, along with local governments and the private sector that's in-step with current realities. The late 20th century model in transportation retained the standard federalism pyramid structure: with the federal government providing resources that rain down from the state, to metropolitan, and ultimately the local level. A new 21st century compact should flip the pyramid by challenging our nation’s state and metropolitan leaders to develop deep and innovative visions to solve the most pressing transportation problems. The TIGER program is a good example of the federal government acting (acts) as a permissive partner in advancing a range of bottom-up investments. And the proposal for a program for transportation modeled after the Education Department's Race-To-The-Top initiative could instill meaningful reforms on the state level, where most decisions are made. But the initial question is also right in that, in the absence of Congressional action, states and localities are stepping in to finance the kind of major investments necessary to support the next economy. Increasingly, public infrastructure investment is taking place through innovative finance tools, revolving loan funds, trusts, and so-called ‘banks.’ Most of these offer direct loans at low interest rates to public and private entities, while some also offer grants, loan guarantees, bonds, and other financial instruments. According to forthcoming Brookings research, since 1995 thirty-three states have used infrastructure banks and funds to invest nearly $7 billion in over 900 different projects. These projects range from local road maintenance and highway construction to emergency relief for damaged infrastructure. The structure of the banks and projects in which they invest reflect the diversity of needs and resources across the U.S. But rather than bringing a tough, merit-based approach to funding, most state banks do not filter projects through a competitive application process. A better approach would be for states to use their infrastructure banks to achieve specific economic goals, e.g., the flow of exports or connect workers to jobs. The projects should be evaluated according to strict return on investment criteria, not selected with an eye towards spreading funding evenly across the state. (Such an approach is analogous for how the federal government should establish a national infrastructure bank.) States should also think beyond just transportation and create true infrastructure and economic development banks to finance not just roads and rails, but also energy and water infrastructure, perhaps even school and manufacturing development. California’s I-Bank, the Chicago Infrastructure Trust, andConnecticut’s Green Bank offer compelling models. Make no mistake, none of these are silver bullets, but they do highlight an important point with respect to differences among states and municipalities in the U.S. today. While some states and cities are ambitiously pursuing innovative sources of infrastructure finance—such as partnerships with private and foreign investors—many others are not. For example, only 24 states undertook at least one public/private partnership transportation project since 1989. Florida, California, Texas, Colorado, and Virginia alone were responsible for 56 percent of the total amount of all U.S. transportation PPP projects during this time. In addition, metro areas around the country are increasingly acting on their own to envision, design, and finance the next generation transportation system in America. Those places—especially in the west—are taxing themselves, dedicating substantial local money, and effectively contributing to the construction of the nation’s critical infrastructure system. Transit projects in Denver, New Mexico, and the Salt Lake City area are all substantially financed by voter-authorized payroll or sales tax increases and epitomize the new spirit of bottom-up initiative. In metropolitan Phoenix, voters approved a proposition in 2004 that will generate $10 billion or so to expand regional transit service as well as highway upgrades, similar to Los Angeles’ Measure R. Other major metro areas like Las Vegas, Charlotte, St. Louis, Oklahoma City, Seattle, and Milwaukee have also gone to their voters for approval of ballot initiatives to fund a mix of projects and a coalition of business and civic leaders in the Dallas Metroplex is pushing state legislature to give metros in Texas the authority to do the same. So we should put aside the one-dimensional call for "Devolution, baby!" and recognize that a new partnership is already forming.

Uniq: Federalism is on the Brink

Federalism is on the brink of the states and federal government- a strong push of state action will finally set distinct lines in the sand on who holds the power
Harkness -Senior policy adviser to the Pew Center on the States- 12 (Peter, January 2012, “What Brand of Federalism Is Next?” http://www.governing.com/columns/potomac-chronicle/gov-col-what-brand-of-federalism-is-next.html, HL) 

Washington lobbyists pushed for more centralization, with the idea that their industries could cut a better deal at the federal level and avoid a patchwork of statutes and regulations. It was what Don Borut, executive director of the National League of Cities, called “coercive federalism,” or when he was being more blunt, “shift-and-shaft federalism.” Plenty has changed since the Bush years, of course. The Great Recession has weakened the revenue base of most states and localities, and a rising tide of partisanship and ideological rigidity has swamped both Washington and many of the states. The mixture has been toxic. In this atmosphere, the Obama administration has pursued a very unique mixture of collaborative and coercive strategies in dealing with states and localities, making it hard to define just what kind of federalism we’re seeing. The health-care, education and financial regulation reform bills, the climate change proposal and the massive financial stimulus bill all represented an aggressive use of federal power, some of it unprecedented and some pre-empting state regulations. But there was a difference: Collaboration and sensitivity to state prerogatives was built into the mix. In an analysis in the publication Publius by political scientists Paul Posner and Tim Conlan of George Mason University, the authors noted that “the most significant feature of Obama’s approach to intergovernmental relations thus far may be his hybrid model of federal policy innovation and leadership, which mixes money, mandates and flexibility in new and distinctive ways.” Under this “nuanced federalism,” plenty of carrots are mixed in with the sticks. Even with the health-care reform plan, they noted, progressive states were allowed to exceed minimum federal standards and conservative ones could avoid participating in almost any facet of the system, using the feds as a backstop. By most accounts, both from the federal officials who ran it and the state and local officials they worked with, the massive Recovery Act stimulus effort was an extraordinarily successful collaboration between all three levels of government. States enjoyed unusual flexibility in how they spent much of the billions in funding the act provided, and Washington was able to rely on a state and local infrastructure to get the cash out the door fast. So what brand of federalism will we see next? Will it be the kind John Herbers foresaw as Governing was launched? Or will a mixture of this crippling recession, massive cutbacks in discretionary federal spending, and continued political dysfunction at the national and state levels render the system paralyzed? I’m hoping for the former, but can’t say that I’m too optimistic.

Uniq: States Control Transportation Policy

Transportation administration is being delegated to states now.

Hou, 10- University of Georgia - Department of Public Administration and Policy (Yilin, “Substantiation of Transportation Infrastructure – Patterns of Governance and Public Finance in Development: An Analytical Comparison of the United States and China”, Social Science Research Network, 12/23, http://ssrn.com/abstract=1744123)//MC

While federal transportation aid is important, state governments have the primary responsibility for selecting, funding, and implementing most transportation projects in the United States. State departments of transportation (DOT) are the major administrative organization managing government surface transportation programs.18 State DOT in many states carry out multi-year transportation plans19 and will work closely with the state governor to develop a list of capital projects to be included in the state government CIP. State legislatures are often very actively involved in decisions related to transportation capital projects because of the potential benefits to their constituency. The result of political compromise is typically a spreading of transportation funding across the whole state, rather than concentrating funds in high traffic areas. In summary, the federal DOT and state DOT play an important planning and implementation role but transportation decision making in the United States is ultimately in the hands of legislative bodies. The political reality of passing infrastructure development in a representative democracy often lead to wide dispersal of transportation projects. 

*****Links*****

1NC Rails Link
Federal rail or subway involvement collapses federalism
Staley 09 (Samuel Staley, PhD in public administration from Ohio State University, BA in economics and public policy from Colby College, senior research fellow with the Reason Foundation, associate director of the DeVoe L Moore Center at Florida State University, former director of urban growth and land-use policy for the Reason Foundation, 11-16-09, “Federal Takeover of Subways: Another Blow to Federalism,” http://reason.org/blog/show/federal-takeover-of-subways-an) GZ

The Federal government's approach to its proposed takeover of subway and light rail safety regulation is an all too common way it approaches problem solving: Identify a problem, identify a political solution, but the federal government in charge. Secretary Ron LaHood says as much based on statements reported in the Washington Post: "Administration officials said they are responding to a growing number of collisions, derailments and worker fatalities on subways -- and in particular to the fatal June 22 crash on Metro's Red Line and failures in oversight that have surfaced in its wake. Those failures have been the subject of an ongoing investigative series in The Washington Post. "After the [Metro] train crash, we were all sitting around here scratching our heads, saying, 'Hey, we've got to do something about this,' " Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood said in an interview. "And we discovered that there's not much we could do, because the law wouldn't allow us to do it." "Metro spokeswoman Lisa Farbstein said the agency had not seen details of the proposal. "The bottom line is we welcome additional safety oversight with open arms," she said. This Administration has shown little tolerance for boundaries established by tradition or Constitutional principle. Perhaps this is because the President is a former law professor who taught Constitutional law; he knows how to get around the law to make the system work for him. Subways are particularly noteworthy, as both a test case for the breakdown of federalism as well as setting the tone for how local governance will be handled by the Federal Government in the future. Most transit agencies, unlike Amtrak and airlines, are well within state jurisdictional boundaries (Washington, D.C. Metro being a notable exception). The Obama Administration will use its funding precedent--most capital costs for transit agencies are funded by the Federal Government--as the mechanism for taking over rail transit agencies. The trick will be trying to accomplish this, like highway funding, through incentives instead of direct mandates. Interesting, virtually no one in the media seems to even understand the Constitutional principles involved. Intercity rail and airlines can be regulated by the federal government because they plausibly fall under the interstate commerce regulatory authority of the federal government. That doesn't apply to the vast majority of rail transit systems, including those in Los Angeles, Denver, San Francisco, Dallas and even Chicago. Yet, this shouldn't be a surprise. Progressive political philosophies show little respect for governing principles that divide or limit the power of government. President Obama is not just a progressive politician, he's also a populist. So, using the Federal government to address an identified political problems is consistent with an overall political philosophy, even if it isn't consistent with principles of federal-state governance embedded in the U.S. Constitution.

Links: Rail

Federalism is empirically key to American rail development and coordination.

Callen 09- Assistant Political Science Professor at Allegheny College (Zachary A, “THE SEAMS OF THE STATE: INFRASTRUCTURE AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS IN AMERICAN STATE BUILDING”, UMI, August, http://gradworks.umi.com/3369449.pdf)//MC 

My argument for how the national state came to dominate American spatial organization relies primarily on the nature of American federalism. Federalism was important to American spatial development because both local and national actors were involved in, and competed over, the planning of the domestic railroad system. This signicance of federalism in American rail planning manifests itself in two important ways. First, regional competition initially relegated American rail development to local governments, as Congressional gridlock over rail aid packages frustrated any federal intervention. Therefore, American spatial organization began as a local air, with states promoting and regulating local railroad construction. Second, with the federal government barred from the rail issue, the problem of how local governments managed this new technology, especially in terms of coordinating with their neighbors, became salient. Early rail systems, despite their decentralized structure and being hampered through interstate competition, were surprisingly capable. State governments engaged in rail promotion when necessary, to compensate for lagging private investment, and generally encouraged coordinating local rail routes with infrastructure systems in neighboring states. Though federalism fractured early rail development, state oversight was nonetheless able to successfully promote and coordinate the local rail system in such a manner that a coherent national rail system was produced

Federalist acts of local governments culminate to improve overall national capacity.

Callen 09- Assistant Political Science Professor at Allegheny College (Zachary A, “THE SEAMS OF THE STATE: INFRASTRUCTURE AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS IN AMERICAN STATE BUILDING”, UMI, August, http://gradworks.umi.com/3369449.pdf)//MC 

In both theory and practice, American federalism divides power between the national government and local governments, which are composed of states, counties, and municipalities. The power sharing system between national and local governments that characterizes American federalism resulted from American citizens' historical distrust of strong central states, a distaste that was originally fostered by the circumstances leading to the American Revolution (Walker, 2000). By distributing power throughout the political system, the national state was not the sole supplier of government services. Further, with empowered local 12governments, there was a bulwark against the national state growing beyond its intended boundaries and developing into a tyranny (Hamilton et al., 2003). But, this fragmented structure produced real consequences for the American state's subsequent growth and political centralization. Significantly, the sharing of power between national and local governments within the American federal system offered real benefits to national capacity building, beyond its role in checking the unmitigated growth of the central state. By national capacity, I am refer ring to both the central state's as well as private actors' ability to accomplish their own goals by utilizing existing levels of social capital and infrastructure. National capacity may be expanded through the growth of central state authority, notably the expansion of national administrative power. However, national capacity can also be enhanced through more decentralized means. In a decentralized state where sub-national governments possess sufficient authority and resources, local actors can provide goods and services that are then also taken advantage of by national administrative agencies. Through doing so, the acts of local agencies culminate to improve overall national capacity, even in situations where there is a shortage of synoptic guidance.

P3’s Link
Federal involvement in P3’s destroys federalism

Segal 07 (Geoffrey Segal, MA in public policy from Pepperdine University, BA in political science from Arizona State University, director of privatization and government reform at the Reason Foundation, editor of Reason’s Privatization Watch, advisor to governor Mark Sanford and governor Mitch Daniels, advisor to the Cost Cutting Caucus in the Virginia House of Delegates, former advisor to Jeb Bush’s Center for Efficient Government, 6-12-07, “Whatever Happened to Federalism?,” http://reason.org/blog/show/whatever-happened-to-federalis) GZ

The simple answer is nothing. Last time I checked the 10th Amendment was still part of the Constitution giving states broad authority to manage and operate as they see fit. Sadly, two Congressmen don't seem to read the Constitution that way. Congressmen Oberstar and DeFazio have issued multiple warnings to states about entering into public-private partnerships for transportation projects. Their most recent threat includes withholding highway funds from states if there are public-private partnerships that fail to meet their (I mean, federal) standards. DeFazio has gone so far as to say that he "will put an end to this [public-private partnerships].'' The proposed regulations include a guartee that states could upgrade parallel highways and a protection against price gouging (not sure what this second thing is -- I wonder if Oberstar and DeFazio consider tax hikes a form of price gouging? At least we have an option to use a toll road.) Virginia Transportation Secretary Piece Homer (also a Democrat) noted, in recent comments, that Virginia's experience (with public-private partnerships) [have] been "a major force in helping Virginia deliver more projects on budget, in shorter timeframe, and with results that please the customer â€“ those who drive on Virginia's roads." Governor Rendell of Pennsylvania has also fought back against the Congressmen's charge. I suspect that other state officials will be voicing their opinion in the coming days, weeks, and months.

Links: HSR
Government-endorsed High Speed Rails encroach on federalism

DeHaven 10 (Ted DeHaven, budget analyst on federal and state budget issues for the Cato Institute, former deputy director of the Indiana Office of Management and Budget, former budget policy advisor to Senators Jeff Sessions and Tom Coburn, former member of governor Rick Scott’s Economic Advisory Council, 11-26-10, “High Speed Federalism Fight,” http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/high-speed-federalism-fight) GZ

In October, I speculated that the upcoming elections could be the nail in the coffin for the Obama administration’s plan for a nationwide system of high-speed rail. Indeed, some notable gubernatorial candidates who ran, in part, on opposition to federal subsidies for HSR in their states proceeded to win. However, Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood made it clear in a recent speech to HSR supporters that the administration intends to push ahead. LaHood’s message was targeted specifically to incoming governors John Kasich in Ohio and Scott Walker in Wisconsin, who argued that HSR doesn’t make any economic or practical sense for their states. LaHood said that states rejecting federal HSR subsidies won’t be able to reroute the money to other uses, such as roads. Instead, LaHood said the rejected money will redistributed “in a professional way in places where the money can be well spent” – i.e., other states. And sure enough, other governors were quick to belly up to the Department of Transportation’s bar in order to grab Ohio and Wisconsin’s share. From the Columbus-Dispatch: New York Gov.-elect Andrew Cuomo has said he would be happy to take Ohio’s money. Last week, California Democratic Sens. Barbara Boxer and Dianne Feinstein wrote LaHood saying that California stands ready to take some, too, noting that several states that elected GOP governors this month have said they no longer want to use the rail money for that purpose. “It has come to our attention that several states plan to cancel their high-speed rail projects. We ask that you withdraw the federal grants to these states and award the funds to states that have made a strong financial commitment to these very important infrastructure projects,” Boxer and Feinstein said in their letter to LaHood. This is a textbook example of why the Department of Transportation should be eliminated and responsibility for transportation infrastructure returned to state and local governments. If California wishes to pursue a high-speed rail boondoggle, it should do so with its own state taxpayers’ money. Instead, Ohio and Wisconsin taxpayers now face the prospect of being taxed to fund high-speed rail projects in other states. If California’s beleaguered taxpayers were asked to bear the full cost of financing HSR in their state, they would likely reject it. High-speed rail proponents know this, which is why they agitate to foist a big chunk of the burden onto federal taxpayers. The proponents pretend that HSR rail is in “the national interest,” but as a Cato essay on high-speed rail explains, “high-speed rail would not likely capture more than about 1 percent of the nation’s market for passenger travel.”

The Federal Government should not control high-speed rail development. 

DeHaven, 10- budget analyst on federal and state budget issues for the Cato Institute (Ted, “High-Speed Federalism Fight”, CATO Institute, November 26th, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/high-speed-federalism-fight)//MC

New York Gov.-elect Andrew Cuomo has said he would be happy to take Ohio’s money. Last week, California Democratic Sens. Barbara Boxer and Dianne Feinstein wrote LaHood saying that California stands ready to take some, too, noting that several states that elected GOP governors this month have said they no longer want to use the rail money for that purpose. “It has come to our attention that several states plan to cancel their high-speed rail projects. We ask that you withdraw the federal grants to these states and award the funds to states that have made a strong financial commitment to these very important infrastructure projects,” Boxer and Feinstein said in their letter to LaHood. This is a textbook example of why the Department of Transportation should be eliminated and responsibility for transportation infrastructure returned to state and local governments. If California wishes to pursue a high-speed rail boondoggle, it should do so with its own state taxpayers’ money. Instead, Ohio and Wisconsin taxpayers now face the prospect of being taxed to fund high-speed rail projects in other states.  If California’s beleaguered taxpayers were asked to bear the full cost of financing HSR in their state, they would likely reject it. High-speed rail proponents know this, which is why they agitate to foist a big chunk of the burden onto federal taxpayers. The proponents pretend that HSR rail is in “the national interest,” but as a Cato essay on high-speed rail explains, “high-speed rail would not likely capture more than about 1 percent of the nation’s market for passenger travel.”

Links: Highways

Federal intervention increases highway costs—it’s counterproductive. 

Roth, 10- civil engineer and transportation economist. He is currently a research fellow at the Independent Institute. (Gabriel, “Federal Highway Funding”, CATO Institute, June, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding#4)//MC 
The flow of federal funding to the states for highways comes part-in-parcel with top-down regulations. The growing mass of federal regulations makes highway building more expensive in numerous ways. First, federal specifications for road construction standards can be more demanding than state standards. But one-size-fits-all federal rules may ignore unique features of the states and not allow state officials to make efficient trade-offs on highway design. A second problem is that federal grants usually come with an array of extraneous federal regulations that increase costs. Highway grants, for example, come with Davis-Bacon rules and Buy America provisions, which raise highway costs substantially. Davis-Bacon rules require that workers on federally funded projects be paid "prevailing wages" in an area, which typically means higher union wages. Davis-Bacon rules increase the costs of federally funded projects by an average of about 10 percent, which wastes billions of dollars per year.27 Ralph Stanley, the entrepreneur who created the private Dulles Greenway toll highway in Virginia, estimated that federal regulations increase highway construction costs by about 20 percent.28 Robert Farris, who was commissioner of the Tennessee Department of Transportation and also head of the Federal Highway Administration, suggested that federal regulations increase costs by 30 percent.29 Finally, federal intervention adds substantial administrative costs to highway building. Planning for federally financed highways requires the detailed involvement of both federal and state governments. By dividing responsibility for projects, this split system encourages waste at both levels of government. Total federal, state, and local expenditures on highway "administration and research" when the highway trust fund was established in 1956 were 6.8 percent of construction costs. By 2002, these costs had risen to 17 percent of expenditures.30 The rise in federal intervention appears to have pushed up these expenditures substantially.

The federal role in highway funding should be ended.

Roth, 10- civil engineer and transportation economist. He is currently a research fellow at the Independent Institute. (Gabriel, “Federal Highway Funding”, CATO Institute, June, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding#4)//MC 
Americans are frustrated by rising traffic congestion. In the period 1980 to 2008, the vehicle-miles driven in the nation increased 96 percent, but the lane-miles of public roads increased only 7.5 percent. The problem is that U.S. road systems are run by governments, which do not respond to the wishes of road users but to the preferences of politicians. Transportation markets need to be liberated from government control so that road users can directly finance the needed highway improvements that they are prepared to pay for. We need to recognize "road space" as a scarce resource and allow road owners to increase supply and charge market prices for it. We should allow the revenues to stimulate investment in new capacity and in technologies to reduce congestion. If the market is allowed to work, profits will attract investors willing to spend their own money to expand the road system in response to the wishes of consumers. To make progress toward a market-based highway system, we should first end the federal role in highway financing. In his 1982 State of the Union address, President Reagan proposed that all federal highway and transit programs, except the interstate highway system, be "turned back" to the states and the related federal gasoline taxes ended. Similar efforts to phase out federal financing of state roads were introduced in 1996 by Sen. Connie Mack (R-FL) and Rep. John Kasich (R-OH). Sen. James Inhofe (R-OK) introduced a similar bill in 2002, and Rep. Scott Garrett (R-NJ) and Rep. Jeff Flake (R-AZ) have each proposed bills to allow states to fully or partly opt out of federal highway financing.47 Such reforms would give states the freedom to innovate with toll roads, electronic road-pricing technologies, and private highway investment. Unfortunately, these reforms have so far received little action in Congress. But there is a growing acceptance of innovative financing and management of highways in many states. With the devolution of highway financing and control to the states, successful innovations in one state would be copied in other states. And without federal subsidies, state governments would have stronger incentives to ensure that funds were spent efficiently. An additional advantage is that highway financing would be more transparent without the complex federal trust fund. Citizens could better understand how their transportation dollars were being spent. The time is ripe for repeal of the current central planning approach to highway financing. Given more autonomy, state governments and the private sector would have the power and flexibility to meet the huge challenges ahead that America faces in highway infrastructure.

Highway trust fund can only be sustained through federalism
Dilger 11 - Senior Specialist in American National Government - (Robert Jay, “Federalism Issues in Surface Transportation Policy: Past and Present,” January 5th, 2011 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R40431.pdf) 

Several bills have been introduced during previous Congresses that would fundamentally change existing federal, state, and local government roles and responsibilities in surface transportation policy. For example, Senator Jim DeMint and Representative Jeff Flake introduced legislation during the 109 th Congress and Senator DeMint introduced legislation in the 110 th Congress (S. 2823) that would phase-out most of the federal fuel and excise taxes that support the Highway Trust Fund over five years; preserve federal responsibility for interstate highways, transportation facilities on public lands, national transportation research and safety programs, and emergency transportation assistance; and devolve most other surface transportation programs to states. 3 In addition, during previous reauthorizations some congressional Members from “donor” states (states whose highway users pay more in estimated federal highway tax revenue to the Highway Trust Fund than that state receives from the program) advocated program devolution as a means to achieve program efficiencies and to address what they viewed as an inequitable distribution of federal surface transportation funds to states. 4 As will be discussed, recent reauthorizations have focused a great deal of attention on resolving disagreements among donor and donee states concerning the distribution of the program’s funds. Because many donor states are located in the South and the Mid-West and many donee states are located in the Northeast, Pacific Rim, and sparsely populated Western states, recent reauthorizations have taken on a regional perspective, pitting states from one region against another. Although most governors and state legislative leaders have been united in their advocacy of additional federal funding with minimal restrictions on the use of those funds, the donor-donee debates in recent reauthorizations have divided them. In addition to legislative efforts to change federalism relationships in surface transportation policy, two SAFETEA-mandated, non-partisan commissions (the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission and the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission) issued recommendations that, if enacted, would lead to significant changes in existing federalism relationships in surface transportation policy. In December 2007, the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission released Transportation for Tomorrow, a report on the status of nation’s surface transportation system. The Commission concluded that “the current Federal surface transportation programs should not be “re-authorized” in their current form [emphasis in original].” Instead, it recommended a “new user-financed Federal surface transportation program” that is “performance-driven, outcome-based, generally mode-neutral, and refocused to pursue activities of genuine national interest.” 6 The Commission made numerous specific policy recommendations to achieve these goals, including some that would fundamentally change federalism relationships in surface transportation policy. For example, it recommended that 108 federal surface transportation programs be consolidated into 10 programs, with each of the new programs focused on a national goal and organized along functional categories, such as congestion relief, rural accessibility, saving lives, environmental stewardship, and energy security, as opposed to the current practice of organizing most programs by transportation mode. It also recommended that the project development and selection process be streamlined, including changes to the National Environmental Policy Act Process, and that the planning process be refocused from the current “bottom-up” approach to a more “top-down” approach. Under this new planning approach, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) would work with various stakeholders to establish “appropriate performance standards critical to serve the national interest under the targeted new program structure.” DOT would also establish “national transportation targets ... to advance critical national goals for condition of transportation infrastructure, efficiency and mobility, safety, rural accessibility, environmental quality, energy conservation, access to Federal lands, and research.” 7 In February 2009, the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission released, Paying Our Way: A New Framework for Transportation Finance. The report concluded that “the federal Highway Trust Fund faces a near-term insolvency crisis, exacerbated by recent reductions in federal motor fuel tax revenues and truck–related user fee receipts” and that baseline revenue projections for the Highway Trust Fund fall short of anticipated transportation needs by nearly $400 billion in 2010-2015, and about $2.3 trillion through 2035. 8 It recommended a 10 cents per gallon increase in the federal gasoline tax, a 15 cents per gallon increase in the federal diesel tax, and “commensurate increases” in all special fuels taxes and indexing these rates to inflation to address the Highway Trust Fund’s immediate revenue shortfalls. For the long-term, it recommended a shift from the present reliance on federal fuel taxes to fund federal surface transportation programs to a “federal funding system based on more direct forms of “user pay” charges, in the form of a charge for each mile driven (commonly referred to as a vehicle miles traveled or VMT fee system).” 9 The Highway Trust Fund’s sustainability, and the means employed to retain sustainability, could have a significant impact on federalism relationships in surface transportation policy. For example, some have argued that states should be provided additional flexibility to use tolling and other congestion pricing strategies to both combat traffic congestion and generate additional revenue for surface transportation projects. 10 Others have suggested that sustainability should be achieved by having the federal government supplement Highway Trust Fund revenue with funding from the general fund account. If that took place, it could change the nature of the donordonee debate, as some of the donor states are donee states in terms of overall federal tax and spending flows. Others have advocated an increase in federal fuel taxes to achieve sustainability in the Highway Trust Fund. 11 State officials have historically opposed federal fuel tax increases because, as a practical matter, such increases make it more difficult for states to increase their state fuel taxes, and in principle, they view such increases as an infringement on state sovereignty. Secretary of Transportation Ray LaHood indicated in February 2009 that he had interest in exploring alternative means to ensure the Highway Trust Fund’s sustainability, including the possibility of a VMT tax, but other Obama Administration officials indicated that the President had no interest in imposing a VMT tax. 12 Still others have proposed taxing oil or transactions in oil futures and options as a means to achieve sustainability in the Highway Trust Fund. 13 Several other organizations have also advocated changes in federalism relationships in surface transportation policy. For example, the National Conference of State Legislatures has argued that “The Congress should not re-enact SAFETEA-LU and must look at surface transportation anew, authorizing a new program that better meets current and future needs for interstate mobility.” 14 It argued that Congress should articulate a new national vision for surface transportation that focuses on “legitimate federal objectives: interstate commerce and freight mobility; interstate movement of people; national defense and homeland security; safety; environmental and air quality preservation and improvements; and research and innovation” and heeds “the Tenth Amendment and not intervene in or interfere with state-specific transportation priorities.” 15 This will not be the first time that Congress has considered proposals to alter federalism relationships in surface transportation policy. Congress has debated the federal role in transportation policy since the nation’s formation in 1789. The following sections provide a historical perspective on contemporary federalism issues in surface transportation policy, focusing on efforts to devolve programmatic responsibility to states, change state maintenance-ofeffort requirements, and alter federal reimbursement matching rates.

Links: State Control Key

Highway trust fund can only be sustained through federalism

Dilger 11 - Senior Specialist in American National Government - (Robert Jay, “Federalism Issues in Surface Transportation Policy: Past and Present,” January 5th, 2011 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R40431.pdf) 

Several bills have been introduced during previous Congresses that would fundamentally change existing federal, state, and local government roles and responsibilities in surface transportation policy. For example, Senator Jim DeMint and Representative Jeff Flake introduced legislation during the 109 th Congress and Senator DeMint introduced legislation in the 110 th Congress (S. 2823) that would phase-out most of the federal fuel and excise taxes that support the Highway Trust Fund over five years; preserve federal responsibility for interstate highways, transportation facilities on public lands, national transportation research and safety programs, and emergency transportation assistance; and devolve most other surface transportation programs to states. 3 In addition, during previous reauthorizations some congressional Members from “donor” states (states whose highway users pay more in estimated federal highway tax revenue to the Highway Trust Fund than that state receives from the program) advocated program devolution as a means to achieve program efficiencies and to address what they viewed as an inequitable distribution of federal surface transportation funds to states. 4 As will be discussed, recent reauthorizations have focused a great deal of attention on resolving disagreements among donor and donee states concerning the distribution of the program’s funds. Because many donor states are located in the South and the Mid-West and many donee states are located in the Northeast, Pacific Rim, and sparsely populated Western states, recent reauthorizations have taken on a regional perspective, pitting states from one region against another. Although most governors and state legislative leaders have been united in their advocacy of additional federal funding with minimal restrictions on the use of those funds, the donor-donee debates in recent reauthorizations have divided them. In addition to legislative efforts to change federalism relationships in surface transportation policy, two SAFETEA-mandated, non-partisan commissions (the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission and the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission) issued recommendations that, if enacted, would lead to significant changes in existing federalism relationships in surface transportation policy. In December 2007, the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission released Transportation for Tomorrow, a report on the status of nation’s surface transportation system. The Commission concluded that “the current Federal surface transportation programs should not be “re-authorized” in their current form [emphasis in original].” Instead, it recommended a “new user-financed Federal surface transportation program” that is “performance-driven, outcome-based, generally mode-neutral, and refocused to pursue activities of genuine national interest.” 6 The Commission made numerous specific policy recommendations to achieve these goals, including some that would fundamentally change federalism relationships in surface transportation policy. For example, it recommended that 108 federal surface transportation programs be consolidated into 10 programs, with each of the new programs focused on a national goal and organized along functional categories, such as congestion relief, rural accessibility, saving lives, environmental stewardship, and energy security, as opposed to the current practice of organizing most programs by transportation mode. It also recommended that the project development and selection process be streamlined, including changes to the National Environmental Policy Act Process, and that the planning process be refocused from the current “bottom-up” approach to a more “top-down” approach. Under this new planning approach, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) would work with various stakeholders to establish “appropriate performance standards critical to serve the national interest under the targeted new program structure.” DOT would also establish “national transportation targets ... to advance critical national goals for condition of transportation infrastructure, efficiency and mobility, safety, rural accessibility, environmental quality, energy conservation, access to Federal lands, and research.” 7 In February 2009, the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission released, Paying Our Way: A New Framework for Transportation Finance. The report concluded that “the federal Highway Trust Fund faces a near-term insolvency crisis, exacerbated by recent reductions in federal motor fuel tax revenues and truck–related user fee receipts” and that baseline revenue projections for the Highway Trust Fund fall short of anticipated transportation needs by nearly $400 billion in 2010-2015, and about $2.3 trillion through 2035. 8 It recommended a 10 cents per gallon increase in the federal gasoline tax, a 15 cents per gallon increase in the federal diesel tax, and “commensurate increases” in all special fuels taxes and indexing these rates to inflation to address the Highway Trust Fund’s immediate revenue shortfalls. For the long-term, it recommended a shift from the present reliance on federal fuel taxes to fund federal surface transportation programs to a “federal funding system based on more direct forms of “user pay” charges, in the form of a charge for each mile driven (commonly referred to as a vehicle miles traveled or VMT fee system).” 9 The Highway Trust Fund’s sustainability, and the means employed to retain sustainability, could have a significant impact on federalism relationships in surface transportation policy. For example, some have argued that states should be provided additional flexibility to use tolling and other congestion pricing strategies to both combat traffic congestion and generate additional revenue for surface transportation projects. 
A2: Link Turns

Even if they win they uphold some form of federalism, it doesn’t solve our impacts

Calabresi 95 (Steven G. Calabresi, professor of law at Northwestern University, George C Dix Professor of Constitutional Law, BA cum laude from Yale University, JD from Yale University, co-founder of the Federalist Society, Chairman of the Federalist Society Board of Directors, editor of the American Journal of Comparative Law, member of the Oquosoc Angling Association, former advisor to Attorney General Edwin Meese III, former speechwriter for former Vice President Dan Quayle, former resident scholar at Harvard University, former Benjamin Mazur Summer Research Professor, former associate and assistant professor of law at Northwestern University, former research associate at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, December 1995, “‘A Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers’: In Defense of United States v. Lopez,” published by the Michigan Law Review, volume 94 number 3, page 754)

In Part II, I consider and refute the reigning orthodox argument that constitutional federalism guarantees can and should be en- forced exclusively, or mainly, through the political process. I show why, under modern public choice theory, we should have no confi-dence in the political branches as the exclusive or even as the prin-cipal enforcers of our constitutional federalism guarantees. Indeed, I argue that reliance on the political branches to enforce federalism limitations almost guarantees that our constitutional federal system will fail to attain the normative benefits - set forth in Part I that federalism ought to secure. Accordingly, I conclude Part II by arguing that a decision to rely upon the political branches for en-forcement of federalism would be a grave mistake - a mistake that would result in less freedom and less prosperity for future generations

*****Impacts*****

Yes Modeled

Federalism is modeled

Calabresi 95 (Steven G. Calabresi, professor of law at Northwestern University, George C Dix Professor of Constitutional Law, BA cum laude from Yale University, JD from Yale University, co-founder of the Federalist Society, Chairman of the Federalist Society Board of Directors, editor of the American Journal of Comparative Law, member of the Oquosoc Angling Association, former advisor to Attorney General Edwin Meese III, former speechwriter for former Vice President Dan Quayle, former resident scholar at Harvard University, former Benjamin Mazur Summer Research Professor, former associate and assistant professor of law at Northwestern University, former research associate at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, December 1995, “‘A Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers’: In Defense of United States v. Lopez,” published by the Michigan Law Review, volume 94 number 3, page 759-60)

At the same time, U.S.-style constitutional federalism has be-come the order of the day in an extraordinarily large number of very important countries, some of which once might have been thought of as pure nation-states. Thus, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Republic of Austria, the Russian Federation, Spain, India, and Nigeria all have decentralized power by adopting consti-tutions that are significantly more federalist than the ones they re- placed.25 Many other nations that had been influenced long ago by American federalism have chosen to retain and formalize their fed-eral structures. Thus, the federalist constitutions of Australia, Can-ada, Brazil, Argentina, and Mexico, for example, all are basically alive and well today. As one surveys the world in 1995, American-style federalism of some kind or another is everywhere triumphant, while the forces of nationalism, although still dangerous, seem to be contained or in retreat. The few remaining highly centralized democratic nation- states like Great Britain,26 France, and Italy all face serious seces-sionist or devolutionary crises.27 Other highly centralized nation- states, like China, also seem ripe for a federalist, as well as a demo-cratic, change. Even many existing federal and confederal entities seem to face serious pressure to devolve power further than they have done so far: thus, Russia, Spain, Canada, and Belgium all have very serious devolutionary or secessionFeist movements of some kind. Indeed, secessionist pressure has been so great that some fed-eral structures recently have collapsed under its weight, as has hap-pened in Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and the former Soviet Union.

Many countries have switched or maintained to a federalist state because of the United States- sustaining peace and containing nationalism
Calabresi 95 –Associate Professor at Northwestern University School of Law- (Steven, "Symposium: Reflections On United States V. Lopez: "A Government Of Limited And Enumerated Powers": In Defense Of United States V. Lopez," Michigan Law Review, December 1995, Lexis)

The fifty years since then have seen the birth of the United Nations, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the European Union, the European Convention on Human Rights, the British Commonwealth, the Confederation of Independent States (CIS), the GATT, the NAFTA, and countless other transnational "federal" entities of varying degrees of importance. Many of these were openly inspired by the success story of American federalism, which, for example, led many Europeans to want to build a Common Market that could become a "United States of Europe." While many of these new democratic transnational entities are very weak, they nonetheless have developed important powers: they have helped to keep the peace, and in some instances, as with the European Union, they show real potential for some day attaining essentially all the attributes of sovereignty commonly associated with a federal nation-state, like the United States. The growth and success of transnational confederal forms since 1945 is truly astonishing and rightly is viewed by many - either with alarm or with hope - as holding out the eventual prospect of a future global federal government or at least the prospect of several continental-sized federal governments. At the same time, U.S.-style constitutional federalism has become the order of the day in an extraordinarily large number of  [*760]  very important countries, some of which once might have been thought of as pure nation-states. Thus, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Republic of Austria, the Russian Federation, Spain, India, and Nigeria all have decentralized power by adopting constitutions that are significantly more federalist than the ones they replaced. n25 Many other nations that had been influenced long ago by American federalism have chosen to retain and formalize their federal structures. Thus, the federalist constitutions of Australia, Canada, Brazil, Argentina, and Mexico, for example, all are basically alive and well today. As one surveys the world in 1995, American-style federalism of some kind or another is everywhere triumphant, while the forces of nationalism, although still dangerous, seem to be contained or in retreat. The few remaining highly centralized democratic nation-states like Great Britain, n26 France, and Italy all face serious secessionist or devolutionary crises. n27Other highly centralized nation-states, like China, also seem ripe for a federalist, as well as a democratic, change. Even many existing federal and confederal entities seem to face serious pressure to devolve power further than they have done so far: thus, Russia, Spain, Canada, and Belgium all have very serious devolutionary or secessionist movements of some kind. Indeed, secessionist pressure has been so great that some federal structures recently have collapsed under its weight, as has happened in Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and the former Soviet Union.

Keeping the balance of American federalism is key to maintaining peace in the world- countries look up and model the US

Calabresi 95 –Associate Professor at Northwestern University School of Law- (Steven, "Symposium: Reflections On United States V. Lopez: "A Government Of Limited And Enumerated Powers": In Defense Of United States V. Lopez," Michigan Law Review, December 1995, Lexis)

The prevailing wisdom is that the Supreme Court should abstain from enforcing constitutional limits on federal power for reasons of judicial competence and because the Court should spend essentially all its political capital enforcing the Fourteenth Amendment against the states instead. This view is wrong. First, the rules of constitutional federalism should be enforced because federalism is a good thing, and it is the best and most important structural feature of the U.S. Constitution. Second, the political branches cannot be relied upon to enforce constitutional federalism, notwithstanding the contrary writings of Professor Jesse Choper. Third, the Supreme Court is institutionally competent to enforce constitutional federalism. Fourth, the Court is at least as qualified to act in this area as it is in the Fourteenth Amendment area. And, fifth, the doctrine of stare  [*831]  decisis does not pose a barrier to the creation of any new, prospectively applicable Commerce Clause case law. The conventional wisdom is that Lopez is nothing more than a flash in the pan. n232 Elite opinion holds that the future of American constitutional law will involve the continuing elaboration of the Court's national codes on matters like abortion regulation, pornography, rules on holiday displays, and rules on how the states should conduct their own criminal investigations and trials. Public choice theory suggests many reasons why it is likely that the Court will continue to pick on the states and give Congress a free ride. But, it would be a very good thing for this country if the Court decided to surprise us and continued on its way down the Lopez path. Those of us who comment on the Court's work, whether in the law reviews or in the newspapers, should encourage the Court to follow the path on which it has now embarked. The country and the world would be a better place if it did. We have seen that a desire for both international and devolutionary federalism has swept across the world in recent years. To a significant extent, this is due to global fascination with and emulation of our own American federalism success story. The global trend toward federalism is an enormously positive development that greatly increases the likelihood of future peace, free trade, economic growth, respect for social and cultural diversity, and protection of individual human rights. It depends for its success on the willingness of sovereign nations to strike federalism deals in the belief that those deals will be kept. The U.S. Supreme Court can do its part to encourage the future striking of such deals by enforcing vigorously our own American federalism deal. Lopez could be a first step in that process, if only the Justices and the legal academy would wake up to the importance of what is at stake. 
Second, modeled U.S. federalism prevents conflict and war
Howard, - White Burkett Miller Professor of Law and Public Affairs, University of Virginia, - 03
(Dick, “TOWARD CONSTITUTIONAL DEMOCRACY IN IRAQ: AN AMERICAN PERSPECTIVE,” 6/25,

http://judiciary.senate.gov/testimony.cfm?id=826&wit_id=2344, HL) 

Of these observations ought to be taken into account, especially before assuming that what has worked well in America must surely work for other peoples as well. But the problems of comparative constitutionalism ought not to be turned into categorical barriers. The usefulness of the American experience does not lie in the formal text of the United States Constitution. It is to be found in the general principles which are reflected in American constitutionalism and, further, in the practical experience of making constitutional democracy work. Many of the most basic ideas in American constitutionalism reflect norms that furnish at least presumptive value elsewhere. Examples include the following: Federalism. Formal federalism, as charted by the U.S. Constitution, may or may not be appropriate in other countries. Federalism, however, is a system which has many variants and is found in one form or another around the world. Federalism and its cousins (such as devolution) is associated with values of pluralism, diversity, and local choices about local problems. Such arrangements may be especially important to defuse conflicts of nationality or ethnicity. 

Impacts: War

Federalism solves war

Calabresi 95 (Steven G. Calabresi, professor of law at Northwestern University, George C Dix Professor of Constitutional Law, BA cum laude from Yale University, JD from Yale University, co-founder of the Federalist Society, Chairman of the Federalist Society Board of Directors, editor of the American Journal of Comparative Law, member of the Oquosoc Angling Association, former advisor to Attorney General Edwin Meese III, former speechwriter for former Vice President Dan Quayle, former resident scholar at Harvard University, former Benjamin Mazur Summer Research Professor, former associate and assistant professor of law at Northwestern University, former research associate at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, December 1995, “‘A Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers’: In Defense of United States v. Lopez,” published by the Michigan Law Review, volume 94 number 3, page 771)

A first and obvious advantage is that consolidation reduces the threat of war. Because war usually occurs when two or more states compete for land or other resources, a reduction in the number of states also will reduce the likelihood of war. This result is especially true if the reduction in the number of states eliminates land bound-aries between states that are hard to police, generate friction and border disputes, and that may require large standing armies to de-fend. In a brilliant article, Professor Akhil Amar has noted the im-portance of this point to both to the Framers of our Constitution and to President Abraham Lincoln.52 Professor Amar shows that they believed a Union of States was essential in North America be-cause otherwise the existence of land boundaries would lead here - as it had in Europe - to the creation of standing armies and ultimately to war.53 The Framers accepted the old British notion that it was Britain's island situation that had kept her free of war and, importantly, free of a standing army that could be used to op-press the liberties of the people in a way that the British navy never could. These old geostrategic arguments for federalist consolidation obviously hold true today and played a role in the forming of the European Union, the United Nations, and almost every other mul-tinational federation or alliance that has been created since 1945. Sometimes the geostrategic argument is expanded to become an ar-gument for a multinational defensive alliance, like NATO, against a destabilizing power, like the former Soviet Union. In this variation, international federalism is partly a means of providing for the com-mon defense and partly a means of reducing the likelihood of intra-alliance warfare in order to produce a united front against the prime military threat. Providing for the common defense, though, is itself a second and independent reason for forming international federations. It was a motivation for the formation of the U.S. fed-eration in 1787 and, more recently, the European Union.

Federalism solves civil war, key to democracy and diversity

Stepan 99 (Alfred, Wallace Sayre Professor of Government at Columbia University, founding Director of the Center for the Study of Democracy, Toleration and Religion, founding President of Central European University in Budapest, Prague, and Warsaw, former Director on Concilium on International and Area Studies at Yale University, Dean of School of International Affairs at Columbia University, author on comparative politics, federalism, and democratic transition, field researcher in India, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Israel, Palestine, and Brazil, "Federalism and Democracy: Beyond the U.S. Model," Journal of Democracy Vol. 10, No. 4, https://netfiles.uiuc.edu/fesnic/fspub/6_7_Stepan_1999_Federalism_J_of_Dem.pdf SL) 

Yet in spite of these potential problems, federal rather than unitary states are the form most often associated with multinational democracies. Federal states are also associated with large populations, extensive territories, and democracies with territorially based linguistic fragmentation. In fact, every single longstanding democracy in a territorially based multilingual and multinational polity is a federal state. Although there are many multinational polities in the world, few of them are democracies. Those multinational democracies that do exist, however (Switzerland, Canada, Belgium, Spain, and India), are all federal. Although all these democracies, except for Switzerland, have had problems managing their multinational polities (and even Switzerland had the Sonderbund War, the secession of the Catholic cantons in 1848), they remain reasonably stable. By contrast, Sri Lanka, a territorially based multilingual and multinational unitary state that feared the "slippery slope" of federalism, could not cope with its ethnic divisions and plunged headlong into a bloody civil war that has lasted more than 15 years. In addition to the strong association between multinational democracies and federalism, the six longstanding democracies that score highest on an index of linguistic and ethnic diversity--India, Canada, Belgium, Switzerland, Spain, and the United States--are all federal states. The fact that these nations chose to adopt a federal system does not prove anything; it does, however, suggest that federalism may help these countries manage the problems that come with ethnic and linguistic diversity. In fact, in my judgment, if countries such as Indonesia, Russia, Nigeria, China, and Burma are ever to become stable democracies, they will have to craft workable federal systems that allow cultural diversity, a robust capacity for socioeconomic development, and a general standard of equality among their citizens. 

Impacts: War
Federalism checks severe outburst and minimizes rebellions—over 100 countries prove.

Lawoti, 09- Professor of Political Science at Western Michigan University (Mahendra, “Federalism for Nepal”, Telegraph Nepal, 3/18, http://www.telegraphnepal.com/backup/telegraph/news_det.php?news_id=5041)//MC 

Cross-national studies covering over 100 countries have shown that federalism minimizes violent conflicts whereas unitary structures are more apt to exacerbate ethnic conflicts. Frank S. Cohen (1997) analyzed ethnic conflicts and inter-governmental organizations over nine 5-year –periods (1945-1948 and 1985-1989) among 223 ethnic groups in 100 countries. He found that federalism generates increases in the incidence of protests (low-level ethnic conflicts) but stifles the development of rebellions (high-level conflicts). Increased access to institutional power provided by federalism leads to more low-level conflicts because local groups mobilize at the regional level to make demands on the regional governments. The perceptions that conflicts occur in federal structure is not entirely incorrect. But the conflicts are low-level and manageable ones. Often, these are desirable conflicts because they are expressions of disadvantaged groups and people for equality and justice, and part of a process that consolidates democracy. In addition, they also let off steam so that the protests do not turn into rebellions. As the demands at the regional levels are addressed, frustrations do not build up. It checks abrupt and severe outburst. That is why high levels of conflicts are found less in federal countries. On the other hand, Cohen found high levels of conflicts in unitary structures and centralized politics. According to Cohen (1997:624):

Impacts: Stops Conflict

Second, modeled U.S. federalism prevents conflict and war
Howard, - White Burkett Miller Professor of Law and Public Affairs, University of Virginia, - 03
(Dick, “TOWARD CONSTITUTIONAL DEMOCRACY IN IRAQ: AN AMERICAN PERSPECTIVE,” 6/25,

http://judiciary.senate.gov/testimony.cfm?id=826&wit_id=2344, HL) 

Of these observations ought to be taken into account, especially before assuming that what has worked well in America must surely work for other peoples as well. But the problems of comparative constitutionalism ought not to be turned into categorical barriers. The usefulness of the American experience does not lie in the formal text of the United States Constitution. It is to be found in the general principles which are reflected in American constitutionalism and, further, in the practical experience of making constitutional democracy work. Many of the most basic ideas in American constitutionalism reflect norms that furnish at least presumptive value elsewhere. Examples include the following: Federalism. Formal federalism, as charted by the U.S. Constitution, may or may not be appropriate in other countries. Federalism, however, is a system which has many variants and is found in one form or another around the world. Federalism and its cousins (such as devolution) is associated with values of pluralism, diversity, and local choices about local problems. Such arrangements may be especially important to defuse conflicts of nationality or ethnicity. 

Impacts: Multilat

Federalism lays the foundation for multilateral organizations that contribute to peace around the world. 

Steven G. Calabresi, Associate Professor, Northwestern University School of Law. B.A. 1980, J.D. 1983, Yale, December, 1995, Michigan Law Review, 94 Mich. L. Rev. 752, pg lexis

The fifty years since then have seen the birth of the United Nations, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the European Union, the European Convention on Human Rights, the British Commonwealth, the Confederation of Independent States (CIS), the GATT, the NAFTA, and countless other transnational "federal" entities of varying degrees of importance. 24 Many of these were openly inspired by the success story of American federalism, which, for example, led many Europeans to want to build a Common Market that could become a "United States of Europe." While many of these new democratic transnational entities are very weak, they nonetheless have developed important powers: they have helped to keep the peace, and in some instances, as with the European Union, they show real potential for some day attaining essentially all the attributes of sovereignty commonly associated with a federal nation-state, like the United States. The growth and success of transnational confederal forms since 1945 is truly astonishing and rightly is viewed by many - either with alarm or with hope - as holding out the eventual prospect of a future global federal government or at least the prospect of several continental-sized federal governments.
Impacts: Mass Violence

Focus on the nation state ensures atrocities

Calabresi 95 (Steven G. Calabresi, professor of law at Northwestern University, George C Dix Professor of Constitutional Law, BA cum laude from Yale University, JD from Yale University, co-founder of the Federalist Society, Chairman of the Federalist Society Board of Directors, editor of the American Journal of Comparative Law, member of the Oquosoc Angling Association, former advisor to Attorney General Edwin Meese III, former speechwriter for former Vice President Dan Quayle, former resident scholar at Harvard University, former Benjamin Mazur Summer Research Professor, former associate and assistant professor of law at Northwestern University, former research associate at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, December 1995, “‘A Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers’: In Defense of United States v. Lopez,” published by the Michigan Law Review, volume 94 number 3, page 759)

The bitter harvest of the nationalist revolution was gathered in this century with the slaughter of the First and Second World Wars and with the fifty-year Cold War that then followed. These events finally made clear to the great-great-grandchildren of the Enlight-enment that celebration of the nation state could lead to Nazism and Stalinism, to war and genocide, and to totalitarianism and the most complete loss of freedom humankind ever experienced. By 1945, the democratic revolution was still in full flow, but the nation-alist revolution was not. World leaders scrambled to replace the still collapsing colonial, imperial transnational structures with new federal and confederal transnational structures.

Impacts: Economy

A. Federalism solves the economy

Calabresi 95 (Steven G. Calabresi, professor of law at Northwestern University, George C Dix Professor of Constitutional Law, BA cum laude from Yale University, JD from Yale University, co-founder of the Federalist Society, Chairman of the Federalist Society Board of Directors, editor of the American Journal of Comparative Law, member of the Oquosoc Angling Association, former advisor to Attorney General Edwin Meese III, former speechwriter for former Vice President Dan Quayle, former resident scholar at Harvard University, former Benjamin Mazur Summer Research Professor, former associate and assistant professor of law at Northwestern University, former research associate at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, December 1995, “‘A Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers’: In Defense of United States v. Lopez,” published by the Michigan Law Review, volume 94 number 3, page 771-2)

A third related advantage is that international federations can undertake a host of governmental activities in which there are sig-nificant economies of scale. This is one reason why federations can provide better for the common defense than can their constituent parts. Intercontinental ballistic missiles, nuclear-powered aircraft carriers and submarines, and B-2 stealth bombers tend to be expen-sive. Economies of scale make it cheaper for fifty states to produce one set of these items than it would be for fifty states to try to pro-duce fifty sets. This is true even without factoring in the North American regional tensions that would be created if this continent had to endure the presence of fifty nuclear minipowers, assuming that each small state could afford to own at least one Hiroshima-sized nuclear bomb. Important governmental economies of scale obtain in other areas, as well, however, going well beyond national defense. For example, there are important economies of scale to the governmental provision of space programs, scientific and bi-omedical research programs, the creation of transportation infra-structure, and even the running of some kinds of income and wealth redistribution programs A fourth and vital advantage to international federations is that they can promote the free movement of goods and labor both among the components of the federation by reducing internal trans-action costs and internationally by providing a unified front that reduces the costs of collective action when bargaining with other federations and nations. This reduces the barriers to an enormous range of utility-maximizing transactions thereby producing an enor-mous increase in social wealth. Many federations have been formed in part for this reason, including the United States, the Eu-ropean Union, and the British Commonwealth, as well as all the trade-specific "federations" like the GATT and NAFTA. A fifth advantage to international federations is that they can help regulate externalities that may be generated by the policies and laws of one member state upon other member states. As I ex-plain in more detail below, these externalities can be both negative and positive,54 and, in both situations, some type of federal or inter-national action may sometimes be appropriate. A well-known ex-ample of a problematic negative externality that could call for federal or international intervention occurs when one state pollutes the air or water of another and refuses to stop because all the costs of its otherwise beneficial action accrue to its neighbor.55

B. Global nuclear wars 
MEAD  09 – Senior Fellow in US Foreign Policy Studies @ Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, Only Makes You Stronger, The New Republic, 2-4-09, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=1)
The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net. The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti-foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops. India's future is also a question. Support for global integration is a fairly recent development in India, and many serious Indians remain skeptical of it. While India's 60-year-old democratic system has resisted many shocks, a deep economic recession in a country where mass poverty and even hunger are still major concerns could undermine political order, long-term growth, and India's attitude toward the United States and global economic integration. The violent Naxalite insurrection plaguing a significant swath of the country could get worse; religious extremism among both Hindus and Muslims could further polarize Indian politics; and India's economic miracle could be nipped in the bud. If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush.  It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength.  Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong.  But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
Impacts: Economic Reform

Federalism is key to economic reform—China proves.

Qian & Weingast, 97- Assistant Professor of Economics, and Senior Fellow, Hoover Institution at Stanford University (YINGYI QIAN and BARRY WEINGAST, “Federalism as a Commitment to Preserving Market Incentives”, Journal of Economic Perspectives, Fall, http://www-siepr.stanford.edu/workp/swp97042.pdf)//MC 

Studies of federalism typically illustrate their principles using the state governments of the United States or the national and supranational governments of Europe. In addition to drawing on those cases, we believe that modern China provides a striking example of the economic benefits of federalism. China has emphasized economic reform through devolution of authority from the central to local governments, in contrast to the more centralized reform in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. Along several critical dimensions, China’s central government has explicitly limited its information as a way of credibly committing the center not to repeat the pernicious behavior of the Mao era. For example, the central government allows local governments to maintain various "extra-budget" and "off-budget" accounts. Limited knowledge about these budgets commits the central government not to tax them, which in turn encourages local governments to generate prosperity and revenue. The central government also issues large quantities of cash, facilitating cash transactions which are far less prone to state predation. Also, the state permits private savings accounts with state banks under false names, and thus credibly commits not to confiscate bank deposits for a particular person. Of course, the central government can still confiscate a portion of all deposits by taxation or inflation, but the political costs would be high. Although not completely binding its own hands, the central government’s devolution of information and authority makes it harder to use those hands.

Federalism makes positive incentives to limit the state predation problem.

Qian & Weingast, 97- Assistant Professor of Economics, and Senior Fellow, Hoover Institution at Stanford University (YINGYI QIAN and BARRY WEINGAST, “Federalism as a Commitment to Preserving Market Incentives”, Journal of Economic Perspectives, Fall, http://www-siepr.stanford.edu/workp/swp97042.pdf)//MC 

Through the appropriate decentralization of information and state power, federalism can establish positive incentives to limit the state predation problem and negative incentives to reduce the soft budget constraint problem. In a dynamic setting, for example, the principal can sometimes increase efficiency by giving up some information and authority. Increasing ex post transaction costs may be essential for credible commitments and thus for ex ante efficiency. The notion of increased efficiency through less information and limited authority differs from Hayek’s idea. It has also been a consistent theme in the recent theory of the firm and regulation. Consider several examples. First, lack of commitment not to use ex post information creates the phenomena of "ratcheting up" planned quotas and inefficient regulation, leading to pervasive incentive problems (Laffont and Tirole, 1989). Second, in the theory of firm ownership, one cost of vertical integration is the lack of credible reward by the integrated firm to the manager when the former controls cost information (Riordon, 1990). For the same reason, inefficiencies arise with public ownership because of the government's superior information about the firm (Schmidt, 1996). Third, in an organization, reducing information channel linking lower decisionmakers to the top decisionmakers can be beneficial because it reduces wasteful influence activities (Milgrom and Roberts, 1990, 1992). Fourth, under certain circumstances, limiting the authority of the principal credibly provides a subordinate with the incentives to take "initiatives." These limits grants the subordinate more "real authority" through controlling more information despite her lack of "formal authority" 5 (Aghion and Tirole, 1997). Finally, diffused information and authority is also the key argument in the endogenous theory of hard vs. soft budget constraint (Dewatripont and Maskin, 1995).

Impacts: Competitiveness 

A. Federalism is key to competitiveness 

Kincaid 90 - Professor of Law, Executive Director at the US Advisory Commission - (John, “Annals off the American Academy of Political and Social Science” Vol. 509, American Federalism: The Third Century, pp. 139-152, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1046444)

The chief political objective of competition is to prevent tyranny – a monopolization of public or private power. As a fundamental principle of liberal democracy, competition is embedded in democratic notions of elections, economic behavior, and church-state separation, among others. Yet steady efforts have been made to drive competition out of federalism, first by the Federalist founders who sought to end ruinous economic competition between the states, then by the dual federalist who sought to segregate public and private power and federal and state power, and then by the cooperative federalist who sought to counteract economic monopolization with majoritarian federal power. It is not without reason that competitive federalism has a bad name in many circles; nevertheless, federalism can hardly survive without competitive tensions, especially a competitive federal-state tension that can prevent one partner from swallowing the other.

B. Competitiveness key to hegemony

Khalilzad, 1995 (Zalmay, Senior Analyst at RAND, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War,” Washington Quarterly, Spring, Lexis)

The United States is unlikely to preserve its military and technological dominance if the U.S. economy declines seriously. In such an environment, the domestic economic and political base for global leadership would diminish and the United States would probably incrementally withdraw from the world, become inward-looking, and abandon more and more of its external interests. As the United States weakened, others would try to fill the Vacuum. To sustain and improve its economic strength, the United States must maintain its technological lead in the economic realm. Its success will depend on the choices it makes. In the past, developments such as the agricultural and industrial revolutions produced fundamental changes positively affecting the relative position of those who were able to take advantage of them and negatively affecting those who did not. Some argue that the world may be at the beginning of another such transformation, which will shift the sources of wealth and the relative position of classes and nations. If the United States fails to recognize the change and adapt its institutions, its relative position will necessarily worsen.
Impacts: Freedom Module
Federalism is key to liberty
Mantzavinos 08 (C Mantzavinos, professor of philosophy of the social sciences at the University Athens, PhD in economics from the University of Tübingen, PhD in philosophy from the University of Tübingen, former assistant professor at the University of Freiburg, former visiting assistant professor of political science at Stanford University, former Senior Research Fellow at the Max Planck Institute for Research on Collective Goods, former visiting philosophy scholar at Harvard University, former professor of economics and philosophy at Witten/Herdecke University, 12-27-08, “Federalism and Individual Liberty,” http://www.mantzavinos.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/06/Mantzavinos-Federalism-and-individual-liberty.pdf) GZ

There is a series of arguments that link federalism to individual liberty, some of them already contained in the Federalist Papers and some of them suggested in contemporary discussions. The core issue is what Riker (1964) has called the fundamental dilemma of federalism, i.e., how to have a central government that is strong enough to provide a check on the lower level governments, but is not so strong that it overwhelms the states. The first way that lower level governments can check the central government is laid out in Federalist Nr. 24, 25, and 46: the greater loyalty that citizens would tend to feel to their states than to the federal center would tend to check any move to despotism by the center, in extreme cases even through armed resistance. A second way was already proposed by de Montesquieu (1748/ 1989, p. 132): ‘‘If a sedition occurs in one of the members of the confederation, the others can pacify it. If some abuses are introduced somewhere, they are corrected by the healthy parts’’. According to this argument it is the other lower level governments that can check any move towards abuse by a lower level government, without the central government engaging in any correction. The third way is described by the so—called republican guarantee clause of the US Constitution (Article IV, Sect. 4): ‘‘The United States shall guarantee to every State in this Union a Republican Form of Government, and shall protect each of them against Invasion; and on Application of the Legislature, or of the Executive (when the Legislature cannot be convened) against domestic Violence’’. In other words liberty is protected by means of a federal check on the lower level governments. Levy (2007, p. 309), presenting the three arguments above, speaks of ‘‘mechanisms by which the founding generation imagined that federalism might enhance liberty’’. However, though these arguments are important and probably valid, it is a real stretch to speak of mechanisms in this context. The notion of mechanism is at the center stage of the discussions of casuality and explanation in the philosophy of science, and it is increasingly acknowledged that a scientific explanation of a phenomenon can only be provided if a causal mechanism is specified (Machamer et al. 2000, P. Machamer, 2008, unpublished manuscript, Knight 2009). The links between federalism and liberty sketched above are nothing more than the first argumentative steps towards the construction of a more comprehensive mechanism illuminating the relationship yet to be developed. The same is true for the contemporary discussions of federalism. The most frequently repeated argument in favor of federalism is that states or local governments are closer to the people and thus more likely to be responsive to their needs. Vaubel (1995) offers, for example, two justifications for a federalist structure: (1) that regional preferences differ; and (2) that competition among governments protects the freedom of the individual. His argument is representative for the standard perspective that the greater responsiveness to regional preferences is ipso facto a guarantee for liberty. Shapiro (1995) also suggests that in principle the smaller the area governed, the more responsive the government will be to the preferences of the constituency, and thus the better it will be able to protect individual liberty.3 However, as Chemerinsky (2001, p. 927) sharply observes: ‘‘[T]his premise is highly questionable; it assumes that popular sentiment is likely to be rights progressive rather than rights regressive. To the extent that voters at the state and local level prefer rights regressive legislation—or more likely a rule that abuses a particular minority group—greater responsiveness increases the dangers of government tyranny. In other words, the substantive result of decreasing tyranny will not always be best achieved by the process approach of maximizing electoral responsiveness; indeed, the reverse might well be the result’’. Buchanan (1995, p. 259), for his part, suggests ‘‘that a coherent classical liberal must be generally supportive of federal political structures, because any division of authority must, necessarily, tend to limit the potential range of political coercion’’. In his theory of competitive federalism, he elaborates on the prospects for exit as constraints on political control over the individual and introduces, thus, a very important analytical category—the exit option—in the analysis of the relationship between federalism and individual liberty.4 The theory known as ‘‘market preserving federalism’’ (Weingast 1995; Qian and Weingast 1997) suggests ways that a federalist system can be designed in this way in order to effectively preserve markets and provide incentives for long-run economic development (Mantzavinos 2001). Other theoretical developments in this tradition analyze the ways that the institutions of federalism can be sustained, stressing that the chances of survival of a federalist system crucially depend on federal structures being self-enforcing, i.e., they depend on the center and the states having incentives to fulfill their obligations within the limits of federal bargains (de Figueiredo and Weingast 2005). While these contributions are very valuable indeed, they do not provide any insights into the working properties of a mechanism that links federalism and individual liberty. I will undertake such an attempt in what follows. 3 Federalism and direct individual liberty Federalism as a constitutional principle can only be effective if enough power is ceded to a number of regulative authorities, which can use it in order to offer different institutional arrangements. Whether these be states or local authorities, the main idea of federalism consists of numerous jurisdictions making decisions on public issues and providing diverse institutional rules to the citizens of the respective jurisdictions. Thus, federalism permits jurisdictions to offer alternative packages of public goods and of legal rules for the organization of different aspects of the public and private life of the constituency. Characteristic of federal polities is their noncentralized structure. The powers of government are diffused among many centers rather than being concentrated in a single center. Noncentralization is different from decentralization. In a decentralized system there exists a central authority that can decentralize or recentralize according to its desires, whereas ‘‘in a noncentralized political system, power is so diffused that it cannot be legitimately centralized or concentrated without breaking the structure and spirit of the constitution’’ (Elazar 1987, p. 34f). This noncentralization implies a plurality of jurisdictions within a political system. For federalism, the existence of plurality of authorities is decisive. Normally in the literature, as well as in accord with common sense, a federal political system is associated with a plurality of authorities. This plurality of jurisdictions can lead alternatively, dependent on different factors, either to a homogeneous or a diverse political landscape. The existence of plural authorities might result in offering either homogeneous or diverse institutional rules to a constituency. Although it is possible that the existence of a plurality of authorities may lead to entirely homogeneous institutional rules, empirically it does not seem to be the rule.5 What occurs more often is that a plurality of jurisdictions legislating in a complex social world will provide diverse institutional rules. The most interesting case empirically is, thus, that plurality will lead to diversity. Hence, I shall abstract from the first case and I shall assume that empirically the essential characteristic of a political system based on a federalist structure is that diverse institutional rules are made available by numerous jurisdictions. Therefore, when I speak of federalism in this paper, I shall mainly mean that local governments offer various ‘‘package deals’’ or mixes of services or institutional arrangements to their constituents. This diversity per se has always been seen as protective of the individual liberty of the citizens6: What is interesting in our context is how this diversity is perceived by any single individual in a polity, i.e., the effects of federalism for any individual citizen of a polity. This effect obviously has something to do with the individual freedom of choice. If alternative institutional arrangements are offered to an individual, then he has the possibility of choosing the one that he finds best, i.e., the one that satisfies more completely his desires. The diversity of institutional arrangements per se enhances the alternatives open to the individual citizen. His degree of freedom is augmented, because in a federal system he can choose to live in the jurisdiction that offers him the best set of institutional rules. This is the positive formulation of the effect of federalism on individual liberty: diversity broadens the possible set of choices of jurisdictions for every citizen. But one may also formulate the issue in a negative way. Using the familiar distinction between ‘‘exit’’ and ‘‘voice’’ (Hirschman 1970), every individual can change the jurisdiction under which he lives, if he is dissatisfied with the one he currently lives under. In other words, he can exit the jurisdiction that does not provide the set of institutional arrangements that he approves of. Stated in these terms, diversity of jurisdictions and institutional arrangements guarantees the existence of exit options for any dissatisfied citizen, and thus enhances his individual liberty. Every member of an organization normally possesses two options with which he can show his dissatisfaction: ‘‘exit’’ and ‘‘voice’’. The effect of these two different decisions of individual members of organizations is to serve as recuperation mechanisms for organizational slack by showing the discontent with realized policies. But although ‘‘voice’’ can be effective in increasing responsiveness to the wishes of the members of organizations, it is the exit-option which is most powerful in signalling to the management of an organization or the government of a polity that members or citizens are dissatisfied with it.7 In my discussion of the relationship between federalism and individual liberty, it is ‘‘exit’’ that constitutes an increase in liberty rather than ‘‘voice’’. And the possibility of ‘‘exit’’ is given only in a federal political system with diverse jurisdictions. I want to call this relationship between diversity of jurisdictions and the freedom of the individual to choose among jurisdictions the direct effect of federalism on individual liberty. Accordingly, I want to call this kind of liberty direct individual liberty (DIL). The respective function of DIL can be written as: DIL = f(Div),dDIL/dDiv>0 where DIL is direct individual liberty, Div is diversity of jurisdictions available for individuals to choose. It is important that the first derivative of the function is greater than zero, meaning that, as the diversity of jurisdictions increases, the DIL also increases. This simple function is represented geometrically in Fig. 1. On the ordinate the DIL is presented; and on the abscissa the diversity of jurisdictions is shown. The curve of DIL will slope upward throughout all of its range, showing the direct effect of federalism on individual liberty. The more jurisdictions offer different institutional settings, the greater the range of options for any individual, and thus the greater the possibility for an individual to choose among them. The zero point of this function will show the case of a citizen living within one jurisdiction and having no option to leave it.8

Moral side constraint

Petro 74 (Sylvester Petro, Wake Forest Professor, Toledo Law Review, 1974)

However, one may still insist, echoing Ernest Hemingway - "I believe in only one thing: liberty." And it is always well to bear in mind David Hume's observation: "It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once." Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no import because there have been invasions of so many other aspects. That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration. Ask Solzhenitsyn. Ask Milovan Dijas. In sum, if one believed in freedom as a supreme value and the proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit.

Impacts: Freedom

Federalism is key to freedom

Calabresi 95 (Steven G. Calabresi, professor of law at Northwestern University, George C Dix Professor of Constitutional Law, BA cum laude from Yale University, JD from Yale University, co-founder of the Federalist Society, Chairman of the Federalist Society Board of Directors, editor of the American Journal of Comparative Law, member of the Oquosoc Angling Association, former advisor to Attorney General Edwin Meese III, former speechwriter for former Vice President Dan Quayle, former resident scholar at Harvard University, former Benjamin Mazur Summer Research Professor, former associate and assistant professor of law at Northwestern University, former research associate at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, December 1995, “‘A Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers’: In Defense of United States v. Lopez,” published by the Michigan Law Review, volume 94 number 3, page 785-6)

Second, there is another important advantage to American fed-eralism. With two levels of government, the citizenry, to some ex-tent, can play each level off against the other with concomitant reductions in the agency costs of government. History teaches that government agency costs, even in a democracy, can become quite high. It is thus no accident that Americans have thought from the time of the founding onward that liberty would be preserved by having two levels of government that could serve as checks on one another.98 We have seen already that national government cannot be ex-pected to process all dispersed social knowledge as if it were omni-scient. Similarly, it cannot be expected to exercise total governmental power as if it were benign. "Power corrupts and ab-solute power corrupts absolutely."99 A national government un-checked by state power would be more rife with agency costs and more oppressive than the national government we have. The exist-ence of the states as constitutionally indissoluble entities provides a vital bulwark from which citizens can organize against tyranny. As Andrzej Rapaczynski brilliantly has shown, the existence of state governments helps citizens solve the collective action problem of organizing against tyranny.100 The states do help preserve freedom because they can rally citizens to the cause of freedom, helping to overcome the free rider problems that otherwise might cause na-tional usurpations to go unchallenged by the "silent" majority of unorganized citizens.101 Conversely, the national government can organize a "silent" majority of citizens against state oppression - as it did in 1861 or 1964 - more effectively than could a loose confederation, military alliance, or free trade association. Constitutionally indissoluble na-tional government also helps citizens to overcome collective action problems in fighting usurpation or tyranny at the state level. The success of the American Union in fighting might be contrasted here with Europe's inability to police Bosnia. It turns out that there is a great deal to be said for having "an indestructible Union, composed of indestructible States."102 Federalism like the separation of pow-ers, is a vital guarantor of liberty.

Impacts: Tyranny

US Federalism prevents tyranny.

Siefel, 08- Associate Professor of Law and Political Science at Duke University School of Law (Neil S, “INTERNATIONAL DELEGATIONS AND THE VALUES OF FEDERALISM”, Law and Contemporary Problems, Winter, http://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2321&context=faculty_scholarship)//MC  

A federal system entails a vertical division of regulatory authority between the national government and subnational states. 14 Commentators specializing in constitutional law, political science, and economic analysis have argued that a federal system vindicates important values by protecting the regulatory autonomy of the subnational states. 15 First, a powerful check on the abuse of government power is said to exist when multiple levels of government compete for regulatory authority and political power is diffused. 16 James Madison famously identified federalism as part of “a double security” that “arises to the rights of the people.” 17 The federal and state governments, Madison insisted, “will control each other, at the same time that each will be controlled by itself.” 18 Two centuries later, Justice O’Connor would invoke the intentions of the Framers on behalf of the Court in Gregory v. Ashcroft. 19 She identified the tyranny prevention championed by the Framers as “the principal benefit of the federalist system.” 20

Federalism encourages political accountability.

Siefel, 08- Associate Professor of Law and Political Science at Duke University School of Law (Neil S, “INTERNATIONAL DELEGATIONS AND THE VALUES OF FEDERALISM”, Law and Contemporary Problems, Winter, http://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2321&context=faculty_scholarship)//MC  

Second, democratic self-government is supposed to be facilitated when there exists a robust space for participatory politics at levels closer to the people who are governed. 21 Federalism, observed Justice O’Connor for the Court in Gregory, “increases opportunity for citizen involvement in democratic processes.” 22 On this point, she referenced Alexis de Tocqueville, who “understood well that participation in local government is a cornerstone of American democracy.” 23 Third, political responsiveness and accountability are believed to be encouraged when states compete for mobile citizens who can vote with both their hands and their feet. 24 Justice O’Connor wrote for the Gregory Court that federalism “makes government more responsive by putting the States in competition for a mobile citizenry.” 25 Responsiveness and accountability are distinguishable but related. One way to ensure responsiveness is not through exit but through voice 26 —that is, voting politicians out of office or pressuring them. This is often what is meant by accountability.

Federalism promotes value pluralism and encourages social problem-solving.

Siefel, 08- Associate Professor of Law and Political Science at Duke University School of Law (Neil S, “INTERNATIONAL DELEGATIONS AND THE VALUES OF FEDERALISM”, Law and Contemporary Problems, Winter, http://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2321&context=faculty_scholarship)//MC  

Fourth, value pluralism is promoted when state policies are allowed to differ along various dimensions of cultural difference. 27 Contemporary examples abound, including some of the most controversial issues in American culture: abortion, the death penalty, gay marriage, and physician-assisted suicide. Whatever one thinks of value pluralism normatively regarding a particular issue, it is uncontroversial descriptively that uniform federal rules prevent different parts of the country from governing themselves in ways that vary across the nation. This is the case whether the federal rule takes the form of a constitutional decision by the U.S. Supreme Court, 28 a proposed constitutional amendment, 29 or a federal statute interpreted by officials in the federal government to have broad preemptive effect. 30 Fifth, social problem-solving can be encouraged when states are permitted to act as policy “laboratories.” 31 Justice Brandeis offered perhaps the classic formulation of this argument, admonishing the Court that “[t]o stay experimentation in things social and economic is a grave responsibility.” 32 This rationale for federalism is distinct from the one sounding in value pluralism. One does not enter a laboratory in order to resolve a conflict over values that are constitutive of personal and community identity. Rather, one enters a laboratory when the implicated values are generally shared and when disagreement concerns matters of empirical causation. For example, Americans might better understand the tradeoff between vehicle speed and safety if states set different speed limits on their highways. 33

Impacts: Liberty 

Strong federalism is key to liberty, but their must be federal and state balance

Somin 12 - Associate Professor at George Mason University School of Law, his research focuses on constitutional law, property law, and the study of popular political participation and its implications for constitutional democracy, - (Ilya, April 3rd, 2012, “Federalism, Freedom, and the Individual Mandate,” LexisNexis)

[Joey] Fishkin has it wrong to say that denying federal power while recognizing state power is "pure federalism, drained of all libertarian talk of personal freedom." To the contrary, it is worse for personal freedom for the federal government to impose the mandate (or make you eat your broccoli) than for states to do it. As Kennedy put it for the Court in United Statesv. Bond, "Federalism is more than an exercise in setting the boundary between different institutions of government for their own integrity. State sovereignty is not just an end in itself: Rather, federalism secures to citizens the liberties that derive from the diffusion of sovereign power...." Federalism creates a market for government, in which dissatisfied "customers" can "vote with their feet....." That in turn preserves individual liberty, not just because people actually do move to avoid oppressive regulation (though they do), but more fundamentally because states and local governments understand that people can move. States are less oppressive, not necessarily because they are closer to the people, but because people have options and states know it. As Kennedy also wrote in Bond, quoting Justice O'Connor in the earlier case Gregory v. Ashcroft, federalism "makes government 'more responsive by putting the States in competition for a mobile citizenry.'" Of course, to an extent there are alternatives to the U.S. national government as well. But these are harder for individuals and businesses to adopt. The United States' internal federalism is especially protective of liberty because people and businesses can move so readily (both legally and culturally) from state to state. That's not true internationally, so competition at the nation-to-nation level provides lesser protection for liberty...... Obviously, though, internal federalism protects liberty in this way only if the states can offer different options. The more power held by the national government, the less effective the federalism protections of liberty will be. Thus there is an immediate relationship between individual liberty and limited government at the national level. 

Impacts: Budget

Federalism is the best system for budget control 

Bednar 5 - PhD from the University of Michigan, Dept of Political Science - (Jenna, June, 2005, “Constitutional Political Economy,” ProQuest)

This category includes economic beneﬁts. Some compare federalism to a unitary state, arguing that decentralization brings beneﬁts. In the ﬁscal federalism literature, the existence of two levels of government mean that taxation and expenditure policy may be eﬃciently distributed to maximize total utility (e.g. Musgrave 1997, Oates 1999). In the market-preserving federalism literature, decentralization and fragmenting authority enables a state to credibly commit not to expropriate all rents, when coupled with other conditions, such as a decentralization of ﬁscal control and hard budget constraints (Weingast 1995, Rodden and Rose-Ackerman 1997, Qian and Weingast 1997, Rodden and Wibbels 2002). Also, there may be beneﬁts from lower government policy experimentation (Kollman et al. 2000); these may be economic in nature – welfare policy, taxation schemes – but often are not, directly, as with education or health care. At the same time, federalism is more centralized than a confederacy, and centralized regulation of trade permits a polity to enjoy the beneﬁts of a common market. Madison praised federalism for its potential to improve the overall quality of representation over what was present in the state legislatures prior to federation, bolstering the feasibility of democracy (the Federalist, Elazar 1987, Ostrom 1991). 

Impacts: Civil War
Overreaching government control leads to the breakup of America and nuclear war
Pinkerton 03 (James Pinkerton, senior fellow at the New American Foundation, senior fellow at the Free Enterprise Fund 2-4-03, “Freedom and Survival,” http://newamerica.net/node/65780)

Historically, the only way that the slow bureaucratic creep of government is reversed is through revolution or war. And that could happen. But there's a problem: the next American revolution won't be fought with muskets. It could well be waged with proliferated wonder-weapons. That is, about the time that American yeopersons decide to resist the encroachment of the United Nations, or the European Union -- or the United States government -- the level of destructive power in a future conflict could remove the choice expressed by Patrick Henry in his ringing cry, "Give me liberty, or give me death." The next big war could kill everybody, free and unfree alike.

Impacts: Human Rights

Federalism solves human rights

Calabresi 95 (Steven G. Calabresi, professor of law at Northwestern University, George C Dix Professor of Constitutional Law, BA cum laude from Yale University, JD from Yale University, co-founder of the Federalist Society, Chairman of the Federalist Society Board of Directors, editor of the American Journal of Comparative Law, member of the Oquosoc Angling Association, former advisor to Attorney General Edwin Meese III, former speechwriter for former Vice President Dan Quayle, former resident scholar at Harvard University, former Benjamin Mazur Summer Research Professor, former associate and assistant professor of law at Northwestern University, former research associate at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, December 1995, “‘A Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers’: In Defense of United States v. Lopez,” published by the Michigan Law Review, volume 94 number 3, page 773)

Sixth and finally,56a n advantage to international federation is that it may facilitate the protection of individual human rights. For reasons Madison explained in the Federalist Ten,57 large govern-mental structures may be more sensitive than smaller governmental structures to the problems of abuse of individual and minority rights.58 Remote federal legislatures or courts, like the U.S. Con-gress and Supreme Court, sometimes can protect important individ-ual rights when national or local entities might be unable to do so.59 As I have explained elsewhere, this argument remains a persuasive part of the case for augmented federal powers.60

Impacts: Heg

Strong federalism is key to military strength 

Bednar 5 - PhD from the University of Michigan, Dept of Political Science - (Jenna, June, 2005, “Constitutional Political Economy,” ProQuest)

In the section that follows, I describe the functionalities that guarantee robustness in detail. I identify opportunism as the chief perturbation that threatens the performance of federations. A robust federation minimizes opportunism to maximize productivity. For empirical veriﬁcation, since opportunism is not observable, and not measurable, we deﬁne a robust federation as one that performs well. Federalism may provide a variety of beneﬁts; it is populations that seek one or more of these beneﬁts who choose federalism as their governmental form. Federalism’s performance at meeting these objectives determines its robustness. The potential beneﬁts from federating, and their logic, follow. A federal union is better able to defend itself than a confederation or looser alliance of states. The strength that comes from an expanded territory and resources, as well as the improved coordination of eﬀort, makes members of the federal union more secure against foreign invasion than they are on their own (the Federalist; Riker 1964; Ostrom 1971). 

Impacts: Innovation

A lack of Federalism discourages innovation

Roth, 10- civil engineer and transportation economist. He is currently a research fellow at the Independent Institute. (Gabriel, “Federal Highway Funding”, CATO Institute, June, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding#4)//MC 
One of the promising advances to relieving urban congestion is High-Occupancy or Toll (HOT) highways. Networks of HOT lanes can be structured for use by vehicles with payment of variable tolls combined with buses at no charge. The tolls are collected electronically and set at levels high enough to ensure acceptable traffic conditions at all times. A current obstacle to expanding HOT lane programs is that it is difficult to add tolls to roads constructed with federal funds. The first HOT lanes in the United States were introduced in 1995 on California's State Route 91 near Anaheim. The California Private Transportation Company conceived, designed, financed, constructed, and opened two pairs of "express lanes" in the median of a 10-mile stretch of the highway.40 Express lane users pay tolls by means of identifiers, similar to those used by EZPass systems, with the payments debited electronically from accounts opened with the company. Following the lead of the private sector, California's public sector implemented a similar project on Route I-15 north of San Diego. It has also proven popular. The rates charged on the I-15 lanes are varied automatically in real time to respond to traffic conditions. HOT lanes have also been implemented in Denver and Minneapolis, and are planned for the Washington, D.C., area. Payments for the use of roads can now be made as easily as payments for the use of telephones, without vehicles having to stop. Such changes in payment methods can have profound effects on the management and financing of roads. If the federal government removed itself from highway financing, direct payments for road use could be made directly to state governments through tolls. These sorts of tolls are already in place in New York and New Jersey. An even better solution would be payment of tolls for road use directly to private highway companies, which would cut out government financing completely. This is now technically feasible. Following the success of the HOT lanes in Southern California, many other projects are being pursued across the country. One project is in Northern Virginia. Fluor-Transurban is building and providing most of the funding for HOT lanes on a 14-mile stretch of the Capital Beltway. Drivers will pay to use the lanes with electronic tolling, which will recoup the company's roughly $1 billion investment. HOT lane projects are attractive to governments because they can make use of existing capacity and because the tolls can pay for all or most of the costs.41 Such networks offer congestion-free expressways for those wanting to pay a premium price, in addition to reducing congestion on other roads and creating faster bus services. There are many exciting technological developments in highways, and ending federal intervention would make state governments more likely to seek innovative solutions. Technological advances—such as electronic tolling—have made paying for road services as simple as paying for other sorts of goods. In a world where a fuel tax that is levied on gasoline is an imperfect measure of the wear-and-tear each driver puts on roads, it is vital to explore better ways to finance highways.

Impacts: Trade

A) Federalism solves global trade and is modeled

Calabresi 95 (Steven G. Calabresi, professor of law at Northwestern University, George C Dix Professor of Constitutional Law, BA cum laude from Yale University, JD from Yale University, co-founder of the Federalist Society, Chairman of the Federalist Society Board of Directors, editor of the American Journal of Comparative Law, member of the Oquosoc Angling Association, former advisor to Attorney General Edwin Meese III, former speechwriter for former Vice President Dan Quayle, former resident scholar at Harvard University, former Benjamin Mazur Summer Research Professor, former associate and assistant professor of law at Northwestern University, former research associate at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, December 1995, “‘A Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers’: In Defense of United States v. Lopez,” published by the Michigan Law Review, volume 94 number 3, page 759)

The fifty years since then have seen the birth of the United Na- tions, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the Euro- pean Union, the European Convention on Human Rights, the British Commonwealth, the Confederation of Independent States (CIS), the GATT, the NAFTA, and countless other transnational "federal" entities of varying degrees of importance.24 Many of these were openly inspired by the success story of American feder- alism, which, for example, led many Europeans to want to build a Common Market that could become a "United States of Europe." While many of these new democratic transnational entities are very weak, they nonetheless have developed important powers: they have helped to keep the peace, and in some instances, as with the European Union, they show real potential for some day attaining essentially all the attributes of sovereignty commonly associated with a federal nation-state, like the United States. The growth and success of transnational confederal forms since 1945 is truly aston- ishing and rightly is viewed by many - either with alarm or with hope - as holding out the eventual prospect of a future global fed- eral government or at least the prospect of several continental-sized federal governments.

B) And, that leads to nuclear extinction 

Copley News Service 99

For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing the life out of planet Earth seemed very real. Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics. Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government. Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt. That's just plain wrong. First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it.
Impacts: Trade

Federalism key to sustaining free trade

Calabresi 95 –Associate Professor at Northwestern University School of Law- (Steven, "Symposium: Reflections On United States V. Lopez: "A Government Of Limited And Enumerated Powers": In Defense Of United States V. Lopez," Michigan Law Review, December 1995, Lexis)

A fourth and vital advantage to international federations is that they can promote the free movement of goods and labor both among the components of the federation by reducing internal transaction costs and internationally by providing a unified front that reduces the costs of collective action when bargaining with other federations and nations. This reduces the barriers to an enormous range of utility-maximizing transactions thereby producing an enormous increase in social wealth. Many federations have been formed in part for this reason, including the United States, the European Union, and the British Commonwealth, as well as all the trade-specific "federations" like the GATT and NAFTA.

Impacts: Secession

A. Federalism Stop Secessionist Warfare

Steven G. Calabresi, Associate Professor @ Northwestern University School of Law, December, 1995, (Michigan Law Review, SYMPOSIUM: Reflections on United States v. Lopez: "A GOVERNMENT OF LIMITED AND ENUMERATED POWERS": IN DEFENSE OF UNITED STATES v. LOPEZ, 94 Mich. L. Rev. 752, p. nexis //ef)
Small state federalism is a big part of what keeps the peace in countries like the United States and Switzerland. It is a big part of the reason why we do not have a Bosnia or a Northern Ireland or a Basque country or a Chechnya or a Corsica or a Quebec problem. 51 American federalism in the end is not a trivial matter or a quaint historical anachronism. American-style federalism is a thriving and vital institutional arrangement - partly planned by the Framers, partly the accident of history - and it prevents violence and war. It prevents religious warfare, it prevents secessionist warfare, and it prevents racial warfare. It is part of the reason why democratic majoritarianism in the United States has not produced violence or secession for 130 years, unlike the situation for example, in England, France, Germany, Russia, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Cyprus, or Spain. There is nothing in the U.S. Constitution that is more important or that has done more to promote peace, prosperity, and freedom than the federal structure of that great document. There is nothing in the U.S. Constitution that should absorb more completely the attention of the U.S. Supreme Court.

B. Secessionism will spark wars around the world that risk nuclear conflict

Gottlieb 93 – Professor of International Law and Diplomacy at University of Chicago School of Law

(Gidon, Nation against state: a new approach to ethnic conflicts and the decline of sovereignty, p. 26-27)

Self-determination unleashed and unchecked by balancing principles constitutes a menace to the society of states. There is simply no way in which all the hundreds of peoples who aspire to sovereign independence can be granted a state of their own without loosening fearful anarchy and disorder on a planetary scale. The proliferation of territorial entities poses exponentially greater problems for the control of weapons of mass destruction and multiplies situations in which external intervention could threaten peace. It increases problems for the management of all global issues, including terrorism, AIDS, the environment, and population growth. It creates conditions in which domestic strife in remote territories can drag powerful neighbors into local hostilities, creating ever widening circles of conflict. Events in the aftermath of the breakup of the Soviet Union drove this point home. Like Russian dolls, ever smaller ethnic groups dwelling in larger units emerged to secede and to demand independence. Georgia, for example, has to contend with the claims of South Ossetians and Abkhazians for independence, just as the Russian Federation is confronted with the separatism of Tartaristan. An international system made up of several hundred independent territorial states cannot be the basis for global security and prosperity.

!!Modelling Impacts!!

Impacts: Indonesian Instability

A) Federalism is critical to preventing Indonesia instability
Dibb ’01- Head Asian Studies – Australian National University- (Paul, September 22nd, 2001, “Indonesia’s Grim Look,” LexisNexis, HL)

It is important for Australians to appreciate that Indonesia is going through a traumatic period. The smoothly functioning democratic process that is taken for granted in Australia has yet to be established in Indonesia. . . . The recent tragic events in East Timor have been played out against a background of this great national effort to form a new government to bring Indonesia into the family of democratic nations. It is important that Australians understand that the institutions they have built up over 100 years of nationhood--a democratic electoral process; a strong and independent judiciary; a free and reasonably responsible press; a largely non-corrupt and highly competent civil service; and a decentralised system of government in which strong States counterbalance the strength, of the national government--are things we Indonesians aspire to and are just beginning to enjoy. [4] The turmoil wracking their vast neighbor has made many Australians appreciate their own institutions more keenly, not least the oft-maligned federal system that imposes eight provincial administrations along with the national government on a country of barely 20 million people. Above all else, it is the lack of an effective federal system that will ultimately be to blame should Indonesia disintegrate.

B) Indonesian collapse Kills US basing and Power Projection
Menon, Professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, 2001
(September 19, 2001,”The National Interest”, Lexis)
The consequences of Indonesia's breakup would affect American interests, as well. American energy and raw materials companies (Exxon-Mobil, Texaco, Chevron, Newmont Mining, Conoco and Freeport-McMoRan, among others) operate in Indonesia, particularly in Aceh, Riau, and West Papua, and many of the ships that traverse the Strait of Malacca are American-owned. The United States is also a major trader and investor in East Asia and is to some degree hostage to its fate, especially now that the American economy is slowing. Moreover, if Indonesia fractures, worst-case thinking and preemptive action among its neighbors could upset regional equilibrium and undermine the American strategic canopy in East Asia. The United States has a network of bases and alliances and 100,000 military personnel in the region, and is considered the guarantor of stability by most states-a status it will forfeit if it stands aside as Indonesia falls apart. America's competitors will scrutinize its actions to gauge its resolve and acumen. So will its friends and allies-Australia, Japan, Singapore, Thailand and South Korea-each of whom would be hurt by Indonesia's collapse.
C) Nuclear War

Khalilzad, 1995 (Zalmay, Senior Analyst at RAND, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War,” Washington Quarterly, Spring, Lexis)

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.  

Impacts: Iraq Module
A. Federalism solves Iraq and Middle East stability

Brancati 04 (Dawn Brancati, PhD from Colombia University, BA from Cornell University, assistant professor of political science at Washington University in St Louis, Spring 2004, “Can Federalism Stabilize Iraq,” http://www.federalism.ch/files/documents/04spring_brancati.pdf) GZ

By dividing power between two levels of government—giving groups greater control over their own political, social, and economic affairs while making them feel less exploited as well as more secure—federalism offers the only viable possibility for preventing ethnic conflict and secessionism as well as establishing a stable democracy in Iraq. Yet, not just any kind of federal system can accomplish this. Rather, a federal system granting regional governments extensive political and financial powers with borders drawn along ethnic and religious lines that utilize institutionalized measures to prevent identity-based and regional parties from dominating the government is required. Equally critical to ensuring stability and sustainable de-mocracy in Iraq, the new federal system of government must secure the city of Kirkuk, coveted for its vast oil reserves and pipelines, in the Kurdish-controlled northern region to assure that the Kurds do not secede from Iraq altogether. For its part, the United States must take a more active role in advising Iraqi leaders to adopt a federal system of government along these lines. Such a system will help the United States not only to build democracy in Iraq but also to prevent the emergence of a Shi‘a-dominated government in the country. Without this form of federalism, an Iraq rife with internal conflict and dominated by one ethnic or religious group is more likely to emerge, undermining U.S. efforts toward establishing democracy in Iraq as well as the greater Middle East.

B. Nuclear war

Corsi 7 (Jerome R Corsi, PhD in political science from Harvard, senior staff writer for World Net Daily, 1-8-07, “War with Iran is Imminent,” http://www.wnd.com/2007/01/39593/)

If a broader war breaks out in Iraq, Olmert will certainly face pressure to send the Israel military into the Gaza after Hamas and into Lebanon after Hezbollah. If that happens, it will only be a matter of time before Israel and the U.S. have no choice but to invade Syria. The Iraq war could quickly spin into a regional war, with Israel waiting on the sidelines ready to launch an air and missile strike on Iran that could include tactical nuclear weapons. With Russia ready to deliver the $1 billion TOR M-1 surface-to-air missile defense system to Iran, military leaders are unwilling to wait too long to attack Iran. Now that Russia and China have invited Iran to join their Shanghai Cooperation Pact, will Russia and China sit by idly should the U.S. look like we are winning a wider regional war in the Middle East? If we get more deeply involved in Iraq, China may have their moment to go after Taiwan once and for all. A broader regional war could easily lead into a third world war, much as World Wars I and II began.

Federalism can avert civil war in Iraq
Freedberg Jr, 04- Founder, Learning From Veterans: National Security Insights from Afghanistan and Iraq (Sydney J, “Federalism can avert civil war in Iraq”, National Journal, Feb 14, http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdlink?vinst=PROD&fmt=4&startpage=-1&clientid=17822&vname=PQD&RQT=309&did=547287621&scaling=FULL&ts=1340734304&vtype=PQD&rqt=309&TS=1340734338&clientId=17822)//MC 

We have to answer his demands for voting, but we've got to do in a way that doesn't cause the whole country to be controlled by fundamentalists. And I'm not sure how you do that. But I think that the answer is a form of federalism. The Kurds have been free for 12 years, and they're not going to give that up. Then you have the Sunni area; you've got Baghdad; you've got a very religious Shiite area around Najaf; real far south, you've got. a different type of Shiite area, the remnants of the old Marsh Arabs. With federalism, in each of these entities, they could choose their own language, religion, education system. But you would only give them a police force-all the uniformed military stuff would be national. You would have a looser government than we want But we've forgotten how we started-13 states and the Articles of Confederation. It makes sense right now to allow them to ease into full democracy with people that they are comfortable with and that they've lived with for centuries. 

Impacts: Russia Module

A. Russian devolution checks implosion and ensures stability

Clifford Kupchan, US State Department deputy coordinator of U.S. assistance to the New Independent States, Spring 2000, The Washington Quarterly, v23 i2
Acting President Vladimir Putin's sudden ascendance, his stern calls for a strong state, and vigorous prosecution of the war in Chechnya have once again raised the specter of authoritarianism in Russia. At the same time, the weakness of Russia's central government, coupled with ethnic strife and economic failure, have led to predictions that the Russian Federation will fall apart. It is hard to say which haunts U.S. policymakers more: the nightmare of the violent implosion of a nuclear power or the rebirth of a totalitarian antagonist in Europe.  Fortunately, both expectations are off the mark. They miss one of the most important trends in Russian politics since the Soviet Union dissolved in 1991-the devolution of power to Russia's 89 distinct regions. The Russian state is not moving toward collapse, and it is far too weak to revert to authoritarianism. Instead, Russia is undergoing a historic devolution of power that is likely to lead to a more stable and open polity. In this sense, devolution within the Russian Federation is a very positive development and in the interests of both Russia and the United States.  

B. Russian collapse risks nuclear war, proliferation, terrorism and disease

Oliker and Charlick-Paley 02 –  Senior International Policy Analysts for the RAND Corporation (Olga and Tanya, “Assessing Russia’s Decline,” September,  (http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/2007/MR1442.pdf) 

The preceding chapters have illustrated the ways in which Russia's decline affects that country and may evolve into challenges and dangers that extend well beyond its borders. The political factors of decline may make Russia a less stable international actor and other factors may increase the risk of internal unrest. Together and separately, they increase the risk of conflict and the potential scope of other imaginable disasters. The trends of regionalization, particularly the disparate rates of economic growth among regions combined with the politicization of regional economic and military interests, will be important to watch. The potential for locale, or possibly ethnicity, to serve as a rallying point for internal conflict is low at present, but these factors have the potential to feed into precisely the cycle of instability that political scientists have identified as making states in transition to democracy more likely to become involved in war. These factors also increase the potential for domestic turmoil, which further increases the risk of international conflict, for instance if Moscow seeks to unite a divided nation and/or demonstrate globally that its waning power remains something to be reckoned with. Given Russia's conventional weakness, an increased risk of conflict carries with it an increased risk of nuclear weapons use, and Russia's demographic situation increases the potential for a major epidemic with possible implications for Europe and perhaps beyond. The dangers posed by Russia's civilian and military nuclear weapons complex, aside from the threat of nuclear weapons use, create a real risk of proliferation of weapons or weapons materials to terrorist groups, as well as perpetuating an increasing risk of accident at one of Russia's nuclear power plants or other facilities.These elements touch upon key security interests, thus raising serious concerns for the United States. A declining Russia increases the likelihood of conflict—internal or otherwise—and the general deterioration that Russia has in common with “failing” states raises serious questions about its capacity to respond to an emerging crisis. A crisis in large, populous, and nuclear-armed Russia can easily affect the interests of the United States and its allies. In response to such a scenario, the United States, whether alone or as part of a larger coalition, could be asked to send military forces to the area in and around Russia. This chapter will explore a handful of scenarios that could call for U.S. involvement.A wide range of crisis scenarios can be reasonably extrapolated from the trends implicit in Russia's decline. A notional list includes: • Authorized or unauthorized belligerent actions by Russian troops in trouble-prone Russian regions or in neighboring states could lead to armed conflict. • Border clashes with China in the Russian Far East or between Russia and Ukraine, the Baltic states, Kazakhstan, or another neighbor could escalate into interstate combat. • Nuclear-armed terrorists based in Russia or using weapons or materials diverted from Russian facilities could threaten Russia, Europe, Asia, or the United States. • Civil war in Russia could involve fighting near storage sites for nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons and agents, risking large-scale contamination and humanitarian disaster. • A nuclear accident at a power plant or facility could endanger life and health in Russia and neighboring states. • A chemical accident at a plant or nuclear-related facility could endanger life and health in Russia and neighboring states. • Ethnic pogroms in south Russia could force refugees into Georgia, Azerbaijan, Armenia, and/or Ukraine. •Economic and ethnic conflicts in Caucasus could erupt into armed clashes, which would endanger oil and gas pipelines in the region. • A massive ecological disaster such as an earthquake, famine, or epidemic could spawn refugees and spread illness and death across borders. • An increasingly criminalized Russian economy could create a safe haven for crime or even terrorist-linked groups. From this base, criminals, drug traders, and terrorists could threaten the people and economies of Europe, Asia, and the United States. • Accelerated Russian weapons and technology sales or unauthorized diversion could foster the proliferation of weapons and weapon materials to rogue states and nonstate terrorist actors, increasing the risk of nuclear war.

Impacts: Nigeria Module

A. Federalism key to African Political Stability—Nigeria proves.

Gorman 02 (Daniel, Assistant Professor of History and Political Science at the University of Waterloo, Canada; “Suberu, Rotimi T. Federalism and Ethnic Conflict in Nigeria,” Lexis-Nexis Academic)
Of the many problems confronting modern Africa, the lack of competent and stable political leadership has perhaps been the most frustrating. The absence of effective political institutions has made it difficult for Africans to confront the varied social and economic ills that beset the continent. Nowhere has this difficulty been more evident in the postcolonial era than in Nigeria, Africa's most populous and potentially powerful nation. In Federalism and Ethnic Conflict in Nigeria, Rotimi T. Suberu, a lecturer in politics at the University of Ibadan, Nigeria and a former fellow of the United States Institute for Peace, addresses this problem through an analysis of Nigeria's federal system. Suberu argues persuasively that Nigeria's difficulties--corruption, abuse of power, economic mismanagement, and potential political fragmentation--have been created by the country's "hyper-centralized" form of federalism. Nigerian federalism has been further compromised, Suberu demonstrates, by an "ethno-distributive" structure that serves to exacerbate, rather than mitigate, ethnic competition. Such competition, periodically violent, between the Muslim Hausa-Fulani in the North, the largely Christian Igbo in the East, and the religiously mixed Yoruba in the West, as well as countless smaller ethnic communities, has made it difficult to foster any sense of a united Nigerian nation. Political rule by military juntas from 1966 to 1979 and 1984 to 1999 has only intensified the problems. Suberu divides his work into three broad sections. He begins by detailing Nigeria's federal history since its independence in 1960. Though he does not discount the importance of colonialism, he distances himself from other scholars who have located Nigeria's troubles squarely in the legacy of British colonial rule. The core of the book is a study of four seminal problems of Nigerian federalism: revenue allocation; state reorganization; the federal character principle; and population enumeration. Those issues, Suberu argues, are the fault lines of political conflict. In the book's final section, he outlines some tentative reforms designed to address them. Nigeria's most pressing needs, he concludes, are a formula for distributing revenues more equally among the regions and an increased focus on accountability and transparency in government.  In outlining possible reforms, Suberu demonstrates the belief that Nigerian federalism is not fatally compromised. His explication of the importance of "the federal character principle" is particularly well drawn. It also implicitly refutes the argument, offered by voices as varied as the scholar Benedict Anderson and the political journalist Robert Kaplan, that postcolonial states face a bleak future because they are artificial creations, little more than lines on a map. Suberu, despite detailing the deleterious effects of ethnic conflict in Nigeria, believes that improvements are possible. Federalism's greatest virtue, he writes, is its adaptability. He thus concludes by advising the adoption of a distributive federalism, with a focus on economic rather than constitutional change, which would help cure many of the "pathologies" of the current system. 

B. Nigerian instability causes global oil market disruptions—collapses the economy and causes international instability.

Morrison and Goldwyn 2004 – director of CSIS Africa program, director of the Global Health Policy Center, former co-director of the Council on Foreign Relations Independent Task Force on Africa, PhD in political science from the University of Wisconsin, **former assistant secretary for international affairs with the Department of Energy (J. Stephen and David L., CSIS, “Promoting Transparency in the African Oil Sector”, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/0403_african_oil_sector.pdf)

Inversely, should these governments squander this moment, they could accelerate instability that would imperil the region and be contrary to U.S. interests.  The threat to U.S. stakes is urgent and real.  The world today has little excess production capacity outside of Saudi Arabia.  Though modest in comparison to Saudi Arabia, West and Central African oil is a major and growing source of diversity in global oil supply.  Moreover, Nigeria and Angola are increasingly important suppliers of natural gas, at a time when the United States faces rapidly growing reliance on imported natural gas to fuel electricity plants.  The risk calculus for the global economy is straightforward: if African producing nations remain stable, they will grow as reliable suppliers of oil and gas.  If they face internal unrest and disruption, they will create shocks to the global economy.  Hence U.S. economic and energy security rests increasingly on fostering internal stability in Central and West Africa.  No less important, the threat reaches well beyond energy and economics.  An Angola, Nigeria, Chad, or Equatorial Guinea in distress could well become a vector for violence, crime, terror, and wanton disregard for democratic norms, human rights, equity, and stewardship of the environment.
Impacts: Africa Module
A. Federalism is the only way to solve for conflict and political instability in Africa.

Africa News 03 (“South Africa; Federalism Not Kiss of Death for Africa,” Lexis-Nexis Academic)
PAN-African political integration as an outcome of conflict resolution ought to be one of Africa's top priorities. Yet a welter of geopolitical vested interests impinging on African conflicts, conspiring with self-serving beliefs on federalism, may stop the African Union (AU) advancing far beyond the Organisation of African Unity.  Federalism borders on the taboo in African politics, though no one has come up with a better formula for addressing what may be Africa's ultimate governance challenge: the political management of diversity in the world's most humanly diverse continent.  It would seem the only way of meeting this challenge without redrawing Africa's colonially inspired borders would be through a formula of inter and intrastate federalism to buttress regional economic integration. African conventional wisdom, however, holds that intrastate federalism is a road map to secession. Hence, we're stuck with centralised unitary governments a source of endless conflict and instability as rival sectional elites vie for state power on zero-sum terms.  Never mind that federalism does not contradict the unitary state-territorial integrity principle. African conventional wisdom also holds, except perhaps in east Africa and Nigeria, that interstate, multi-country federalism is utopian. So Africa is stuck with about 53 sovereignties, many neither viable nor popular. 

B. African instability goes nuclear
Deutsch, 02 
(Jeffrey, Founder of the Rabid Tigers Project, Rabid Tiger Newsletter, Vol. II, No. 9, "The Nuclear Family Has Become Over-Extended," November 18, http://list.webengr.com/pipermail/picoipo/2002-November/000208.html)

The Rabid Tiger Project believes that a nuclear war is most likely to start in Africa. Civil wars in the Congo (the country formerly known as Zaire), Rwanda, Somalia and Sierra Leone, and domestic instability in Zimbabwe, Sudan and other countries, as well as occasional brushfire and other wars (thanks in part to "national" borders that cut across tribal ones) turn into a really nasty stew. We've got all too many rabid tigers and potential rabid tigers, who are willing to push the button rather than risk being seen as wishy-washy in the face of a mortal threat and overthrown. Geopolitically speaking, Africa is open range. Very few countries in Africa are beholden to any particular power. South Africa is a major exception in this respect - not to mention in that she also probably already has the Bomb. Thus, outside powers can more easily find client states there than, say, in Europe where the political lines have long since been drawn, or Asia where many of the countries (China, India, Japan) are powers unto themselves and don't need any "help," thank you. Thus, an African war can attract outside involvement very quickly. Of course, a proxy war alone may not induce the Great Powers to fight each other. But an African nuclear strike can ignite a much broader conflagration, if the other powers are interested in a fight. Certainly, such a strike would in the first place have been facilitated by outside help - financial, scientific, engineering, etc. Africa is an ocean of troubled waters, and some people love to go fishing. 

Impacts: Kashmir

A. US model of devolutionary federalism solves Kashmir conflict
The Hindu, 2000 (July 4, FT Asia, p. LN)
The Jammu and Kashmir Chief Minister, Dr. Farooq Abdullah, demanded here on Monday that a national debate should be initiated on granting autonomy to the State, and added that a solution had to be found within the framework of the Constitution. He told presspersons that the resolution passed by the Jammu and Kashmir Assembly in this regard was within the framework of the Constitution, and it followed the recommendations of the Sarkaria Commission. The people of the State would not stop demanding autonomy even if Parliament rejected the resolution, he added. Dr. Abdullah said the people aspired for autonomy to the State. The successive governments at the Centre had promised more autonomy to the State. Parliament also did so. The promises made by the Congress(I) government led by Mr. P. V. Narasimha Rao, and the United Front government at the Centre also did not materialise. The latter even included it in its election manifesto. Once in power, the United Front failed to fulfill the promise, he added. To a question about reports that he had raked up the demand for autonomy to prevent talks between the Centre and the Hurriyat leaders, he said that such a rumour was "malicious", and alleged that Pakistan was supplying money and arms to them. "A section of the Hurriyat wants to give Kashmir to Pakistan. Another section wants complete independence from India," he added. Dr. Abdullah said that States should be given greater autonomy. The concept of federalism with more powers to States had been working well in the U.S. and Canada. "We did enjoy that kind of power 50 years ago. We want that to be restored. The time has come for a national debate on autonomy," he added. Referring to the objections raised by the Kashmiri pandits against the resolution, he said a member of his Cabinet, who was a member of that community, had supported the autonomy resolution. He dismissed the criticism that the resolution was an attempt at "balkanisation" of the country, and added that Jammu and Kashmir would remain a part of India. The accession treaty between the State and India was "irrevocable". Ridiculing the criticisms by the Shiva Sena Chief, Mr. Bal Thackeray, and the RSS against the resolution, Dr. Abdullah said the RSS had advocated abrogation of Article 370 of the Constitution, and had been unleashing terror on the minorities, particularly Muslims. He expressed the fear that Muslims would be targeted by such groups in the wake of the resolution. Condemning cross-border terrorism, he appealed for international pressure on Pakistan to put an end to its activities in India and Bangladesh. He hoped that Parliament would accept the resolution, and appealed to all political parties to start a debate on the issue of autonomy to States.

B. Extinction

Fai 1 (Ghulam, PhD, Executive Director of the Kashmiri American Council, Business Recorder, “The Most Dangerous Place,” Washington Times, July 8, Lexis)
The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary.

US model key to devolutionary federalism to Kashmir

Bangkok Post, 2002 (July 6, FT Asia, p. LN)

Now, after 25 years, the son of Sheikh Abdullah, present chief minister Farooq Abdullah, is seeking to restore the pre-1953 status of Kashmir through the autonomy resolution. If implemented, this would mean that New Delhi will have jurisdiction only over defence, communications and the external affairs of Kashmir; the posts of prime minister and president of the state would be revived; and federal bodies like the Election Commission and the Supreme Court would have no powers in the state, which will have its own constitution. New Delhi also would have no power to dismiss the state chief minister, a power granted under the Indian constitution. In practice, the state would turn into a separate entity with its own laws and powers within the Indian nation. Farooq Abdullah said: "We are seeking autonomy. We don't want to secede from India." He said there should be true federalism within the framework of the constitution, as practised in the United States, Australia and Canada. Although New Delhi has rejected the resolution, even before it could be discussed in the parliament, it has not rejected the need to devolve more powers, not just to Kashmir but to all states.

Impacts: Nepal

Federalism solves Nepalese stability

Upreti 09 (Bishnu Raj Upreti, PhD, South Asia regional coordinator and senior researcher at the South Asia Regional Coordination Office at Bern University, 2009, “Peace Process and Federalism in Nepal,” http://unibe-ch.academia.edu/BishnuUpreti/Books/1218877/Peace_prcess_and_federalism_in_Nepal, chapter 13: Federalism, Conflict Transformation, and Stability, page 219) GZ

Poverty, structural inequalities, political oppression, social and political exclusion, gender, caste and ethnic-based discrimination, skewed distribution of the resources of production, corruption and continuous failure of the successive governments to address these structural problems were the root causes of the armed conflict in Nepal. The Maoist insurgency was merely the manifestation of these problems. Nepal’s feudal legacy, political instability, and feelings of injustice and frustration further contributed to the conflict. The concentration of power and resources at the centre and the exclusion of the peripheries were common characteristics of Nepal for centuries. A federal governing system can address the problems associated with the distribution of power and resources, while also recognising and respecting diversity, thereby reducing conflict and tension. Principally, federalism also gives federal units the right to self-rule, giving them control over their own destiny, reducing the potential for rebellion against the state.

Instability escalates to an Indo-China war – assumes their defense

Campbell 12 (Ivan Campbell, senior advisor on conflict and security at Saferworld, MA in Development Studies from the University of East Anglia, BA from Oxford University, former manager of the International Alert’s Programme, former head of Saferworld’s programme for Africa, January 2012, “China and Conflict-Affected States: Between Principle and Pragmatism,” http://www.saferworld.org.uk/downloads/pubdocs/FAB%20Nepal.pdf) GZ

These developments have prompted references to “China’s growing dominance of the South Asian landscape… and the rapidity with which New Delhi is ceding strategic space to Beijing on the sub-continent”.79 While this may be overstating the case, there is certainly an asymmetric relation between China and India, despite both being economic powerhouses. And it follows that India may be concerned about further expansion of Chinese influence into what has historically been regarded as New Delhi’s sphere of influence. Nepal’s position has become more strategically significant with the rise of China. Situated between the two regional powers, it can be seen as a prize to be captured and could become the locus of geopolitical competition between an expanding China and a defensive India. This possibility is increased by the fact that Nepal is weak and internally vulnerable, and thus less able to resist foreign interference. According to some, “the ongoing political paralysis in Nepal… [has] created the ideal conditions for Beijing to increase its leverage and influence over Nepal”.80 Others foresee that “the weakness and collapse of Nepal would offer an opportunity for China to engage directly in South Asia”.81

Nuclear war

Sethi 09 (Dr. Manpreet Sethi, PhD in international relations from Jawaharlal Nehru University, senior fellow at the Center for Air Power Studies, international relations fellow at the Centre de Sciences Humaines, former researcher for the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, former researcher for the Department of Atomic Energy, 2009, “Nuclear Deterrence in Second Tier Nuclear Weapon States: A Case Study of India,” http://www.csh-delhi.com/publications/downloads/ops/OP25.pdf)

The first factor that is deemed to heighten nuclear dangers in the case of the two dyads under study is geographical proximity and a history of conflict. Located next to one another and sharing disputed boundaries, it is feared that any major breakout of conventional hostilities between India-Pakistan or India-China could increase the pressures for a pre-emptive strike or a nuclear attack being launched without proper confirmation. Moreover, since the missile flight times would only be between 8-13 minutes for missile ranges of 600-2000 kms, it would not allow either side to even use the hotline (assuming these were functional) to confirm the veracity (deliberate or accidental) or nature (conventional or nuclear) of launch. Haunted by the thought that the country that waited to use its nuclear assets might end up losing them to a disarming first strike would cause near immediate nuclear retaliation engulfing the nations in a mindless nuclear exchange. 

Probability is high – their defense is moot

Sethi 09 (Dr. Manpreet Sethi, PhD in international relations from Jawaharlal Nehru University, senior fellow at the Center for Air Power Studies, international relations fellow at the Centre de Sciences Humaines, former researcher for the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, former researcher for the Department of Atomic Energy, 2009, “Nuclear Deterrence in Second Tier Nuclear Weapon States: A Case Study of India,” http://www.csh-delhi.com/publications/downloads/ops/OP25.pdf)

The second factor that is deemed to increase the prospects of nuclear exchange in the region is the absence of sophisticated, elaborate and well-defined command and control structures of the kind that USA and USSR had established. This, it is feared, could lead to an unintentional nuclear exchange because of an unauthorized nuclear use or deterrence breakdown due to a miscalculation based on faulty or inadequate intelligence. None of the three countries has elaborate surveillance and early warning systems of the kind that the superpowers flaunted. China, of course, has had a nuclear command and control in place since the late 1960s, but India and Pakistan have relatively nascent command structures that are acquiring organizational clarity only now and other necessary infra structural paraphernalia such as hardened national command posts or secure and robust communication lines. 

Impacts: Afghanistan

Federalism is key to Afghan stability

Phillips 01 (James Phillips, senior research fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at the Heritage Foundation, BA in international relations from Brown University, MALD in international security studies from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University, member of the Committee on the Present Danger, member of the Board of Editors of Middle East Quarterly, former research fellow at the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress, former Joint Doctoral Research Fellow at the East-West Center, 12-6-01, “Keys to the Endgame in Afghanistan,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2001/12/keys-to-the-endgame-in-afghanistan)

To help ensure that Afghanistan does not disintegrate into factional infighting, as it did between 1992 and 1996, the next Afghan government should be decentralized to give all factions a stake in the central government while permitting them substantial self-determination in their home provinces. Empowering the provincial governments and giving them substantial autonomy and access to reconstruction aid also would reduce the likelihood of all-out power struggles for control of state institutions centered in Kabul. A decentralized government guided by the principles of federalism also would have the beneficial effect of allowing a new generation of Afghan leaders to rise within the power structure through political competition rather than military jousting. Many of these young leaders--such as United Front Foreign Minister Abdallah, the new chairman of the interim administration, Hamid Karzai, and popular Herat leader Ismail Khan--rose within the ranks during the war against the Soviets and learned to cooperate effectively with other Afghans against a common enemy.

Nuclear war

Stephen John Morgan 7, Former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee & a political psychologist, researcher into Chaos/Complexity Theory, "Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?", http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639

Although disliked and despised in many quarters, the Taliban could not advance without the support or acquiescence of parts of the population, especially in the south. In particular, the Taliban is drawing on backing from the Pashtun tribes from whom they originate. The southern and eastern areas have been totally out of government control since 2001. Moreover, not only have they not benefited at all from the Allied occupation, but it is increasingly clear that with a few small centres of exception, all of the country outside Kabul has seen little improvement in its circumstances. The conditions for unrest are ripe and the Taliban is filling the vacuum. The Break-Up of Afghanistan? However, the Taliban is unlikely to win much support outside of the powerful Pashtun tribes. Although they make up a majority of the nation, they are concentrated in the south and east. Among the other key minorities, such as Tajiks and Uzbeks, who control the north they have no chance of making new inroads. They will fight the Taliban and fight hard, but their loyalty to the NATO and US forces is tenuous to say the least. The Northern Alliance originally liberated Kabul from the Taliban without Allied ground support. The Northern Alliance are fierce fighters, veterans of the war of liberation against the Soviets and the Afghanistan civil war. Mobilized they count for a much stronger adversary than the NATO and US forces. It is possible that, while they won’t fight for the current government or coalition forces, they will certainly resist any new Taliban rule. They may decide to withdraw to their areas in the north and west of the country. This would leave the Allied forces with few social reserves, excepting a frightened and unstable urban population in Kabul, much like what happened to the Soviets. Squeezed by facing fierce fighting in Helmund and other provinces, and, at the same time, harried by a complementary tactic of Al Qaeda-style urban terrorism in Kabul, sooner or later, a “Saigon-style” evacuation of US and Allied forces could be on the cards. The net result could be the break-up and partition of Afghanistan into a northern and western area and a southern and eastern area, which would include the two key cities of Kandahar and, the capital Kabul. « Pastunistan?» The Taliban themselves, however may decide not to take on the Northern Alliance and fighting may concentrate on creating a border between the two areas, about which the two sides may reach an agreement regardless of US and Allied plans or preferences. The Taliban may claim the name Afghanistan or might opt for “Pashtunistan” – a long-standing, though intermittent demand of the Pashtuns, within Afghanistan and especially along the ungovernable border regions inside Pakistan. It could not be ruled out that the Taliban could be aiming to lead a break away of the Pakistani Pashtuns to form a 30 million strong greater Pashtun state, encompassing some 18 million Pakistani Pashtuns and 12 Afghan Pashtuns. Although the Pashtuns are more closely linked to tribal and clan loyalty, there exists a strong latent embryo of a Pashtun national consciousness and the idea of an independent Pashtunistan state has been raised regularly in the past with regard to the disputed territories common to Afghanistan and Pakistan. The area was cut in two by the “Durand Line”, a totally artificial border between created by British Imperialism in the 19th century. It has been a question bedevilling relations between the Afghanistan and Pakistan throughout their history, and with India before Partition. It has been an untreated, festering wound which has lead to sporadic wars and border clashes between the two countries and occasional upsurges in movements for Pashtun independence. In fact, is this what lies behind the current policy of appeasement President Musharraf of Pakistan towards the Pashtun tribes in along the Frontiers and his armistice with North Waziristan last year? Is he attempting to avoid further alienating Pashtun tribes there and head–off a potential separatist movement in Pakistan, which could develop from the Taliban’s offensive across the border in Afghanistan? Trying to subdue the frontier lands has proven costly and unpopular for Musharraf. In effect, he faces exactly the same problems as the US and Allies in Afghanistan or Iraq. Indeed, fighting Pashtun tribes has cost him double the number of troops as the US has lost in Iraq. Evidently, he could not win and has settled instead for an attempted political solution. When he agreed the policy of appeasement and virtual self-rule for North Waziristan last year, President Musharraf stated clearly that he is acting first and foremost to protect the interests of Pakistan. While there was outrageous in Kabul, his deal with the Pashtuns is essentially an effort to firewall his country against civil war and disintegration. In his own words, what he fears most is, the « Talibanistation » of the whole Pashtun people, which he warns could inflame the already fierce fundamentalist and other separatist movement across his entire country. He does not want to open the door for any backdraft from the Afghan war to engulf Pakistan. Musharraf faces the nationalist struggle in Kashmir, an insurgency in Balochistan, unrest in the Sindh, and growing terrorist bombings in the main cities. There is also a large Shiite population and clashes between Sunnis and Shias are regular. Moreover, fundamentalist support in his own Armed Forces and Intelligence Services is extremely strong. So much so that analyst consider it likely that the Army and Secret Service is protecting, not only top Taliban leaders, but Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda central leadership thought to be entrenched in the same Pakistani borderlands. For the same reasons, he has not captured or killed Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda leadership. Returning from the frontier provinces with Bin Laden’s severed head would be a trophy that would cost him his own head in Pakistan. At best he takes the occasional risk of giving a nod and a wink to a US incursion, but even then at the peril of the chagrin of the people and his own military and secret service. The Break-Up of Pakistan? Musharraf probably hopes that by giving de facto autonomy to the Taliban and Pashtun leaders now with a virtual free hand for cross border operations into Afghanistan, he will undercut any future upsurge in support for a break-away independent Pashtunistan state or a “Peoples’ War” of the Pashtun populace as a whole, as he himself described it. However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well. Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état. Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations. The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast. Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could not be ruled out. Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a "Pandora's box" for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US. What is at stake in "the half-forgotten war" in Afghanistan is far greater than that in Iraq. But America's capacities for controlling the situation are extremely restricted. Might it be, in the end, they are also forced to accept President Musharraf's unspoken slogan of «Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!

*****AT’s*****

A2: Conservative Bias

Our evidence is politically neutral – their authors are biased

Root 10 (Damon W Root, associate editor for Reason Magazine, 11-10-10, “Stop Smearing Federalism,” http://reason.org/news/show/stop-smearing-federalism) GZ

In other words, there’s nothing inherently liberal or conservative about making an appeal to federalism. It’s a legal and rhetorical tool used—sometimes correctly, sometimes not—by both sides of the political aisle. Unless liberal critics like Wilentz, Zernike, and Olbermann will also admit to hearing the “echo of slavery” in state-level consumer advocacy campaigns, or in the many ongoing state and local efforts to legalize gay marriage and medical marijuana, they should stop smearing federalism and start evaluating the merits of the actual issues. That might not be as easy as tarring your political opponents as closet white supremacists, but it does have the advantage of being intellectually honest.
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