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The United States federal government, specifically Congress should pass negotiations in the Trans-Pacific Partnership.

TPP allows America to gain critical access to Asia-Pacific economies- doesn’t spend money either. 

United States Trade Representative, 11 (November 12 2011,USTR.gov “The United States in the Trans-Pacific Partnership,” accessed 7-3-12, AS).
President Obama announced in November 2009 the United States’ intention to participate in the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) negotiations to conclude an ambitious, next-generation, Asia-Pacific trade agreement that reflects U.S. priorities and values. Through this agreement, we are seeking to boost U.S. economic growth and support the creation and retention of high-quality jobs at home by increasing American exports to a region that includes some of the world’s most robust economies and that represents more than 40 percent of global trade. The Obama Administration has been working in partnership with Congress and consulting closely with stakeholders around the country to ensure TPP addresses the issues that American businesses and workers are facing today, and may confront in the future. The Trans-Pacific Partnership Framework The United States, along with Australia, Brunei Darussalam, Chile, Malaysia, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore, and Vietnam are working to craft a high-standard agreement that addresses new and emerging trade issues and 21st-century challenges. The agreement will include: • Core issues traditionally included in trade agreements, including industrial goods, agriculture, and textiles as well as rules on intellectual property, technical barriers to trade, labor, and environment. • Cross-cutting issues not previously in trade agreements, such as making the regulatory systems of TPP countries more compatible so U.S. companies can operate more seamlessly in TPP markets, and helping innovative, job-creating small- and medium-sized enterprises participate more actively in international trade. • New emerging trade issues such as addressing trade and investment in innovative products and services, including digital technologies, and ensuring state-owned enterprises compete fairly with private companies and do not distort competition in ways that put U.S. companies and workers at a disadvantage. Leading Asia-Pacific Regional Integration Initiative The TPP is the most credible pathway to broader Asia-Pacific regional economic integration. After nine rounds of negotiations, the nine countries made solid progress and have now achieved the broad outlines of an agreement. During their meeting on the margins of the APEC meeting in Honolulu, the TPP Leaders agreed to seek to conclude the agreement as quickly as possible and instructed their negotiators to expedite their work. The nine countries also welcomed the interest expressed by other countries in joining the agreement and will begin bilateral processes with these interested countries to discuss their readiness and ambition to meet the standards and objectives of the TPP. Once these bilateral processes have concluded, all current Parties will decide on inclusion of new members by consensus. American Competitiveness in the Asia-Pacific The TPP is a key element of the Obama Administration strategy to make U.S. engagement in the Asia-Pacific region a top priority. The huge and growing markets of the Asia-Pacific already are key destinations for U.S. manufactured goods, agricultural products, and services suppliers. As a group, TPP countries are the fourth largest goods and services export market of the United States. U.S. goods exports to the broader Asia-Pacific totaled $775 billion in 2010, a 25.5 percent increase over 2009 and equal to 61 percent of total U.S. goods exports to the world. U.S. exports of agricultural products to the region totaled $83 billion in 2010 and accounted for 72 percent of total U.S. agricultural exports to the world. U.S. private services exports totaled $177 billion in 2009 (latest data available), 37 percent of total U.S. private services exports to the world. America’s small- and medium-sized enterprises alone exported $171 billion to the Asia-Pacific in 2009 (latest data available).

2NC – Solvenccy 

The TPP is a top priority for the Obama administration, it will pass.

McKenna, The Globe and Mail, 12 (Barrie, 6-19-12, The Globe and Mail Inc., “Breaking down the Trans-Pacific Partnership trade deal,” http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/politics/breaking-down-the-trans-pacific-partnership-trade-deal/article4353560/, accessed 7-4-12, AS.)

The Trans-Pacific Partnership is unique among free-trade deals because it was created, not primarily to break down trade walls, but as a gold standard to which countries could aspire. The agreement was born in 2005 out of the achingly slow progress towards freer trade within the cumbersome 21-country collective known as the Asia-Pacific Economic Co-operation forum, or APEC. Progress was so plodding that insiders disdainfully called APEC “four adjectives in search of a noun.” That all changed when the deal’s founding four members – New Zealand, Brunei, Chile and Singapore – completed a deal, then known as the Trans-Pacific Strategic Economic Partnership Agreement. What the so-called P4 have in common is that they are all small, trade-oriented economies with relatively few barriers between them. In 2008, the United States, Australia, Peru, Malaysia and Vietnam joined. The agreement was later renamed the TPP, soon becoming a top priority for the Obama administration. The nine partners want a deal by year end, but that timetable is almost certain to slip, especially now that Canada and Mexico have joined the party.

TPP is key to free trade agreements in Asia.

Fergusson and Vaughn, Specialist in International Trade and Finance and Specialist in Asian Affairs, 11 (Ian F and Bruce, 12-12-11, CRS, “The Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R40502.pdf, accessed 7-4-12, AS).

Asia is viewed as of vital importance to U.S. trade and security interests. According to the U.S. Trade Representative, the Asia-Pacific region is a key driver of global economic growth and accounts for nearly 60% of global GDP and roughly 50% of international trade. Since 1990, AsiaPacific goods trade has increased 300% while there has been a 400% increase in global investment in the region. The United States has pursued its regional trade interests both bilaterally and through multilateral groupings such as APEC, which has linked the Western Hemisphere with Asia. There appears to be a correlation between increasing intra-regional economic activity and increasing intra-regional political and diplomatic cooperation. Many observers view the more recent intra-Asian Association of Southeast Asian States (ASEAN) plus three—China, Japan, South Korea—and the ASEAN plus six (also known as the East Asia Summit)—China, Japan, South Korea, India, Australia, New Zealand—groups as having attracted more interest within the region in recent years. China’s rapidly expanding economy and Japan’s developed economy have made them attractive trading partners to many Asian nations. Until recently, many regional states also viewed the United States as having been distracted by events in Iraq and Afghanistan. This had led some to increasingly look to China and Japan as key partners. China may be shifting to a more assertive posture in the region, which may affect relations in the region. Secretary of State Clinton attended the East Asia Summit in Hanoi in October 2010 and President Obama attended the 2011 East Asia Summit in Jakarta, Indonesia. U.S. participation in the TPP involves the negotiation of Free Trade Agreements (FTAs) with New Zealand, Brunei, Malaysia, and Vietnam. The United States currently has FTAs in force with Chile, Singapore, Australia, and Peru, although these agreements may be reopened depending on the outcome of the negotiations. Bilateral negotiations with New Zealand may focus on agricultural goods such as beef and dairy products. The possible inclusion of Vietnam has proven controversial from the standpoint of certain U.S. industry groups, such as textiles and apparel, as well as those concerned with labor, human rights, and intellectual property issues. The involvement of Vietnam could add a higher level of difficulty, yet is illustrative of the challenges associated with developing a truly AsiaPacific-wide trade grouping. All the potential parties may face complex negotiations in integrating the myriad FTAs that already exist between some TPP parties.

Free Trade is key to economic prosperity

Ikenson  and Lincicome 11 (Daniel J. Ikenson and Scott Lincicome, January 23,2011, Ikenson is Associate director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute. Scott Lincicome is an international trade attorney with the law firm of White & Case, LLP, in Washington, D.C. “Beyond Exports: A Better Case for Free Trade” http://www.cato.org/publications/free-trade-bulletin/beyond-exports-better-case-free-trade) MB
The case for free trade is much broader than the one that trumpets only export potential. And it is more elegant. The most principled case is a moral one: voluntary economic exchange is inherently fair, benefits both parties, and allocates scarce resources more efficiently than a system under which government dictates or limits choices. Moreover, government intervention in voluntary economic exchange on behalf of some citizens necessarily comes at the expense of others and is inherently unfair, inefficient, and subverts the rule of law. At their core, trade barriers are the triumph of coercion and politics over free choice and economics. Trade barriers are the result of productive resources being diverted to achieve political ends and, in the process, taxing unsuspecting consumers to line the pockets of the special interests that succeeded in enlisting the weight of the government on their side. Protectionism is akin to earmarks, but it comes out of the hides of American families and businesses instead of the general treasury. Policymakers on the right should support free trade because it is consistent with their principled opposition to higher taxes on American businesses and consumers and to big government telling people how and where they should spend their money. A vote for free trade is a vote to cut taxes and to get government out of the business of picking winners and losers in the market. Policymakers on the left should support free trade because it is consistent with their opposition to corporate welfare and regressive taxation. Beyond the moral case for free trade, when people are free to buy from, sell to, and invest with one another as they choose, they can achieve far more than when governments attempt to control their decisions. Widening the circle of people with whom we transact brings benefits to consumers in the form of lower prices, greater variety, and better quality, and it allows companies to reap the benefits of innovation, specialization, and economies of scale that larger markets afford. Free markets are essential to prosperity, and expanding free markets as much as possible enhances that prosperity. When goods, services, and capital flow freely across U.S. borders, Americans can take full advantage of the opportunities of the international marketplace. They can buy the best or least expensive goods and services the world has to offer, they can sell to the most promising markets, they can choose among the best investment opportunities, and they can tap into the worldwide pool of labor and capital. Study after study has shown that countries that are more open to the global economy grow faster and achieve higher incomes than those that are relatively closed.19

TPP also helps with relations.

Fergusson and Vaughn, Specialist in International Trade and Finance and Specialist in Asian Affairs, 11 (Ian F and Bruce, 12-12-11, CRS, “The Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R40502.pdf, accessed 7-4-12, AS).
At the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation Forum (APEC) in November 2011, the leaders of the 

United States, Australia, Brunei, Chile, Malaysia, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore, and Vietnam 

announced the broad outlines of a Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) agreement, which the parties 

hope to complete in 2012. If enacted the TPP would eliminate 11,000 tariff lines among the 

parties and, with 26 chapters under negotiation, potentially it could serve as a template for future 

trade pact among the APEC states. At the same venue the leaders of Japan, Canada, and Mexico 

announced that they would seek consultations with partner countries with a view towards joining 

the negotiations. Nine rounds of negotiations have occurred since the beginning of 2010. 

Other architectures, such as the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN), Asia-Pacific 

Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, and the East Asia Summit (EAS) have both economic and 

strategic aspects. They can be grouped into two categories: (1) groupings that are Asia-centric in 

approach or origins and exclude the United States and (2) those that are trans-Pacific in nature 

and that include, or would include, the United States and other Western Hemispheric nations. The 

TPP is one vehicle that could be used to shape the U.S. agenda with the region. The United States, 

by signaling its intention to join the EAS and by working to elevate its relationship with ASEAN 

to a more strategic level, appears to be shaping regional architectures in a way that will be more 

inclusive and trans-Pacific in nature

TPP solves for: free trade, Asian relations human rights, IP rights, and the environment. US involvement is globally supported, it is popular.

Fergusson and Vaughn, Specialist in International Trade and Finance and Specialist in Asian Affairs, 11 (Ian F and Bruce, 12-12-11, CRS, “The Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R40502.pdf, accessed 7-4-12, AS).
As the United States entered into exploratory discussions to join Brunei, Chile, New Zealand, and Singapore in the TPP, then Assistant Secretary of State for Economic, Energy and Business Affairs Daniel Sullivan stated his view that the TPP will likely expand its membership and “could provide as one possible foundation for, and build momentum towards, a Free Trade Area of the Asia-Pacific.” Sullivan also described the agreement as supporting U.S. interests in the areas of “intellectual property rights, standards, transparency, labor rights, and the environment.” It is envisaged that the TPP will add members in successive tranches. On November 20, 2008, Australia announced that it would participate in the TPP negotiations. Former Australian Prime Minister Kevin Rudd, who is now Australia’s foreign minister in the government of Prime Minister Julia Gillard, called for an Asia-Pacific community that would include the United States and have a broad mandate that would include political, security, economic, and global issues such as climate change. Former President Bush’s notification to Congress of December 30, 2008, indicated that Australia, Peru, and Vietnam would also be potential negotiating partners. This incremental approach to construct a comprehensive free trade agreement may make negotiations for the entry of additional members more manageable. It is likely that Congress may wish to consider or to examine the entry of future members. Chile, New Zealand, and Singapore all expressed their support for the inclusion of the United States in the TPP as well as their desire that this will act as a catalyst for further expansion of the TPP. Chile is a relatively isolated trade-dependent nation that is looking to Asia to expand its trade opportunities. Chile views the TPP as a way to help it navigate its course in an era of increased globalization and as an instrument for Chile to try to gain access to Asia.

Trade is key to the economy 

Nagle 11 (Kurt, president and chief executive officer of the American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA), November 19th, 2011, Industry Today, Port-Related Infrastructure Investments Can Reap Dividends, http://www.industrytoday.com/article_view.asp?ArticleID=F370, June 26, 2012)ALK

ECONOMIC IMPACT: HUGE Currently, international trade accounts for more than a quarter of America’s GDP (gross domestic product). Oceangoing vessels that load and unload cargo at US seaports move 99.4 percent of the nation’s overseas trade by volume and 65.5 percent by value. Further, customs collections from seaport cargo provide tens of billions of dollars a year to the federal government, including $23.2 billion in fiscal year (FY) 2007, $24.1 billion in FY 2008, $20.3 billion in FY 2009 and $22.5 billion in FY 2010. The latest economic impacts analyses conducted in 2007 indicated that US seaport activities generated $3.15 trillion in annual economic output, with $3.8 billion worth of goods moving in and out of seaports every day. Impact extends far beyond seaport communities. On average, any given state uses the services of 15 different ports around the country to handle its imports and exports. Also, seaports are a proven job creator. In addition to handling international trade, US seaports – and the waterways that serve them – represent important transportation modes for the movement of domestic freight. Greater utilization of America’s coastal and inland water routes for freight transportation complements other surface transportation modes – providing a safe and secure alternative for cargo while offering significant energy savings and traffic congestion relief.

Free trade is key to the economy - competitiveness, jobs, and rule of law

Froning 2000 (Denise, August 25, Heritage Foundation, Trade Policy Analyst in the Center for International Trade and Economics at The Heritage Foundation, “THE BENEFITS OF FREE TRADE: A GUIDE FOR POLICYMAKERS”, http://www.aaec.ttu.edu/faculty/smisra/Misra/AAEC5312/article16.pdf, accessed 6/27) CGC

Benefit #1: Free trade promotes innovation and competition. Free trade offers consumers the most choices and the best opportunities to improve their standard of living. It fosters competition, spurring companies to innovate and develop better products and to bring more of their goods and services to market, keeping prices low and quality high, to the benefit of consumers. Benefit #2: Free trade generates economic growth. By fostering opportunities for American businesses, free trade rewards risk-taking by increasing sales, profit margins, and market share. Companies can choose to build on those profits by expanding their operations, entering new market sectors, and creating better-paying jobs. According to U.S. Trade Representative Charlene Barshefsky, U.S. exports support over 12 million jobs in America, and trade-related jobs pay an average of 13 percent to 16 percent higher wages than do non– trade-related jobs. Benefit #3: Free trade disseminates democratic values. Free trade both fosters, and is reinforced by, the rule of law and removes incentives for corruption. It also transmits ideas and values, advancing a culture of freedom that can become both the cornerstone and capstone of economic prosperity. Taiwan’s success in achieving economic—and thence political—freedom demonstrates that if China opens its market, economic and political freedoms will have a real chance to develop. By approving permanent normal trading relations (PNTR) with China on May 24, 2000, members of the U.S. House of Representatives demonstrated their confidence in policies that promote economic freedom by voting to lend U.S. assistance to this endeavor through freer economic exchange. Members of the U.S. Senate will have an opportunity to endorse economic freedom as well when they vote on PNTR for China in September. Benefit #4: Free trade fosters economic freedom. The annual Index of Economic Freedom demonstrates that free trade policies encourage development, raise the level of economic freedom, increase prosperity, and reinforce political freedoms. Every day in the marketplace of free countries, individuals make choices and exercise direct control over their own lives. Establishing the backbone of the rule of law, with property rights and free-market policies, is an essential step in creating the sort of market stability that foreign investors seek. Societies that enact free trade policies create their own economic dynamism and foster a wellspring of freedom, opportunity, and prosperity that benefits every citizen. The United States demonstrates this principle well. Yet Americans are not alone in benefiting from its policies. By breaking the cycle of poverty, the free trade policies of the United States can enable even the most impoverished countries to begin to create their own dynamic toward prosperity.

Economic ties between countries are key to decrease war
Martin et al 10  (Philippe Martin, Thierry Mayer, Mathias Thoenig, April 9, 2010, Philippe Martin Professor of Economics at Sciences Po (Paris) and CEPR Research Fellow , Thierry Mayer Professor of Economics at Sciences-Po and CEPR Research Fellow, Mathias Thoenig Mathias Thoenig is Professor of Economics at the University of Geneva and associate researcher at Paris School of Economics, “The economics and politics of free trade agreements” http://www.voxeu.org/index.php?q=node/354) MB

Finally, we analyse how globalisation in the form of multilateral trade openness changes these political factors. We have shown in previous research (Martin et al. 2007 and 2008) that multilateral trade openness, because it reduces bilateral economic dependence and the opportunity cost of a bilateral war, actually increases the probability that a dispute escalates into a conflict. If so, countries should respond to the weakening of local economic ties (a side effect of multilateral trade liberalisation) and its potentially peace-harming consequences, by reinforcing local economic ties through a FTA. This is exactly what the data suggests. Country pairs more open to multilateral trade and with a history of old wars are more likely to sign FTAs. From this point of view, we interpret the multiplication of FTAs as a logical political response to globalisation.  Our results suggest that political scientists and historians are right to emphasise the political motivation behind FTAs, in particular the objective of pacifying relations. However, this does not mean that economics does not matter and that FTAs are signed without taking into account their economic benefits, the trade gains. On the contrary, without trade gains, the peace promoting effect of FTAs is greatly weakened. Hence, our story is one where politics and economics push in the same direction. Economic and security gains are complementary to explain the evolving geography of trade agreements. Trade gains may be used for a superior objective of peace but that makes them more, not less, important.

TPP will expand trade substantially and help with American perception in Asia. 

Fergusson and Vaughn, Specialist in International Trade and Finance and Specialist in Asian Affairs, 11 (Ian F and Bruce, 12-12-11, CRS, “The Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R40502.pdf, accessed 7-4-12, AS).
While trade with the current TPP nations represents a relatively small part of U.S. trade with Asia and the world (see Table 1), U.S. participation in the TPP could provide it with the critical mass necessary to expand to other countries. By doing so, the TPP countries may be able to shape the regional economic architecture to the comprehensive standards of the TPP and of U.S. FTAs. Conversely, there is concern that, should the United States find itself outside the dominant regional economic architecture of Asia, trade could be diverted away from the United States. Economic linkages can also reinforce strategic relationships. If U.S. trade ties were diminished as a result of being excluded, then U.S. strategic interests and leverage could also suffer. Some view the TPP as a useful initiative that, when pursued in combination with other diplomatic initiatives, could do much to improve not only trans-Pacific trade relations but also help positively affect change in the perceptions of Asian states of the U.S. commitment to Asia. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s presence in and attention to the region, the U.S. decision to sign the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation, and President Obama’s announcement of U.S. interest to engage on the TPP and other multilateral groupings in Asia have all helped to positively reshape regional perceptions of the United States’ posture in the region. During his speech in Tokyo in November 2009 President Obama highlighted his Asia-Pacific ties through his personal experience in Hawaii and Indonesia and stated “the Pacific rim has helped shape my view of the world.” In that speech he also reaffirmed the U.S. commitment “to strengthen old alliances and build new partnerships with the nations of this region.”
TPP helps with job creation and economy, competitiveness, and free trade.

Fergusson and Vaughn, Specialist in International Trade and Finance and Specialist in Asian Affairs, 11 (Ian F and Bruce, 12-12-11, CRS, “The Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R40502.pdf, accessed 7-4-12, AS).
Negotiators from the United States and other parties have expressed interest in including new areas for discussion, in order to live up to TPP’s billing as a “21 st century trade agreement.” In some cases, these discussions include topics for which APEC has drawn up nonbinding principles, agreed to by the parties, but implemented at the discretion of its members. An example of these negotiations is principles on cross-border trade in services, in which APEC members reached agreement in November 2009. This agreement prohibits APEC countries from mandating a local presence requirement for companies engaged in cross-border provision of services. 24 Harmonization of rules of origin, supply chain management issues, competition policy, trade facilitation, and technical barriers to trade (such as product safety standards) have also been mentioned as possible areas for negotiation. Some other so-called “horizontal” issues include • Regulatory Coherence. This concept is an attempt to eliminate nontariff barriers and to make regulatory systems more compatible and transparent. According to a U.S. negotiator, the goal is not to interfere with the right of governments to regulate, but to expand internal regulatory coherence within each country and cooperation among TPP partner countries on existing and new regulatory issues. It has been suggested that one way to achieve internal coherence is for each TPP participant to create a regulatory coordinating body such as the U.S. Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs in the Office of Management and Budget. 25 • Competitiveness and Connectivity. This category encompasses issues such as supply chain management, trade facilitation, and border procedures. In a recent “Doing Business” survey, the World Bank measured the number of procedures, documents, time, and costs to import and export a standard container of goods. Among TPP countries, the United States ranked second after Singapore (ranked first), but only at 18 th overall. Rankings of other TPP countries (New Zealand (26 th ), Australia (27 th ), Malaysia (35 th ), Chile (56 th ), Vietnam (74 th ), and Peru (91 st )) indicate the potential for improvement among TPP participants in this area. 26 • Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SME). Recognizing that SMEs form the majority of business and job creation in each national economy, TPP partners are examining ways for SMEs to more fully participate in trade and to access international markets. 

TPP needs to be passed by Congress to have positive effects.

Williams, Analyst in International Trade and Finance, 12 (Brock R, 5-30, CRS, “Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) Countries: Comparative Trade and Economic Analysis,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R42344.pdf, accessed 7-4-12, AS).
Congress has a major role in the negotiation and implementation of FTAs. Throughout the negotiating process, Congress may conduct oversight hearings and consultations with U.S. trade negotiators, providing Members an opportunity to oversee and influence the development of the final TPP. Any final FTA must also be implemented by Congress before it can enter into force. The United States has a number of objectives in the proposed TPP agreement. These include: • achieving a comprehensive and high standard regional FTA that eliminates and reduces trade barriers and increases opportunities for U.S. trade and investment; • allowing the United States to play a role in developing a broader platform for trade liberalization, particularly throughout the Asia-Pacific region; and • providing the United States with an opportunity to establish new rules on emerging trade issues, such as regulatory coherence, supply chain management, state-owned enterprises, and increasing trade opportunities for small- and medium-sized businesses.
2NC – Link Shields 

Free trade agreements are popular- empirics, are bipartisan, and Congress wants more.

Hudson, Congressional Correspondent, 11 (Audrey, 10-13-11, Human Events, “CONGRESS PASSES TRADE AGREEMENTS IN RARE BIPARTISAN FASHION,” http://www.humanevents.com/2011/10/13/congress-passes-trade-agreements-in-rare-bipartisan-fashion/, accessed 7-4-12, AS).

Congress on Wednesday passed three long-awaited free trade agreements with South Korea, Panama and Colombia that have languished since the Bush administration but could now boost exports by $13 billion and create 250,000 new jobs. “This gives us a level and equal playing field,” said Rep. Paul Ryan (R.-Wis.), chairman of the House Budget Committee. “If you’re standing still on trade, you’re falling behind,” Ryan said. In a rare show of bicameral bipartisanship, the measures passed the House and the Senate in a matter of hours without either chamber grinding to a halt. But Republicans still voiced their frustration that it took the Obama administration years to send the documents to Congress for ratification. “There’s no reason we should have had to wait nearly three years for this President to send them up to Congress for a vote, but they’re a good start nonetheless,” said Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R.-Ky.) “With these trade agreements, we’re showing we can work together to create jobs and help the economy. We can—and must—do more of it,” McConnell said.

Democrats want TPP too.

Needham, The Hill, 12 (Vicki, 6-27-12, Capitol Hill Publishing Corp., “House Democrats press for details on Asia-Pacific trade deal,” http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/235181-house-democrats-press-for-details-on-asia-pacific-trade-deal, accessed 7-5-12, AS). 

Negotiations on the trade deal are set to continue July 2 in San Diego between the United States, Australia, Brunei, Chile, Malaysia, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore and Vietnam. Mexico and Canada also were recently invited to join talks. "We share your goal of making any TPP FTA a high​ level agreement that serves as a model for the world," the House lawmakers wrote. "We believe reaching that standard requires transparency and sustained, ongoing consultations with the many impacted congressional committees and the public."
The US still has room for improvement in TPP, which is key to meet NEI.

Williams, Analyst in International Trade and Finance, 12 (Brock R, 5-30, CRS, “Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) Countries: Comparative Trade and Economic Analysis,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R42344.pdf, accessed 7-4-12, AS).
The Asia-Pacific region represents an important source and destination for U.S. trade and investment. Together, these economies represent over 60% of overall U.S. trade and about one quarter of the stock of foreign direct investment (FDI) into and out of the United States. 9 Yet, there remains great potential for further U.S. economic engagement with the region. Some U.S. policy observers argue that the United States has fallen behind in its focus on market access abroad, particularly in emerging Asia and Latin America. 10 However, the proposed TPP, recent congressional approval of the U.S. FTAs with Colombia, Panama, and South Korea, and the Administration’s National Export Initiative (NEI) goal of doubling exports by 2015, suggest a continued U.S. interest in expanding U.S. economic engagement abroad. 11

NEI key to trade leadership and competitiveness.

International  Trade Admin., 12 (Intl. Trade Admin, March 6,12, Intl. Trade Admin, “The National Export Initiative: Making Progress and Striving for More,” http://blog.trade.gov/2012/03/06/the-national-export-initiative-making-progress-and-striving-for-more/,accessed 6/28/12, AS).

With new economic challenges emerging in pockets throughout the world, in Europe for example, we realize that we have to work harder to keep the momentum of the NEI going. That’s why we continue to push for progress in a number of ways. Here are four specific areas of focus: 1. Policy: The United States – Korean Trade Agreement will take effect later this month. It is estimated to create roughly 70,000 jobs and add billions to the U.S. GDP. The agreement will create new opportunities for U.S. companies in the world’s 12th largest economy, which is sure to boost exports and enhance the nation’s competitiveness. We look forward to supporting our colleagues at the Office of the United States Trade Representative to resolve the outstanding issues involved with the free trade agreements with Panama and Colombia. 2. Promotion: We continue to actively link U.S. companies with promising growth markets and industries around the world. For instance, as you’ll read about in this edition of International Trade Update, I just returned from India where I accompanied twelve U.S. companies on the first-ever ports and maritime trade mission. Recently, the Indian Government announced infrastructure investments of nearly $100 billion in the port and shipping sectors. U.S. companies offer cutting-edge products and services that would be a valuable asset to this development. Recognizing this enormous opportunity, I urged all sides to come together and create mutually beneficial partnerships. I’ll continue to do that in different industries and markets all over the world. 3. Enforcement: We’ll continue to fight to level the playing-field for American firms seeking to do business overseas. One exciting new effort to do this is President Obama’s Interagency Trade Enforcement Center. Working with colleagues from across the U.S. government, we will take unprecedented steps to remove the barriers to free and fair trade. American businesses deserve a fair chance to compete. We’ll keep working to give them that chance. 4. Partnerships: With efforts like the New Market Exporter Initiative and our work with the Brookings Institution, we will continue to leverage our partnerships to maximize opportunities. In fact, on March 12, the actual date the NEI was launched, I will be at the Port of Baltimore celebrating their great contributions to U.S. exports. With these and other measures, all of us at ITA remain focused on ensuring that the future of the National Export Initiative is as successful as the past — if not more so. Additional stories, successes and achievements will be detailed in the special NEI anniversary edition of the International Trade Update due out later this month. We look forward to working with all our stakeholders to increase U.S. exports and expand opportunities for Americans across the country.

National Export Initiative has substantially improved the economy and is essential to further recovery.

International  Trade Admin., 11 (Intl. Trade Admin, Jan 27 11, Intl. Trade Admin, “U.S. EXPORT POSITION IMPROVES AS NATIONAL EXPORT INITIATIVE MARKS ONE YEAR,” http://trade.gov/publications/ita-newsletter/0111/us-export-position-improves-as-national-export-initiative-marks-one-year.asp,accessed 6/28/12, AS).

Improved coordination among federal agencies, aggressive outreach and assistance to potential exporters, and an ambitious program of trade promotion to expanding overseas markets are bringing concrete results as the National Export Initiative marks its first anniversary. January 27, 2011, marked the one-year anniversary of President Barack Obama's National Export Initiative (NEI), which plans to double U.S. exports by 2015 and to create millions of new jobs. And after only 12 months, there are encouraging signs that those goals are within reach. In 2010, U.S. exports of goods and services showed their strongest percent growth in more than 20 years, expanding by nearly 17 percent over 2009. "Our economy is picking up steam as we head into this new year," noted Francisco Sánchez, under secretary of commerce for international trade, in a speech he gave to business leaders at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce in Washington, D.C., on January 27. "Exports have been an especially bright spot in this story. It is an encouraging sign that as we dust ourselves off from the recession, we are not looking backwards but with clarity toward the future." Thus far, NEI's efforts have focused on five key areas: improving trade advocacy and export promotion efforts; increasing access to credit; removing barriers for U.S. goods and services abroad; enforcing trade rules; and pursuing policies that promote strong, sustainable, and balanced growth. At the Department of Commerce, this focus has created intense activity in the pursuit of export growth, including: Engaging in commercial advocacy worth $18.7 billion in U.S. export content, which supported an estimated 101,000 jobs Coordinating 35 trade missions to 31 countries, with the participation of nearly 400 U.S. companies, which resulted in an anticipated $2 billion in increased exports Helping more than 5,500 U.S. companies complete a successful export Recruiting nearly 13,000 foreign buyers to major U.S. trade shows, thereby facilitating approximately $770 million in successful exports Resolving more than 82 trade barriers in 45 countries that were affecting many U.S. industries In his speech, Sánchez detailed the efforts for NEI's second year. Those areas include improving awareness of the benefits of trade, especially among small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs); expanding the New Market Exporter Initiative; and finalizing pending trade agreements. As part of this continuing effort, Secretary of Commerce Gary Locke announced a national tour that he will lead this year, "New Markets, New Jobs: The National Export Initiative Small Business Tour." The tour will be an interagency, multicity outreach campaign designed to help connect SMEs with the resources they need to sell more products and services overseas. "We stand at an important crossroads," noted Sánchez. "The NEI contributed to the success of the past year, but it is not a one-year program. We are just getting started."

If the US accepts new applicants to the TPP; trade will increase significantly.

Williams, Analyst in International Trade and Finance, 12 (Brock R, 5-30, CRS, “Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) Countries: Comparative Trade and Economic Analysis,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R42344.pdf, accessed 7-4-12, AS).
One of the United States’ expressed interests in the proposed TPP FTA is its potential expansion to include other Asia-Pacific economies. In May 2011, the TPP trade ministers agreed “to consider the membership of any APEC members if and when they are ready to meet the high standards of the agreement." 14 Currently, Canada, Japan, and Mexico have announced their intent to seek consultations with existing participants on the possibility of joining the negotiations. It is unclear if and at which point these additional countries may join the current negotiations. According to Deputy United States Trade Representative (USTR) Demetrios Marantis, the United States and the other TPP participants are exploring these options with the potential entrants bilaterally, while concurrently continuing with the ongoing nine-party TPP negotiations. 15 A consensus among all nine negotiating partners is required before any additional parties are added to the negotiations. 16 Each of these potential new participants is a key U.S. trading partner. Current TPP countries represent about 5% of all U.S. trade. Canada, Japan, and Mexico would increase the TPP’s share of U.S.-world trade from 5% to nearly 40%. As Figure 4 shows on the following page, expansion of the TPP negotiations to these additional economies would increase its economic significance. 

Trade solves all conflict 

Lak 11 (M., 12/8, PhD. Candidate in economics, “Because We Need Them...: German-Dutch relations after the occupation: economic inevitability and political acceptance”, http://repub.eur.nl/res/pub/30641/Chapter%201%20Introduction.pdf, accessed 6/27, CGC). 
According to modern social scientists, it is not so much trade, but free trade that promotes peaceful relations between two countries. Interdependence can only lead to peace if a country‟s economic policy is directed towards ensuring that it can get what it needs from a 10 neighbouring country without resorting to violence. If two countries are mutually dependent, and there is free trade between them, waging war would not achieve anything. Trade alone is not enough, there has to be free trade. Free trade promotes peace „by removing an important foundation of domestic privilege – protective barriers to trade – that enhances the domestic power of societal groups likely to support war, reduces the capacity of free-trading interests to limit aggression in foreign policy, and creates a mechanism by which the state can build supportive coalitions for war [...] Free trade reduces military conflict in the international system by undermining the domestic political power of interests that benefit from conflict and by limiting the state‟s ability to enact commercial policies to build domestic coalitional support for its war machine‟.7 Free trade was exactly what was missing in Nazi Germany, just as any form of political influence by the citizens. Protectionism limited essential trade.

The US is key to expanding TPP- Canada and Mexico prove.

Geist, Law Columnist, 12 (Michael, 6-24-12, Toronto Star, “What’s behind Canada's entry to the Trans-Pacific partnership talks?,” http://www.thestar.com/business/article/1216011--what-s-behind-canada-s-entry-to-the-trans-pacific-partnership-talks, accessed 7-5-12, AS). 

Last week, U.S. President Barack Obama formally extended an invitation to Canada to join the Trans Pacific Partnership negotiations, a proposed trade deal that includes the U.S., Australia, Brunei, Chile, Malaysia, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore, and Vietnam (Mexico was also added last week). Supporters have lauded the TPP as potentially the world’s most important trade pact and the Canadian government spent months crossing the globe to lobby for an invitation.
**Aff Answers**

TPP does not help economies only corporations.

Kelly, Exposing the Truth, 2011 (T, 11-28-11, Exposing the Truth, “Trans-Pacific Partnership Destroys National Economies,” http://exposingthetruth.info/trans-pacific-partnership-destroys-national-economies/, accessed 7-5-12, AS). 

The Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement (TPPA) is a “free trade” currently under negotiation between NZ and 8 other countries, the U.S., Australia, Brunei, Chile, Malaysia, Peru, Singapore, and Vietnam. Trade is only a minor part of the agreement. That’s just a clever branding exercise. A TPPA would be an agreement that guarantees special rights to foreign investors, and large Corporations. If these negotiations succeed they will create a mega-treaty across 9 countries that will put a straight-jacket around what policies and laws our governments can adopt for the next century — think GM labelling, foreign investment laws, price of medicines, regulating dodgy finance firms, NZ content on TV and so forth. After the treaty is signed, if a new New Zealand sovereign law is deemed unsuitable by one of those Corporations, they will be able to SUE New Zealand in an International Court. Basically we’ll totally lose our sovereignty. CORPORATOCRACY will reign supreme. 

TPP is controversial, it will not pass.

Carter, Huffington Post, 12 (Zach, 6-25-12, The Huffington Post, “Trans-Pacific Partnership Talks: Senators Demand Access To Controversial Documents After Leak,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/25/trans-pacific-partnership-documents-sherrod-brown-jeff-merkley-ron-wyden-robert-menendez_n_1624956.html, accessed 7-5-12, AS).
WASHINGTON -- Four senators sent a letter to the Obama administration on Monday asking for greater congressional access to negotiations on the Trans-Pacific Partnership, a controversial proposed free trade agreement that remains shrouded in secrecy. Sens. Sherrod Brown (D-Ohio), Jeff Merkley (D-Ore.), Ron Wyden (D-Ore.) and Robert Menendez (D-N.J.) signed the letter, which asks that congressional offices be given access to draft negotiations among the United States and eight other Pacific nations. The four senators also asked that nonprofit groups advocating "Internet freedom" policies be given access to the documents. The secrecy surrounding the Trans-Pacific deal has sparked a great deal of consternation among public health advocates, consumer groups and members of Congress. More than 600 representatives of corporations are able to view draft versions of the deal because of their positions on government advisory boards, while only a handful of nonprofit groups have the same privilege. Members of such boards are not permitted to share information about the documents with the public. Staff members from both Republican and Democratic congressional offices have also been denied access to the documents. "Groups essential to the success and legitimacy of any agreements are not being provided the opportunity to provide meaningful input on negotiations that have broad policy ramifications," the senators wrote on Monday. "If Congress and the broader public are not informed of the exact terms of the agreement until the conclusion of the process, then the opportunity for meaningful input is lost. The lack of transparency and input makes passage of trade agreements more contentious and controversial." 

TPP is bad – increases tariffs, undermines WTO, and causes trade diversion.

Fergusson and Vaughn, Specialist in International Trade and Finance and Specialist in Asian Affairs, 11 (Ian F and Bruce, 12-12-11, CRS, “The Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R40502.pdf, accessed 7-5-12, AS).
However, other trade analysts view the increasing web of bilateral and regional trade agreements with suspicion. Critics assert that the emphasis on regional and bilateral negotiations undermines the World Trade Organization (WTO) and increases the risk of trade diversion. Trade diversion occurs when the existence of lower tariffs under a trade agreement causes trade to be diverted away from a more efficient producer outside the trading bloc to a producer inside the bloc. What also results from the plethora of negotiated FTAs is, according to one economist, “a ‘spaghetti bowl’ of multiple tariffs depending on the source of a product and, in turn, a flood of rules of origin to determine which source is to be assigned to a product.”

TPP does not solve.

Roberts, economist, 12 (Paul Craig, 7-4-12, foreign policy journal, “Trans Pacific Partnership: Corporate Escape from Accountability,” http://www.foreignpolicyjournal.com/2012/07/04/trans-pacific-partnership-corporate-escape-from-accountability/, accessed 7-5-12, AS). 

The TPP has been called a “one-percenter” power tool. The agreement essentially abolishes the accountability of foreign corporations to governments of countries with which they trade. Indeed, the agreement makes governments accountable to corporations for costs imposed by regulations, including health, safety and environmental regulations. The agreement gives corporations the right to make governments pay them for the cost of complying with the regulations of government. One wonders how long environmental, labor, and financial regulation can survive when the costs of compliance are imposed on the taxpayers of countries and not on the economic activity that results in spillover effects such as pollution. Many will interpret the TPP as another big step toward the establishment of global government in the New World Order. However, what the TPP actually does is to remove corporations or the spillover effects of their activities from the reach of government. As the TPP does not transfer to corporations the power to govern countries, it is difficult to see how it leads to global government. The real result is global privilege of the corporate class as a class immune to government regulation. 

Public disapproval of TPP means it will not pass.

Fletcher, Huffington Post, 12 (Ian, 6-13-12, TheHuffingtonPOst.com Inc. “Leak Cracks Open Trans-Pacific Partnership Scandal,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ian-fletcher/leak-cracks-open-transpac_b_1594675.html, accessed 7-5-12, AS).

Obama was warned, frankly, about the Trans-Pacific Partnership. Given his status as a center-left president, the public's burgeoning disapproval of free-trade agreements, and the fact that he criticized such agreements when President Bush made them, he really should have known that such treaties were not for him. And yet he chose to plow ahead. As I noted last year, the omens were not good. After the failed promises of NAFTA, a job-destroying trade deficit that has grown despite a long series of free-trade agreements, and ever-more-aggressive foreign mercantilism, it really should have been obvious that America needed a new trade strategy. Now, thanks to a leak, we get to see that the Trans-Pacific Partnership really is as bad as feared. The text of the treaty had been kept from the public during two years of closed-door negotiations, and now we know why: It does not reflect any of the changes that Obama promised as a candidate. It's more Bush-era same-old, same-old. 

Many countries don’t like the TPP.

Manthrope, Vancouver Sun, 12 (Jonathan, 6-25-12, Postmedia Network Inc., “Trans-Pacific Partnership viewed with skepticism,” http://www.vancouversun.com/business/Trans+Pacific+Partnership+viewed+with+skepticism/6835111/story.html, accessed 7-5-12, AS).
Even among the countries involved in negotiating the regional free trade agreement known as the Trans-Pacific Partnership there is a good deal of skepticism whether it is a good thing or even possible to bring to fruition. And outside the 12 countries now brokering the deal with varying degrees of enthusiasm there is grave suspicion that the whole thing is a devious American plot. Suspicion bordering on paranoia is especially strong in China, which is excluded from TPP talks at the minute. Many Chinese academics, government advisers and policy-makers have written papers characterizing the TPP as a Washington plot to contain and constrain China's economic rise and the expansion of its regional political influence. Typical of this stream of thought was a recent article in the People's Daily newspaper, the mouthpiece of the Communist party of China. 

TPP only makes things worse

Kelly, Assistand Editor of TruthDig, 6-14 (Alexander Reed, 6-14-12, TruthDig LLC, “Trans-Pacific Partnership: A Plan for ‘Corporate Global Governance’,” http://www.truthdig.com/avbooth/item/the_trans pacific_partnership_a_plan_for_corporate_global_governance_201206/, accessed 7-5-12, AS).
The Trans-Pacific Partnership, a secretive international trade pact under consideration by the Obama administration, would force American policy to conform to the whims of foreign corporations operating in the U.S. by allowing them to appeal key regulations to an international tribunal. That body would have the power to override U.S. law and issue penalties for failure to comply with its rulings. Lori Wallach of Public Citizen’s Global Trade Watch tells us exactly what the agreement would do. “... It’s been branded as a trade agreement, but really it is enforceable corporate global governance,” she tells “Democracy Now!” “This isn’t just a bad trade agreement. This is a 1-percenter power tool that could rip up our basic needs and rights,” Wallach says.

TPP hurts domestic industries and thus hurts US economy. 

Siegel, Author and Inventor, 12 (RP, 7-4-12, TriplePundit, “Trans-Pacific Partnership Threatens Environment, Economy and American Sovereignty,” http://www.triplepundit.com/2012/07/trans-pacific-partnership-threatens-environment-economy-american-sovereignty/, accessed 7-5-12, AS).

I am speaking of the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), a “trade agreement,” that basically hands over the keys to our country to a number of foreign and multinational corporations entitling them to basically do whatever they want. In essence, after two years of closed-door sessions, this is what the agreement aims to achieve: severely limit the regulation of foreign corporations operating within U.S. boundaries, enough to give them greater rights than domestic firms, extend incentives for U.S. firms to move investments and jobs to lower-wage countries, establish an alternative legal system that gives foreign corporations and investors new rights that can circumvent U.S. courts and laws, and allow these foreign companies to sue U.S. taxpayers before foreign tribunals to demand compensation for lost revenue due to US laws they claim undermine their TPP privileges or their investment “expectations.”

Economy 

1NC 

The United States federal government should cut the corporate tax rate to 25%.  
Giving corporations tax cuts would stimulate the economy

 Boccia 11 (Policy Analyst at heritage foundation, Romina, June 10, “Stimulate the Weak Economy by Cutting Corporate Taxes”, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/06/10/stimulate-the-weak-economy-by-cutting-corporate-taxes/, ML)

While a double-dip recession doesn’t seem likely, what is much more concerning is the President’s announcement that instead of pursuing real recovery and growth policies, he would rather continue the failed stimulus policies of the recent past. The President’s position is especially troubling as the direness of America’s fiscal state and its gloomy prospects call for strong leadership to tackle the out-of-control deficit and debt. Heritage fiscal policy expert J.D. Foster explains what Congress and the President could do instead to stimulate the economy toward faster growth in the recession’s aftermath: They can do so by improving incentives to produce and to work: for example, by reducing regulations and tax distortions. They can do so by reducing the uncertainties surrounding future policy. They can do so by expanding foreign markets for domestic goods and services. Recent efforts to stimulate the economy have been unsuccessful because they did little or none of these things. Regulations have increased. Uncertainty has increased. Tax distortions have been left in place or even increased in some areas. And efforts toward free trade have been anemic, at best. One example would be cutting the corporate income tax rate from its uncompetitive high of 35 percent down to 25 percent. This would provide entrepreneurs with much-needed incentives and certainty to expand and grow their businesses and hire more workers. As the Heritage Center for Data Analysis estimated, the number of jobs in the U.S. would grow by an average of 581,000 annually over the next decade given a 25 percent corporate income tax rate. The ailing economy should signal to Congress and the President that it is high time to change course and to pursue those fiscal policies that in fact spur economic and job growth

2NC - Solvency

Tax Cuts would stimulate the economy

Butler 11 (He has degrees in economics, philosophy and psychology, gaining a PhD from the University of St Andrews, director of the Adam Smith Institute, Dr. Eamonn, “Why tax cuts stimulate the economy”, http://www.adamsmith.org/blog/tax-and-economy/why-tax-cuts-stimulate-the-economy, ML) 

 First, tax cuts boost business everywhere. Employers who are struggling to pay their bills (including national and local taxes), are not likely to think about hiring more people. But a tax cut would make a crucial marginal difference to them. And remember: if every small business in the country had the confidence to hire one extra person, unemployment would be zero. A tax cut is both general and quick in its effect. Government spending, however, is not general. It is concentrated in sectors like road building and bureaucracy. It takes time for spending in the former to trickle out to the rest of the economy; and as for spending on the latter, well, we have too much of that anyway. Spending programmes also take time. It can take years for road, rail or runway schemes to get off the drawing board, through the planning process, and then into construction. Indeed, given the record of past government projects, there's a good chance that any crisis will be long forgotten by the time the spending actually starts. The other way of boosting government spending is to raise transfer payments – raising welfare or pensions, for instance – does give a fairly widespread boost to a lot of people. But while it is very easy to boost welfare spending, it is nigh impossible to cut benefits again when the economy has righted itself. So you just end up increasing government welfare spending over the long term, which isn't likely to make your economy any more dynamic. And where is the money for any sort of government spending to come from? If it comes from higher taxes, that depresses business and employment all round. If it comes from increased borrowing, that just monopolizes investment funds that could have gone to – more productive – private businesses. And it adds to the debt and to the interest payments that burden taxpayers. Sure, a tax cut might produce a short-term cut in government revenues that has to be funded, too. But the higher your taxes are, and the deeper you cut tax, the greater and quicker the stimulus. It also helps if people figure you really mean it and aren't going to raise taxes again. We don't need more government spending, and we don't need piffling schemes to 'encourage' employment. We need tax cuts, and a commitment to a low-tax future, and we need them now.
Giving companies tax cuts is key to remain economically competitive

Ferrara 9 (is an American lawyer, policy analyst, and columnist who is the current general counsel for the American Civil Rights Union, Peter, 2/4/9, “Tax Cuts Would Really Stimulate”

http://www.forbes.com/2009/02/04/tax-cut-stimulus-opinions-contributors_0204_peter_ferrara.html,ML)

Here are the components of a plan that would work to restore economic growth precisely because they do focus on governing economic incentives. America's corporations suffer from a federal corporate tax rate of 35%, close to 40% with state taxes. This is the second-highest rate in the industrialized world, just a bit behind Japan, which may cut its rate soon. The European Union cut its average corporate tax rate from 38% in 1996 to 24% in 2007. Germany and Canada each recently adopted a top corporate rate of 19%, with Canada's slated to fall further to 15%. India and China have lower corporate rates as well. Ireland adopted a 12.5% corporate rate in 1988, when it had the second-lowest per capita income in Europe. Today, Ireland enjoys the second-highest incomes in Europe, and it raises more in corporate taxes as a percent of gross domestic product than the U.S. does with a tax rate three times higher. For the U.S. economy to remain internationally competitive, the federal corporate rate should be slashed to 20%. The heavily burdensome federal corporate capital gains rate should also be cut from 35% to the current individual rate of 15%, and that individual rate and the dividends tax rate of 15% should be made permanent. The capital gains tax is a second level of taxation on capital, not a loophole providing lower rates for capital income. Allowing immediate deductions for all capital investment in machinery and equipment, known as expensing, rather than extended partial deductions over several years through depreciation, would also be powerful. In addition, American companies hold an estimated $1.5 trillion in overseas earnings retained outside the U.S., which would be subject to the 35% corporate tax if brought home. Allowing those overseas earnings to return home in 2009 subject to a 5% rate would be very effective in bringing hundreds of billions of investment capital to America, as it was in 2005. Instead of Obama's $500 per worker tax credit, Congress should cut the 25% income-tax bracket (which applies to single workers earning $32,550 to $78,850, and married couples earning $65,100 to $131,450) to 15%. That would leave about 90% of workers paying a flat tax of 15% or less. The higher income tax rates should eventually be reduced as well, but that is impractical in the current political climate. Tax cuts stimulate the economy when they involve reductions in tax rates, like the above proposals. The reduction in rates improves incentives for savings, investment, business creation and expansion, job creation, entrepreneurship and work by allowing people to keep a greater percentage of the reward produced by these activities. This improves the economy not just by the dollar amount of the tax cut--the improved incentives affect every economic decision and every dollar in the entire economy, and, indeed, in the rest of the world that might invest in the U.S. The astoundingly successful Reagan tax cuts in the 1980s, as well as the astoundingly successful Kennedy tax cuts of the 1960s, were both based on reducing tax rates and were successful for these reasons.

Canada proves corporate tax work

Edwards 12 (the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute and the editor of Downsizing Government.org, Chris, May 13, “Canada's Corporate Tax Cuts”, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/canadas-corporate-tax-cuts, ML)

The good news is that a corporate tax rate cut without any changes to the tax base probably wouldn’t lose the government any money over the long term. Good evidence comes from Canada’s corporate tax cuts of the 1980s and 2000s. The chart shows Canada’s federal corporate tax revenues as a share of gross domestic product (GDP) and the federal corporate tax rate. The tax rate plunged from 38 percent in 1980 to just 15 percent by 2012. Amazingly, there has been no obvious drop in tax revenues over the period. Canadian corporate tax revenues have fluctuated, but the changes are correlated with economic growth, not the tax rate. In the late 1980s, a tax rate cut was followed by three years of stable revenues. In the early 1990s, a plunge in revenues was caused by a recession, and then in the late 1990s revenues soared as the economy grew. In 2000, Canadian policymakers enacted another round of corporate tax rate cuts, which were phased in gradually. Corporate tax revenues initially dipped, but then they rebounded strongly in the late 2000s. The rate cuts enacted in 2000 were projected to cause substantial revenue losses to the Canadian government. That projection indicates that the reform didn’t have much in the way of legislated loophole closing. But the chart shows that the positive taxpayer response to the rate cut was apparently so large that the government did not lose much, if any, revenue at all. In 2009, Canada was dragged into a recession by the elephant economy next door, and that knocked the wind out of corporate tax revenues. However, it is remarkable that even with a recession and a tax rate under 20 percent, tax revenues as a share of GDP have been roughly as high in recent years as they were during the 1980s, when there was a much higher rate. Jason Clemens of the Macdonald-Laurier Institute notes that Canadian corporate tax revenues have been correlated with corporate profits, not the tax rate. If a corporate tax rate is high, there is a “Laffer effect” when the rate is cut, meaning that the tax base expands so much that the government doesn’t lose any money. Estimates from Jack Mintz and other tax experts show that cutting corporate tax rates when they are above about 25 percent won’t lose governments any revenues over the long run. The overall Canadian rate this year is about 27 percent when the average provincial rate is included. By contrast, the average federal-state rate in the United States is 40 percent, which is roughly 15 points above the revenue-maximizing rate. That means that Congress can proceed with a corporate rate cut and everyone would win — taxpayers, the economy and even the government. Corporate tax reform with loophole closing is a wild-goose chase. Congress never seems to agree on which loopholes to close, with the result that our economy continues to suffer under a super-high rate. If we matched Canada by cutting our federal corporate rate from 35 percent to 15 percent, it would generate a large increase in reported income as corporate investment boomed and tax avoidance fell. The tax base would automatically expand without Congress even legislating reductions to deductions, credits or other loopholes. In 2012, Canada will collect about 1.9 percent of GDP in federal corporate income tax revenues with a 15 percent tax rate. The United States will collect about 1.6 percent of GDP with a 35 percent tax rate. Do we need any more evidence that our high corporate tax rate makes no sense?

2NC - Link Shield

Bipartisan support for corporate tax cuts

Puzzanghera, covers media policy from Washington, D.C., 11 (Jim, April 20, “Bipartisan support builds for slicing corporate tax rate”, http://articles.latimes.com/2011/apr/20/business/la-fi-corporate-tax-20110420, ML)

Reporting from Washington — U.S. corporations have enjoyed a two-year bull run on Wall Street. They are sitting on a record amount of cash and are back to paying bonuses that are the envy of executives around the world. And the icing on the cake for many of them might be just around the corner: a tax cut that has bipartisan support in Congress. As part of their budget plan passed last week, House Republicans want to cut the corporate tax rate to 25% from 35%. The Obama administration and many Democrats also are looking to slice the current rate, but not as much. Supporters of the corporate tax cuts say they're needed to make U.S. companies more competitive with their foreign counterparts, and the administration and House Republicans say they want to offset rate cuts by eliminating unspecified loopholes and tax breaks.

Statistics show there is bipart support for tax cuts

Kohut, President, Pew Research Center, 10 (Andrew, “Tax Cuts Win Broad Bipartisan Support”, http://www.people-press.org/files/2011/02/684.pdf, ML)

The agreement between President Obama and congressional Republicans to extend tax cuts and unemployment benefits is getting strong bipartisan support. Overall, 60% approve of the agreement while just 22% disapprove. There are virtually no partisan differences in opinions about the agreement – 63% of Democrats approve of it, as do 62% of Republicans and 60% of independents. Among Democrats, liberals are as supportive of the agreement as are conservative and moderate Democrats. The latest national survey by the Pew Research Center for the People & the Press, conducted Dec. 9-12 among 1,011 adults, finds that on balance more say the agreement will help rather than hurt the U.S. economy and people like themselves. Nearly half (48%) say the agreement will help the economy, while just 29% think it will hurt the economy. Opinions are similar about the personal impact of the deal: Nearly twice as many say the agreement will help (47%) rather than hurt (25%) people like themselves.

**AFF Answers**

Corporate tax cuts don’t solve jobs – empirics and studies prove

Milligan, political and foreign affairs writer, 11 (Susan, June 20, “Corporate Tax Cuts Don't Stimulate Job Growth”, US News, http://www.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/susan-milligan/2011/06/20/corporate-tax-cuts-dont-stimulate-job-growth, Accessed: 7/5/12, ML)

Prevailing conservative wisdom dictates that businesses need tax cuts—and investors need capital gains tax cuts—to get the economy moving. But two very well-executed articles on wages and taxes published recently suggest that targeting tax cuts at business executives may do little to improve the dismal unemployment picture. The Washington Post offers a startling analysis of income disparity, noting that the gap between the very rich and the rest of us has grown dramatically in the past few decades, reaching current levels that have not been seen since the Great Depression. In 2008, the Post reports, the top one-tenth of one percent of earners took in more than a tenth of the personal income in the United States. But the moneyed class is not dominated by professional athletes or big-name artistic performers or even hedge fund managers, the Post found. Instead, it is due to a big increase in executive compensation, even as real wages for some of their workers have dropped: The top 0.1 percent of earners make about $1.7 million or more, including capital gains. Of those, 41 percent were executives, managers and supervisors at non-financial companies, according to the analysis, with nearly half of them deriving most of their income from their ownership in privately-held firms. An additional 18 percent were managers at financial firms or financial professionals at any sort of firm. In all, nearly 60 percent fell into one of those two categories. The New York Times has a fascinating story that serves as an unwitting companion piece to the Post story. Corporate executives, the paper reports, are clamoring for a tax holiday to encourage them to bring their offshore profits back to the United States. And the money in question is big, the Times notes: Apple has $12 billion in offshore cash, while Google has $17 billion, and Microsoft, $29 billion. The companies with money sitting offshore argue that if the federal government were to offer them a huge tax break—say, a one-year drop from 35 percent to 5.25 percent—the businesses would bring the money home and operate as a private-sector economic stimulus. [See a slide show of the top 10 cities to find a job.] However, the Times notes: (T)hat’s not how it worked last time. Congress and the Bush administration offered companies a similar tax incentive, in 2005, in hopes of spurring domestic hiring and investment, and 800 took advantage. Though the tax break lured them into bringing $312 billion back to the United States, 92 percent of that money was returned to shareholders in the form of dividends and stock buybacks, according to a study by the nonpartisan National Bureau of Economic Research. Who needs a tax cut, then? The U.S. economy is very much consumer-driven; companies aren’t hiring, many business owners say, because people aren’t buying. The past behavior of corporations that have received huge tax cuts has not necessarily been to use the money to hire more people; the Bush-era tax cuts have been in place for a decade, and the unemployment rate is still 9.1 percent. And executive compensation has grown. Executives may feel entitled to earn more and more if their companies are doing well and expanding. But without customers, those companies will go bust.

Corporate tax cuts won’t stimulate the economy

Thoma, macroeconomist and time-series econometrician at the University of Oregon, 12(Mark, Feb. 22, “Corporate tax cut: Good idea, but won't stimulate economy”, CBS money watch, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-505143_162-57382741/corporate-tax-cut-good-idea-but-wont-stimulate-economy/, Accessed: 7/5/12, ML)

The White House is proposing to cut corporate income taxes from 35 percent to 28 percent. President Obama also recommends that manufacturers get a further cut, to 25 percent, and he wants to impose a minimum rate on foreign earnings to discourage the use of tax shelters. There would other less substantive changes as well under his plan. The cut in the statutory tax rate, however, may not have as large an effect on the corporate sector as many anticipate. The reason is that this is intended as a revenue neutral change in taxes. To accomplish revenue neutrality, the cut in the tax rate will be accompanied be closing loopholes, i.e. a broadening of the base. Thus, every company receiving a tax break will be matched somewhere else by companies experiencing a tax increase. Thus, while some firms will benefit, others will get hit harder by these taxes and the net effect overall should be roughly a wash. Obama to propose corporate tax cut Tug of war over inflation at the Federal Reserve Another way you think about this, as noted by Jared Bernstein, is to consider the difference between the statutory tax rate -- the rate on the books -- and the effective tax rate, the rate after all deductions, loopholes, etc. have been exploited. The US has a relatively high statutory tax rate of 35 percent, but the effective tax rate is quite competitive with other country's rates (according to this estimate, it is 26 percent, about average for developed countries), The administration's plan would decrease the statutory tax rate, while at the same time increasing the effective rate for many firms by eliminating deductions and closing loopholes that allow firms to reduce their effective rates so far below the rate on the books. As Bernstein points out, these include "accelerated depreciation, interest deductibility, the ability to pass corporate capital gains over to the individual side of the code (where it gets favorable treatment), and a bunch of international loopholes, like deferral -- the ability to avoid U.S. taxation by holding multinational profits overseas."

Corporate tax cuts are not effective

Huang, tax policy analyst with the Center’s Federal Fiscal Policy Team, tax solicitor, and economic policy analyst, 9 (Chye-Ching, January 23, “Corporate Tax Rate Cut Likely To Be Ineffective As Stimulus”, Center on budget policy priorities, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=2269, Accessed : 7/5/12, ML)
Numerous government and independent studies agree that corporate tax rate cuts provide relatively little “bang-for-the-buck” as stimulus. The Congressional Budget Office (CBO), for example, has concluded that a corporate rate cut “is not a particularly cost-effective method of stimulating business spending.”[1] The Congressional Research Service (CRS) has found that in terms of stimulating aggregate demand, the “effect of corporate rate cuts is likely small.”[2] And Mark Zandi, chief economist of Moody’s Economy.com, has rated a corporate tax rate cut as one of the least effective of all tax and spending options in stimulating the economy, estimating that it would generate only 30 cents in economic demand for every dollar spent on the tax cut.[3] Nevertheless, some policymakers and business groups — many of them longstanding proponents of corporate tax cuts regardless of economic conditions — now advocate cutting corporate tax rates as a stimulus measure.[4] There is a serious debate to be had about whether cutting corporate rates, especially if done in tandem with measures to close corporate tax loopholes, would strengthen the economy over the long run.[5] But corporate rate cuts simply are not credible as short-term economic stimulus in a recession. Corporate Rate Cut Would Not Reward New Investments Explaining why a corporate tax rate cut is relatively ineffective as stimulus, CRS noted that “Increasing the after-tax income of businesses typically does not create an incentive for them to spend more on labor or to produce more, because production depends on the ability to sell output.”[6] The primary problem employers face in a recession is a shortage of demand for their products, not a shortage of cash.[7] When firms face a shortage of demand, they will find it more attractive to retain — or pass to shareholders — any new cash they receive from a tax cut, rather than invest in increased production of goods and services for which no customers exist. But passing the tax benefits to shareholders and business owners would not stimulate the economy much. Shareholders and business owners are two groups that tend to have higher incomes — and thus to save, rather than spend, much of any additional income they receive. As CRS concluded, such a tax cut “is more likely to be spent on reducing debt, or paying out dividends. Both choices would not expand aggregate demand.”[8] In the short run, therefore “a substantial effect of reducing current corporate tax rates is to increase the returns from past investments rather than increase the attractiveness of new investments,” according to CBO.[9] Only new investments are stimulative.
Links to Politics 

Republicans will not want to give Obama the win

Grant, political analyst, 12 (Ezra, Feb. 22, “This Is One Corporate Tax Cut Republicans Will Oppose”, http://ezkool.com/2012/02/this-is-one-corporate-tax-cut-republicans-will-oppose/, ML)

Congressional Republicans have been calling for less taxes on Corporations. Doing this they claim, would stimulate more hirings, thus more jobs. Well the President has listened to their calls and today, the administration announced a plan to reduce the Corporate tax rate from 35% to 28%. “Obama’s plan would be part of a larger effort to overhaul the U.S. tax system and it dovetails with Obama’s call for raising taxes on millionaires and maintaining current rates on individuals making $200,000 or less. “While the 35 percent nominal corporate tax rate ranks among the highest, deductions, credits and exemptions allow many corporations to pay taxes at a much lower rate. “Under the framework proposed by the administration, the rate cuts, closed loopholes and the minimum tax on overseas earning would result in no increase to the deficit. “That means that many businesses that slip through loopholes or enjoy subsidies and pay an effective tax rate that is substantially less than the 35 percent corporate tax could end up paying more under Obama’s plan. Others, however, would pay less while some would simply benefit from a more simplified system.” Sounds like a win win situation. Republicans get their Corporate tax cuts and President Obama get to close corporate loopholes. But don’t expect anything to get done, as Republicans will not agree to do anything this president proposes even if the proposal is one of their own. And ending Corporate loopholes is not something Republicans’ to-do list. 

Tax breaks hurt small businesses and likely will not pass 

Tozzi, reporter for Bloomberg Businessweek, 12(John, Feb. 27, “Why Corporate Tax Cuts Won't Help Small Business”, http://www.businessweek.com/articles/2012-02-27/why-corporate-tax-cuts-wont-help-small-business, Bloomberg Buisnessweek, ML)

Eliminating tax breaks without lowering individual income tax rates could effectively raise taxes on some small business owners, says Todd McCracken, president of the National Small Business Association, a Washington trade group. “The business deductions are relatively unified. A deduction’s a deduction, whether you’re a C corp or a sole proprietor, for the most part,” he says. McCracken likes some parts of the Obama proposal: A plan to make permanent deductions for capital investment (such as equipment and software) and research and development. (Yes, the tax reform supposedly eliminating deductions includes plans to expand deductions.) Still, he says, reforming the corporate tax code and letting the Bush tax cuts expire could leave non-corporate business owners facing a federal income tax rate of over 40 percent next year on earnings over $250,000. The National Federation of Independent Business, a frequent foe of the Obama White House, panned the proposal, saying in a statement that “the focus should be on individual rate reform.” Not every small biz lobby agrees. Small Business Majority, a group that generally supports Obama’s policies, praised the plan and noted that “reforming the tax code will eliminate dozens of loopholes that consistently leave small businesses paying an unfair share of taxes.” McCracken says the plan is short on specifics but looks like a mixed bag. He favors reform that would tackle the individual tax code alongside corporate taxes. The chances of any major tax plan passing in Congress this year, he notes, are very slim. So even if corporate tax reform spells trouble for small businesses, they probably don’t have to worry about it any time soon.
Hegemony 

1NC 

The United States Department of Defense should invest in nanotechnology.
1st Internal Link: Military

Nanotechnology is key to the defense industry and military primacy

Institute of Nanotechnology 4 (March, Introduction to Nanotechnology CD ROM, “The Involvement of Nanotechnology in the Aerospace and Defence Industries”, http://www.azonano.com/article.aspx?ArticleID=570, July 3, 2012, A.R.)

Nanotechnology has a wide range of implications for the aerospace and defence industry, potentially providing stronger, lighter materials, smaller computer components and new sensor technologies. Virtual reality systems based on nanostructured electronics could enable more affordable, effective training. Enhanced automation and robotics could offset reductions in military manpower, reduce risks to troops, and improve vehicle performance. Higher performance (lighter weight and higher strength) military platforms would provide diminished failure rates and lower life-cycle costs. Chemical And Biological Nuclear Sensing There will also be improvements in chemical/biological/nuclear sensing and in casualty care. From a battlefield perspective, new realms of clothing are possible, such as smooth, strong fabrics; sensory enhanced garments of nanofibres; chameleon-like camouflage that interacts with the environment; clothing that changes reflectivity and insulation; and protective clothing that can absorb or reject chemical agents or toxins. The United States, in particular, is making a large investment in this area.

Nanotechnology is key to military effectiveness and heg – new coating technology is an example

Arabe 3 (Katrina, New Jersey Institute of Technology, “Self-Healing Coatings to Protect & Camouflage Army Vehicles”,, http://news.thomasnet.com/IMT/archives/2003/05/selfhealing_coa.html, July 3, 2012, A.R.)

To boost the army's effectiveness and save billions of dollars, researchers are developing smart coatings that will let military vehicles detect minor damages, self-repair and change colors during battle: A revolutionary coating under development for the military could soon combine three capabilities never before seen in coatings technology—the ability to detect scratches and corrosion, to fix such damages on its own, and lastly, to change color to blend in with surroundings. This innovative, nanotechnology-based coating is being produced for a wide range of military vehicles as well as weapons systems. A research team at the New Jersey Institute of Technology (NJIT) in Newark has recently inked a contract with the U.S. Army to develop these smart coatings. Utilizing them, military vehicles will be able to sense if they are corroded or scratched and self-repair. Tanks, helicopters and military trucks would be able to camouflage themselves on the battlefield, becoming practically invisible. And protected by these futuristic coatings, explosives could become less sensitive and less dangerous for soldiers to carry. In fact, Army officials say the smart coatings, whose development is being funded by the U.S. Department of Defense, could enable the Army to avoid time-consuming repainting and thus deploy with greater speed, making it an even more formidable force. But for now, there's plenty of work to be done. "We're just getting started, really," says research team leader Daniel J. Watts, Ph.D., executive director of the York Center for Environmental Engineering and Science and Panasonic Chair in Sustainability at NJIT. Joining his team are researchers from Clemson University in South Carolina. "Our goal is to extend the period of time between initial painting application and the need to strip and repaint," he notes. Currently, the Army uses paints that are costly and require a lot of labor to apply. And when scratched or corroded, most of the paint calls for repainting, which can cover up damage to metal and other materials. Corrosion-related problems cost about $10 billion a year, with painting and scraping accounting for $2 billion of that total, say Army leaders. "Currently, up to 20% of army vehicles are out of service due to coatings damage and repainting needs," says Dr. Watts. "Smart coatings can eliminate a lot of those needs," thereby improving Army readiness. To create an intelligent coating system with unprecedented capabilities, the research team is turning to nanotechnology—the study and manipulation of individual atoms and molecules to make new materials. The researchers will embed the coating with nanomachines—only billionths of a meter in size. These microscopic electromechanical machines will transmit signals to Army personnel, immediately informing them if the coating has sustained damage. 

2NC – Solvency - Heg

Nanotechnology makes every sector of the US military undefeatable 

Carafano 7 (James, Ph.D., Assistant Director of International Studies and Senior Research Fellow for National Security and Homeland Security in the Douglas at The Heritage Foundation, “Nanotechnology and National Security: Small Changes, Big Impact,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/bg2071.cfm, A.R., July 5)
All branches of the U.S. military are currently conducting nanotechnology research, including the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), Office of Naval Research (ONR), Army Research Office (ARO), and Air Force Office of Scientific Research (AFOSR). The Air Force is heavily involved in research of composite materials.[7] Among other projects, the Navy Research Laboratory's Institute for Nanoscience has studied quantum dots for application in nanopho​tonics and identifying biological materials.[8] In May 2003, the Army and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology opened the Institute for Soldier Nano​technologies, a joint research collaboration to develop technologies to protect soldiers better.[9] Nanotechnology has numerous military applica​tions. The most obvious are in materials science. Carbon nanotubes and diamond films and fibers have higher strength-to-weight ratios than steel, which allows for lighter and stronger armor and parts for vehicles, equipment, and aircraft. Such upgraded military Humvees would better protect soldiers from improvised explosive devices (IEDs) and small-arms fire. In another application, adding nickel nanostrands (ropes of material no wider than a few molecules), which can conduct electricity, could make aircraft more resistant to lightning strikes. The nickel strands also have magnetic properties that may prove useful in filters and energy storage devices.[10] The U.S. Army is actively pursuing nanotech​nology for use in soldiers' uniforms, equipment, and armor. As part of the planned Objective Force Warrior Soldier Ensemble, the Army hopes to cre​ate a uniform that provides flexible armor protec​tion for soldiers' limbs through the use of shear thickening liquids that solidify when force is applied to them. This would greatly reduce the weight that a soldier must carry. (Current body armor weighs around 25 pounds.) Other features of the planned uniform include medical sensors, medical treatment capabilities, communications, and individual environmental control for the soldier and integrated thermal, chemical, and biological sensing systems woven into the garment's fabric.[11] Nanotechnology would allow for more precise control of fuel combustion and detonation of explosives. Explosives and propellants could be constructed atom by atom to optimal particle sizes and ratios of ingredients so that the materials approach their theoretical limits of energy release. This would lead to smaller, more powerful rock​ets, propellants, warheads, bombs, and other explosive devices. For slower release of energy, nanotechnology would allow for more powerful batteries, fuel cells, photovoltaic panels, and perhaps even more exotic methods of generating electrical power. Researchers at the Georgia Institute of Technology recently developed piezoelectric fibers, which someday may be used in fabrics that generate their own electricity, completely eliminating the need for batteries.[12] In electronics, nanotechnology would allow the creation of ever-smaller computers and sensors, leading to integrated packages that could sense, dis​criminate, decide, report information, and provide control input to other devices. For example, tires that sense the surface over which they are traveling could automatically adjust tire pressure to maintain optimal traction. Smart sensors could be used in single-chip chemical and biological agent laboratories that would be smaller, faster, and more accurate than current testing methods. They could also be attached to miniature disposable sensor platforms, allowing monitoring of a large battlespace at mini​mal cost, effort, and danger to soldiers. In the more distant future, combining nanocom​puters, sensors, and nanomechanical architectures into one system would make possible autono​mously targeted and guided projectiles, such as bul​lets and rockets. Nanotechnology could also improve communications and information process​ing, whether on the battlefield or with the Oval Office, through microscopic computers, switches, lasers, mirrors, detectors, and other optical and electrical devices. The laws of physics and optics change funda​mentally at the near-atomic level. Instead of being masked by the manipulation of particles on the sur​face, materials can be changed at the optical elec​tronic level. Materials that display one optical or electronic property at the macro level may display a different property at the nanometer level. Remark​able mechanisms become possible, such as nega​tively refractive optics that bend light at angles and in directions otherwise impossible.[13] Such devices could lead to the development of lenses that focus almost instantaneously and light-bending camou​flage that changes as the solider or vehicle moves. One theoretical and exotic use of nanophotonic materials would be fiberoptic waveguides that actu​ally strengthen the light beams passing through them. These could be used for long-distance, strate​gic-level communications systems or high-power narrow-beam lasers. With nanophotonics, optical computing, data storage, and signal processing become possible. If the Defense Department is to remain a leader in exploiting nanotechnology, the Pentagon must ensure that it adequately understands how nano​technology could be exploited for U.S. security and competitive advantage.

Nanotech key to military effectiveness – laundry list

Jenkins 9 (Eva, Lt Col, USAF, Ph.D, career intelligence officer, Air Force instructor, and a European, Eurasian, and NATO area specialist, served on the Joint Staff Directorate of Intelligence staff, on the Defense Intelligence Agency Director’s Special Projects staff, and as a National Security Agency Director’s Fellow, received her Ph.D in international studies, “NANOTECHNOLOGY – ENABLING FUTURE SPACE VIABILITY”, accessed 7/9/12, A.R.)

Based on the previous research presented in this paper and borrowing heavily from Bekey’s implications, the following five assumptions are offered about what nanotechnology enabled space capabilities could provide the U.S. 20 to 25 years from today. First, the U.S. will employ satellites that possess the capability to perform up to 1,000 times better than the satellites deployed today. Second, the U.S. military will possess the option of global force projection from the domain of space. Third, the U.S. will possess the capability to achieve and maintain complete situational awareness in CONUS for assets located in space. Fourth, the U.S. will have the capacity to execute the majority of its warfighting capabilities from CONUS using spaceenabled technology. Fifth, the U.S. will have the ability to deliver precision weaponry from CONUS via assets in space. Because the capabilities listed in the third, fourth, and fifth assumptions will be primarily space-based, they will be in the hands of the warfighter either in the CONUS, on the battlefield, or alternately anywhere the warfighter requires access to those capabilities.

2nd Internal Link: Competitiveness

Nanotech industry is key to US technological leadership

The Industrial College of the Armed Forces 10 (Spring, “Final Report: Strategic Materials Industry,”http://www.ndu.edu/icaf/programs/academic/industry/reports/2010/pdf/icaf-is-report-strategic-mat-2010.pdf, accessed 7/9/12, A.R.)

Although many innovation opportunities still exist in the field of information technology, it has now reached amateur level and is not likely to drive growth as it did in the 1990s and 2000s. The next high growth sectors are most probably in the “green” energy and transportation business as well as in robotics and nano/bio systems. For all these applications, material technologies will be key. The companies we visited said that they spend significant amounts of money on R&D (2 to 3% of sales) and that they were leaders in innovation and technology. DoD is also a major investor in material R&D. The technologies for materials mining, processing, recovery and recycling are still somewhat immature compared to other scientific areas. Investing additional R&D funds for improved processes will help recover the US competitive advantage in manufacturing high end materials. However, as it was recently demonstrated for the rare-earths,27 materials R&D is slowly moving offshore because companies are investing in laboratories located close to their increasingly delocalized production facilities . The consequence is that U.S. companies have to turn increasingly to foreign sources to conduct their development of new materials. By the end of 2007, China and India constituted a bit over one-third of global R&D staffs—and this was an increase of over 10% from just three years prior.28 U.S. federal R&D funding is decreasing. As a matter of fact, American companies spent three times more on litigation than on research. The United States is in 22nd place in the fraction of GDP devoted to non-defense research . These trends demonstrate that expertise is leaving the U.S. which will significantly hamper the ability of domestic companies to remain competitive or relevant in the long-term. Companies also discussed their long term relationships with academia, with a variable level of satisfaction. Some companies are concerned by the shortage of qualified geologists, metallurgists, and engineers in the U.S. More U.S. students in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) are needed to maintain the material industry. More should be done to promote and retain our brightest minds. This means grooming future generations by promoting a diverse robust education and training structure.

Nanotech key to US competitiveness and US leadership 

Jenkins 9 (Eva, Lt Col, USAF, Ph.D, career intelligence officer, Air Force instructor, and a European, Eurasian, and NATO area specialist, served on the Joint Staff Directorate of Intelligence staff, on the Defense Intelligence Agency Director’s Special Projects staff, and as a National Security Agency Director’s Fellow, received her Ph.D in international studies, “NANOTECHNOLOGY – ENABLING FUTURE SPACE VIABILITY”, accessed 7/9/12, A.R.)

To date over 60 nations have established similar efforts to that of the U.S.’ NNI. In 2006 the estimate for global investment in nanotechnology was around $12.4 billion with $6 billion of that supplied by the private sector. While the U.S. “appears to be the overall global leader” for now, the reality is that other countries are investing very heavily in research, development, and application in nanotechnologies based on the U.S. model and may already have the upper hand in specific areas. Approximately 4,000 companies and research institutes are working on nanotechnology developments worldwide. Of those, 1,900 are in the services industry and over 1,000 companies are manufacturing products. The worldwide nanotechnology markets are projected to grow from $300 billion in 2006 to more than a trillion dollars in 2015.70 As of 2007, the leading nations in nanotechnology development are the U.S., Japan, China, and Germany with China being one of the “world’s leaders in terms of newly established nanotechnology firms.”71 Russia just stood up their version of NNI and pledged over one billion dollars a year toward the initiative. The global requirement will be for two million skilled workers in the nanoscience and nanotechnology field worldwide with at least a third of those “needed in the U.S. to main global competitiveness.”72 Sixty-three percent of U.S. business leaders in the nanotechnology field believe that the U.S. is the world nanotechnology research, development and commercialization leader; however, they contend that the lead is narrowing.73 Using purchasing power parity exchange rates, in 2006 the top ten nations investing public funding into nanotechnology research and development in priority order were the U.S., China, Japan, South Korea, Germany, France, Taiwan, the United Kingdom, India and Russia. The nation’s leading private sector investments in 2006 were the U.S. and Japan, together accounting for nearly three-fourths of corporate investment.74 While the U.S. led all other nations in scientific journal paper publication in 2005 with 24% of the world output, China was the only major competitor coming in second with 12% of the world’s output. The U.S. dominance remains today but it also represents a decline from publishing 40% of the world’s papers in the 1990s. The European Union led the U.S. in terms of quantitative analysis comparison of published papers but the European Union’s share is in decline. China’s share is rapidly increasing and is projected to surpass that of the U.S. if it has not already. 

2NC – Solvency - Disease 

Nanotech solves the spread of disease – creates new cures and vaccines

Task Force on Science, Technology, and Innovation 5 (UN Millenium Project, 12/17, “Innovation: Applying Knowledge in development” http://www.unmillenniumproject.org/documents/Science-part2.pdf, A.R., July 2)

Promoting health Applications of nanotechnologies addressing health in developing countries are especially promising, particularly for diagnostic tools, drug and vaccine delivery, surgical devices, and prosthetics. Nanotechnology can enable rapid, accurate, timely, and affordable methods of diagnosis and prevention, which can allow more effective treatment with existing drugs. It can help detect pathogens, such as mycobacteria and HIV. Nanotechnology-based solutions in developing countries will depend on cost, supply, and ease of use, especially where a wide range of screening can occur with relatively inexpensive sensors in local clinics using diagnostic kits. Microfluidic devices (lab-on-a-chip), carbon nanotube-based biosensor arrays, fluorescent semiconductor nanoparticles, magnetic nanoparticles, and quantum dots offer significant diagnostic advantages over conventional fluorescent dyes. Dendrimers, in conjunction with antibodies, have been designed to detect HIV and cancer. Atomic wires and nanobelts can be used to detect cancer, since these nanomaterials are capable of revealing specific malignant agents through changes in their electronic transport characteristics. Nanotechnology can also be applied to synthesize and target the delivery of drugs. It provides encapsulation systems that can protect drugs while slowly delivering and releasing them. This capability can be very valuable in countries without adequate drug storage capabilities and distribution networks. Longterm delivery obviates the need for patients to take pills daily at well-defined times. Polymers for the slow release of drugs can be especially useful for drug regimens that are long and complex, such as those used to treat tuberculosis. Nanotechnology can also reduce transportation costs and even required dosages by improving the shelf-life, thermo-stability and resistance to changes in humidity of existing medications. A more specific and selective delivery of drugs and vaccines can be obtained by the use of nanocapsules, liposomes, dendrimers, and buckyballs. Other areas of bio-nanotechnology that are being actively researched include regenerative medicine and nanoscale surgery. Nanoceramics can be used to produce more durable medical prosthetics.

New nanotech helps early detection of disease 

AzoNano 6-9-12 (AzoNano,“Nanostructures Designed After Moth Eyes Pave For Medical Imaging Enhancement”, http://www.azonano.com/news.asp?newsID=1498, July 5, 2012, A.R.)
The team led by Professor Yasha Yi from the City University of New York has modeled the nanostructures after the compound eyes of the moth. Moths’ eyes consist of thousands of optical units or ommatidia. The optical units are attached to photoreceptor cells. They are however, anti-reflective. This provides a moth covert mobility and reduced visibility to predators at nights. This feature makes the moth eye appealing to scientists for adapting the same design in antireflective surfaces for military use and in solar panel coatings. Scintillating materials are compounds employed in radiographic imaging devices for converting unabsorbed portions of incident X-rays exiting the body into visible light that can be formulated into a shape by means of a detector. Better quality imaging is achieved by increasing the radiation input in order to increase the visible light output. But increased exposure to radiation is detrimental to patients’ health. Yi’s team worked on developing a nanoscale film for the scintillators to increase the efficiency of light conversion. The 500-nm thick film was made from cerium-doped lutetium oxyorthosilicate crystals. Tiny, pyramid-shaped silicon nitride protrusions were embedded on the film. The density of the protuberances is similar to that of the moth eye and is in the range of 100,000 to 200,000 in a 100 x 100 µm2. The team made the device side walls rough to enhance the ability to scatter light. Lab experiments showed a drastic 175% increase in the intensity of emitted light. Yi envisages a time period of three to five years for perfecting the film to move it from the lab to imaging devices.

2NC - Link Shield

Defense spending is popular

Adler and Akabas 12 (Loren and Shai, May 17, Bipartisan Policy Center, “A Closer Look at How the Public Views Defense Spending”, http://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/2012/05/closer-look-how-public-views-defense-spending, July 4, 2012, A.R.)
A new report from the Program for Public Consultation (PPC) – conducted in collaboration with the Stimson Center and the Center for Public Integrity – found that over three-quarters of the American public supported some level of cuts to the U.S. defense budget. The survey highlights a growing mood in the country that, given the nation’s current fiscal problems, the Department of Defense (DoD) must trim some fat out of its budget. The results that PPC found ranged from the mundane to the astounding. Sixty-five percent of respondents were surprised at how large the defense budget is in comparison to other discretionary funds, and 60 percent were surprised at how high defense spending is compared to historical spending. Intriguingly, 40 percent of respondents were surprised at how small defense spending is as a share of the whole economy – suggesting that respondents did not know exactly how large the economy is, or how quickly it has grown relative to defense spending. (These somewhat contradictory findings could be a result of the fact that it is difficult to establish a definitive metric of how to view defense spending in historical context – the budget is at its highest level in terms of constant dollars yet near historical lows as a percentage of the economy. Furthermore, what is more important is the bang for the buck that the military is getting.) Those individuals polled largely supported reductions to some of the fastest-growing portions of the defense budget, but they did not always support the specific proposals to achieve those savings. For example, military health care expenses, one of DoD’s fastest-growing accounts, garnered majority support for cuts in the abstract, but commonly-offered proposals to lower these costs, such as increasing TRICARE premiums or raising the cap on annual expenses, were opposed by majorities of both Democrats and Republicans. On the issue of curtailing pay and benefits for military personnel, support was not as strong, but there still was a majority in favor of achieving savings, while still preserving overall pay increases for the military. Sixty-percent majorities in both parties supported slowing the growth of tax-free benefits (e.g., housing and food allowances) to military personnel, which have grown faster than military salaries in recent years, in hopes of saving $6 billion a year. Support was more tepid for reforms to the military retirement system, though a slim majority supported phasing in reforms to the system for new recruits. When it came to real-time pay and benefits, however, neither Democrats nor Republicans endorsed restricting the growth of military pay below the growth rate of civilian jobs. Small majorities also supported cutting a number of procurement projects and limiting several strategic capabilities of the Defense Department. For example, more than half of respondents supported cancelling the F-35 fighter program, the strategic bomber portion of the nuclear triad, and the V-22 Osprey. Surprisingly, there were clear majorities, even among Republicans, for cutting the existing capabilities in each of the armed services, meaning fewer air wings, ships, and battalions and a proportionally smaller military presence on the world stage. This goes far beyond most of the suggestions being proposed by lawmakers today. General fiscal restraint in DoD began last summer when policymakers passed the Budget Control Act of 2011, which included sizeable reductions to defense spending over the coming decade through annual appropriation caps. This limitation is in line with the recommendations of the Bipartisan Policy Center’s Domenici-Rivlin Debt Reduction Task Force, and hopefully will lead to reforms and increased efficiency within the armed forces. Further reductions, in the form of the sequester’s automatic, across-the-board cuts, now are looming for DoD. Especially for Fiscal Year 2013, these represent aggressive and drastic cutbacks on the Department’s operations, and could be dangerous to U.S. national security. While areas such as deferred personnel costs, benefits, and the acquisition system are ripe for reform over the coming decades, the sequester’s meat-axe approach would chop the efficient and inefficient parts of DoD indiscriminately, and would not allow the Department to implement a coherent, phased-in strategy. Though the sequester is horrible policy and must be replaced, policymakers should continue to seek reforms to DoD, and the PPC study can serve as a valuable barometer of the public’s opinion. However, the results should be interpreted carefully. Even though respondents were provided with arguments in favor and against reductions to certain areas of the budget, the average citizen does not have the expertise and risk evaluation information to competently make precise decisions on defense spending. The most encouraging results from the PPC report were never written down, but are evident from the statistics themselves. In many areas, there was clear consensus from both self-identified Democrats and self-identified Republicans in favor of thoughtfully reforming the Defense Department. Hopefully their elected representatives will take the hint. 

Defense spending is bipartisan

Mount 5-28-12 (Mike, Senior National Security Producer for CNN, “Congress wars: Battle for the defense budget”, http://security.blogs.cnn.com/2012/05/28/congress-wars-battle-for-the-defense-budget/, accesses 7/9/12, A.R.)

The first battle will come as no surprise, as the House and Senate versions put out two totally different bottom lines for Pentagon funding. The Democrat-run Senate version, announced Thursday, gives the military $631.4 billion under the president's trimmed-down Pentagon budget. It received full bipartisan support with a unanimous vote to pass it out of the committee. But the House version passed this month comes in at $642.5 billion. Although it does not seem to be much more than the Senate version, it is over the president's Pentagon budget request, and it triggered a veto threat by the White House. The measure adds $4 billion to the Pentagon budget, which is already targeted for almost $500 billion in cuts over the next 10 years to help reduce the nation's deficit.

Nanotech is bipartisan


OSZAKIEWSKI 12 (Robert, Nanotechnology Law Report: “An Interview with Senator Ron Wyden”, http://www.nanolawreport.com/tags/senator-ron-wyden/#axzz1zlDPguAZ, July 5, 2012, A.R.

The New Haven Independent regularly covers the nanotech field, from the latest experiment in using nanoparticles to deliver medications more efficently to discussions of how nano industry will affect the national and regional economies. Recently the New Haven Independent posted an edited transcript of an internview with Senator Ron Wyden (D-OR), a longtime advocate of Nanotech research and Nano industry in the US Senate and one of the Co-chairs of the Congressional Nanotechnology Caucus. Topics covered in the interview ranged from Wyden's work on reauthorizing the National Nanotechnology Initiative (NNI): I very much want reauthorization before the end of the year. I think the Commerce Committee, Chairman [Jay] Rockefeller and others, have felt strongly about this and have watched this sort of bump up against the schedule again and again and again … If ever there was a bipartisan fit for the Senate right now, and a chance to put us on the right side in terms of taking bolder action in a tough international competition with Europe an
d Asia, this is the time, and that’s the case I’m going to be making. I consider the 21st Century bill that I wrote nine years ago one of the most important things I’ve done in my time in public service. 

Federal initiative in nanotechnology has bipartisan support

Newfield 9 (Christopher, Innovation Group: University of California, Santa Barbara: Center for Nanotechnology in Society, “Avoiding Network Failure: The Case of the National Nanotechnology Initiative”, http://innovate.ucsb.edu/75-avoiding-network-failure-the-case-of-the-national-nanoctechnology-initiative
Christopher Newfield discusses the role of the federal government in correcting “market failure” by acting as an investor of last result for high-risk technologies that may have large eventual payoffs for society, yet which require many years—or decades—to develop. He uses the National Nanotechnology Initiative (NNI) as a case study for this form of government research. Drawing on David Edgerton’s The Shock of the Old, he emphasizes that the amount of money spent nationally on R&D does not correlate with a higher GDP. Instead, imitation, or the systematic development of old technologies or technologies invented in other countries, appears to be a more significant driver of GDP (think of the US during the 30 years after WWII, or China in recent decades). Further, Newfield emphasizes that innovation and development exist only within networks involving various governments, traditions, firms, and—crucially—the users of technology. The NNI (put into effect in 2000), a massive federal initiative, garnered wide bipartisan support primarily through “discussions of nanotechnology’s social benefits,” yet these were often reduced to projections of economic competitiveness.

 

Congressional support for nanotech is bipartisan

Rickert 6 (Scott, 12-6, Chief executive of Nanofilm, Ltd, Industry Week, http://www.industryweek.com/ReadArticle.aspx?ArticleID=13166, accessed 7-10-12, A.R.)

I've been vocal in my support an open sharing of information to expedite environmental, health and safety research and thed evelopment of reasonable standards. I joined a session of the Environmental Protection Agency's Nanotechnology Work Group, which was charged with leading the discussion on nanotechnology regulation. I've also met with various publicationsand foundations on the topic. I was heartened to see that in a bi-partisan statement, the House Science Committee isurging the Bush Administration and key federal agencies to "quickly put together a plan and a budget to implement recommendations" put forward in a report by concerned scientists. I couldn't agree more.

**AFF Answers**

Heg

Nanotech doesn’t solve heg

Marlow 4 (John, Interview on the Superswarm Option Nanotechnology Now, February,  http://www.nanotech-now.com/John-Marlow-Superswarm-interview-Feb04.htmL, accessed 7-10-12, A.R.) 

Lastly, there are the proposed prohibition on self-replication in open environments, the proposed restriction on self-evolution, and the requirement that replicating nanites be dependent upon one of three things: a) an artificial energy source; b) an artificial vitamin, or; c) a broadcast transmission. All of these seem quite rational at first glance-though such restrictions would make superswarm implementation (as currently envisioned) impossible.  The problem is that wars do not take place in sealed laboratories, and no military establishment is going to pay much attention to these guidelines because following them renders nanoweapons useless. If nanites cannot replicate on the battlefield, they will be less effective than those which can, and become vulnerable to destruction; if they rely upon an artificial vitamin or energy source, their battlefield usefulness is compromised or destroyed, and they will be inferior to those operating with no such hindrance; if they depend upon a broadcast signal, that signal can be duplicated or jammed. Further, the development of such safeguards, even if desired, would slow deployment-for which reason they're not likely to be implemented.  So the military-ours as well those of other nations-is basically going to throw this guidebook out the window. Which is not to say it doesn't have its uses; it does. But the most likely source of a large-scale nanoevent is nanoweaponry-and the institutions developing it are precisely those which are least likely to concern themselves with cumbersome safeguards. They are also those most likely to be conducting research and development activities under the all-concealing cloak of national security. 

No way to maintain nanotech leadership
Subcommittee On Research Committee On Science 5 (HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, http://commdocs.house.gov/committees/science/hsy21950.000/hsy21950_0f.htm, accessed 7/10/12, A.R.)
The U.S. is not generating enough Science and Engineering Master's degree and Ph.D. holders to maintain leadership in nanotechnology. Tighter controls on student visas since the September 11 attacks have reduced the inflow of Ph.D. students to the United States in favor of Western Europe, and as economies in China, India, and South Korea develop, foreign scientists are less likely to remain in the U.S . for their careers than they were a decade ago. Nobel Laureate Richard Smalley from Rice University has noted that at current rates, 90 percent of all physical scientists will be Asian and50 percent of them will be practicing in Asia.
US can’t maintain nanotech leadership – other countries will surpass

Sargent 8 (John, Specialist in Science and Technology Policy in the Resources, Science, and Industry Division, CRS: Report for Congress, 
“Nanotechnology and U.S. Competitiveness,”

http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/106153.pdf , accessed 7/10, A.R.)

U.S.-based companies may conduct production and other work outside of the United States. In today’s economy, supply chains are global and the work required to develop, design, produce, market, sell, and service products is generally conducted where it can be done most efficiently. Even if U.S.-based companies successfully develop and bring nanotechnology materials and products to market, work may be conducted, and the economic value captured, outside of the United States. Federal policies and investments may offer tools that can make the United States the most attractive place for companies to conduct a greater share of valueadding activities, contributing to U.S. economic growth and job creation. U.S.-educated foreign students may return home to conduct research and create new businesses. In the era following World War II, many of the most gifted and talented students from around the world were attracted to the science and engineering programs of U.S. colleges and universities. For many years, many of those who graduated from these programs decided to stay in the United States and contributed to U.S. global scientific, engineering, and economic leadership. Today, many foreign students educated in the United States have economic opportunities in their home countries that did not exist for previous generations. Some nations are making strong appeals and offering significant incentives for their students to return home to conduct research and create enterprises. Thus, federal support for universities, in general, and scientific and engineering research activities, in particular, may contribute to the development of leading scientists and engineers who might return to their home countries to exploit the knowledge, capabilities, and networks developed in the United States.

Laundry List

Nanotech bad – laundry list

Marlow 4 (John, Interview on the Superswarm Option Nanotechnology Now, February, http://www.nanotech-now.com/John-Marlow-Superswarm-interview-Feb04.htm, accessed 7/10/12, A.R.)

Even without these complications, response time makes success a very iffy proposition. Short of having a ready-to-blow nuke on every street corner-which presents its own problems-such a scheme is, sooner or later, bound to fail. Other response possibilities include the use of plasma or antimatter weapons, or nanite warheads, but no one sees either of the first two options materializing any time soon, and the delivery problem remains with all three--the nanites in particular, because once on-target they have the improbable task of catching and overtaking the bad swarm's replication rate--which isn't going to happen.
Environment

 
Nanotech damages the environment – worse than pollutants 

ScienceDaily 8 (Apr. 12, 2008, “Nanotechnology In The Environment: Making Sure Wonder Materials Don't Become Wonder Pollutants”, http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/04/080408132129.htm, accessed 7/10/12, A.R.)

As useful as nanotubes may be, the process of making them may have unintentional and potentially harmful impacts on the environment. Carbon nanotubes are 10,000 times thinner than a human hair, yet stronger than steel and more durable than diamonds. The have been hailed as the next “wonder material” for what could become a multi-billion dollar manufacturing industry in the 21st century. But as useful as nanotubes may be, the process of making them may have unintentional and potentially harmful impacts on the environment. MIT/WHOI graduate student Desirée Plata and her mentors—chemists Phil Gschwend of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and Chris Reddy of the Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution—recently analyzed ten commercially made carbon nanotubes to identify the chemical byproducts of the manufacturing process and to help track them in the environment. Plata found that the ten different carbon nanotubes had vastly different compositions; most previous toxicity studies have generally assumed that all nanotubes are the same. This diversity of chemical signatures will make it harder to trace the impacts of carbon nanotubes in the environment. In previous work (first presented last fall), Plata and colleagues found that the process of nanotube manufacturing produced emissions of at least 15 aromatic hydrocarbons, including four different kinds of toxic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) similar to those found in cigarette smoke and automobile tailpipe emissions. They also found that the process was largely inefficient: much of the raw carbon went unconsumed and was vented into the atmosphere. The new research by Plata et al was published April 3 on the web site of the journal Nanotechnology. In the next phase of Plata’s work, she will collect real-time data from a European nanotube manufacturing facility that is poised to let her set up the same monitors she used in the MIT lab. “It is the indiscriminant use of poorly understood chemicals that causes environmental and public health costs,” Plata said. “We want to work proactively with the carbon nanotube industry to avoid repeating environmental mistakes of the past. Instead of reacting to problems, we hope to preclude them altogether.

Nanotechnology kills wildlife

Safe Nano 8 (07/03, “Nanoparticles affect pollutant toxicity”, http://www.safenano.org/SingleNews.aspx?NewsId=350A, accessed 7/10, A.R.)

Study into the toxicity of C60 nanoparticles by researchers at the Technical University of Denmark and the University of Copenhagen, Denmark has further indicated that pollutant toxicity is affected by particle size. Carbon based organic chemicals are known to affect toxicity of pollutants to plant and animal life. However, nanoparticles like C60 have thealtered properties compared to their larger counterparts and thus their unique standing may mean they have a very different effect on the toxicity and availability of pollutant molecules. In addition, the nanoparticles themselves may also be inherently toxic.

Nanotech damages plants and prevents seedling growth

Berger 8 (Michael, staff writer for Nanowerk, July 9, http://www.nanowerk.com/spotlight/spotid=6331.php, accessed 7/10/12, A.R.)

Nanoparticles with at least one dimension of 100 nanometers or less fall in the transitional zone between individualatoms or molecules and the corresponding bulk material, which can drastically modify the physicochemical properties of the material and may generate adverse biological effects in organisms . As the discussion about potentially undesired sideeffects of engineered nanoparticles heats up, research on toxicological effects of nanomaterials gets increasing attention. Nanotoxicology is quickly being established as a new field, with its major focus on human and animal studies. However, veryfew studies have been conducted to assess the toxicity of nanomaterials to ecological terrestrial species, particularly plants. Sofar, the mechanisms of nanoparticle phytotoxicity – the ability to cause injury to plants – remain largely unknown and littleinformation on the potential uptake of nanoparticles by plants and their subsequent fate within the food chain is available. Onematerial that is of great interest to nanotoxicologists is zinc oxide (ZnO). ZnO nanoparticles are being used in personal care products (e.g. sunscreen lotions) and coatings and paints on the account of their UV absorption and transparency to visiblelight. Acute toxicity of ZnO nanoparticles has been observed in bacteria. Another study also showed phytotoxicity of ZnOnanoparticles (see our Nanowerk Spotlight :  "Nanoparticles could have a negative effect on plant growth "  ). However, theexperiments performed in this study took place in Petri dishes to examine the inhibition of ZnO nanoparticles on seedling rootelongation; plant uptake and rhizosphere dissolution of the ZnO were not investigated. In a follow-up study, the scientists useda hydroponic culture system to examine plant cell internalization and possible upward translocation of ZnO nanoparticles. Thedissolution of ZnO nanoparticles and its contribution to the phytotoxicity were also investigated. Ryegrass (Lolium perenne)was used as a model plant for its wide distribution and common use in phytotoxicity study " Our research revealed that ZnOnanoparticles at certain concentrations could adsorb onto ryegrass root surface, damage root tissues, enter root cells,and inhibit seedling growth"  Dr. Baoshan Xingtells Nanowerk. "We also found that the phytotoxicity of ZnO nanoparticlescould not primarily come from their dissolution in the bulk nutrient solution or the rhizosphere.

Links to Net Benefit

Defense Spending

Defense spending is unpopular – budget cuts now

errill, writer for The Fiscal Times, “Surveys Say Cut Defense, Not Domestic Programs”, http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/Articles/2012/05/10/Surveys-Say-Cut-Defense-Not-Domestic-Programs.aspx#page1, accessed 7-10-12, A.R.)


House Republicans later today will pass legislation that slashes billions of dollars from domestic programs like food stamps and health care to free up money for defense. The goal, driven by the Republican party-wide vow to never raise taxes, is to avoid the mandatory cuts in military spending that are slated for early next year as part of sequestration. Bottom of Form The bloated defense budget would be cut $454 billion over ten years on top of the $487 billion in cuts included in the 2011 debt ceiling deal. Last August, Defense Secretary Leon Panetta said they would have devastating effects on our national defense. Cuts to domestic spending are no less draconian since they, too, are added to existing program cuts. $417 billion in cuts go deep and wide at a time of high unemployment, with Medicare, education, and a slew of poverty programs targeted. Since the GOP plan is given no chance of passage in the Democratically-controlled Senate, the Republican move raises an interesting question. Do Speaker John Boehner, R-Oh., and Budget Committee chairman Paul Ryan, R-Mich., think shifting money from domestic programs to the military is what the public wants at this moment in the nation’s history? The “no new taxes” part of the Republican Party platform, when isolated from other issues, remains popular with voters. But the latest opinion surveys suggest the broad public is ready for a shift in spending priorities after a decade of war and fast-rising military spending, which more than doubled in the past decade. The New York Times/CBS poll taken in early April asked voters if they preferred “lower taxes on business and individuals by cutting spending on some government programs” or “spending more on education and infrastructure while raising taxes on the wealthy.” Survey respondents preferred the latter approach by a 56-37 margin. A Gallup poll published last October found that the public backed cutting defense spending by a 54-46 margin. Opposition to President Obama’s signature health care reform bill, by contrast, received backing from a slightly lower 53 percent. Of course, cutting defense doesn’t necessarily translate into support for all government programs. The same Gallup poll found a staggering 87 percent of people backed lower overall government spending, even as the very same respondents backed higher spending on education (81 percent) and stricter environmental enforcement (75 percent). 

Defense spending unpopular – 5 reasons

Collender 12 (Stan, Jan. 10, Owner and Writer for Capital Gains and Games, “Obama Pentagon Spending Cuts Will Change the Budget Debate Long before They Reduce the Budget”, http://capitalgainsandgames.com/blog/stan-collender/2456/obama-pentagon-spending-cuts-will-change-budget-debate-long-they-reduce-bud, accessed 7/10/12, A.R.)

There are five reasons why it was virtually inevitable the White House would make military spending an issue this year. 1. The Pentagon Has Become Increasingly Unpopular. After foreign aid and NASA, military spending is the area of the federal budget that has the least amount of public support. Many national polls conducted over the past year show that more than half the country thinks that reductions in defense spending are warranted. The Obama administration could not possibly fail to notice that, while the generality of “a strong defense” continues to be popular, there is a growing feeling that it can be provided at a much lower cost. 2. The President’s Focus On The Deficit Made A Close Look At The Pentagon Impossible To Avoid. This is simple math more than complex politics. The political difficulties with reductions in Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid and increases in taxes, plus the limited amount of spending (at least by federal standards) in annual nondefense appropriations meant that there was no place else for the White House to turn for deficit reductions but to national security programs. 3. The GOP Is Already On Record In Favor Of Cutting Military Spending. No matter how often congressional Republicans now try to come up with alternatives that would eliminate or mitigate the national security “sequester” that was triggered when the anything-but-super committee failed in late November to agree on a deficit reduction plan, the fact remains that they first agreed to throw the Pentagon under the budget bus when they voted for the Budget Control Act in early August. That allows the White House to claim bi-partisan support for Pentagon reductions. 4. There Is Ample Hi-Level GOP Expert Opinion That Pentagon Spending Can Be Cut Without Sacrificing National Security. As Heather Hurlburt pointed out in an excellent piece today in the Huffington Post, a number of highly respected Republican military experts are on record with ideas about how the Pentagon can and should be cut. This includes Colin Powell, Robert Gates, Dov Zakheim and even Donald Rumsfeld, all of who have all offered specific plans for cutting one or more parts of the military budget. In fact, Powell was chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Dick Cheney was secretary of defense when Ronald Reagan reduced the DOD budget by 25 percent. The Obama White House knows it can use all these to validate its claim that the reductions can be done safely. (NOTE: Quotes from Reagan, Cheney and Powell on this subject should be expected in the State of the Union Address.) 5. The War In Afghanistan Is Increasingly Unpopular. The polls indicate an overwhelming preference for reducing or eliminating the spending associated with activities in Afghanistan rather than on virtually any domestic activity. None of this should be a surprise: The military contracting community has been reading these same tealeaves for months. Indeed, the Aerospace Industry Association’s analysis that was released before the hardly super committee’s failure that highlighted the job losses associated with the sequester cuts has to be seen at least in part as an attempt to deal with the same factors motivating the Obama administration.

Nanotechnology

Nanotech is unpopular with the public

Friedman 5 (Sharon, Nanotechnology: Risks and the Media Professor and Director of the Science &Environmental Writing Program in the Department of Journalism & Communication, Lehigh University, http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/iel5/44/33181/01563496.pdf?tp=&isnumber=&arnumber=1563496 IEEE, accessed 7-10, A.R.)

Another major concern almost from the birth of nanotechnology among U.S. scientists and government officials has been fear that some members of the public would react to nanotechnology in the same way many reacted to genetically modified organisms (GMOs) [20], [24]. Anti-GMO sentiments are particularly strong in Europe, affecting sales of GMO products and blackening reputations of companies associated with the technology [8], [15]. Indeed, some environmental groups active in the GMO debate, particularly the Action Group on Erosion, Technology and Concentration (ETC Group), have turned their scrutiny to nanotech. Concerned about the nanotech’s potential societal and health impacts, the ETC Group called for a moratorium on the use of synthetic nanoparticles in the lab and in any new commercial products until governments adopt "best practices" for research.
Competitiveness

1NC 

The United States federal government should increase its investment in K-12 STEM education. 

The US needs more STEM workers but federal funding solves. 

Gates and Mirkin 6/28 (James and Chad, 6/28/12, professor of physics and professor of chemistry, The Chronicle, “Encouraging STEM Students Is in the National Interest”, http://chronicle.com/article/Encouraging-STEM-Students-Is/132425/, accessed 7/10)

This year a report issued by the President's Council of Advisors on Science and Technology, on which we serve, concluded that if the United States is to maintain its historic pre-eminence in the STEM fields—science, technology, engineering, and mathematics—and gain the social, economic, and national-security benefits that come with such pre-eminence, then we must produce approximately one million more workers in those fields over the next decade than we are on track now to turn out. At first glance, that may seem to be a daunting task—but it doesn't have to be. At current rates, American colleges and universities will graduate about three million STEM majors over the next decade, so an increase of one million would require a whopping 33-percent increase. Yet the report's lofty goal can be seen as quite feasible in the light of two other statistics: First, 60 percent of students who enter college with the goal of majoring in a STEM subject end up graduating in a non-STEM field. And second, reducing attrition in STEM programs by 10 percentage points—so that half of freshmen who enter college with the intention of majoring in one of those fields complete college with a STEM degree—will produce three-quarters of the one million additional graduates within a decade. We find these facts encouraging, especially since a lot is already known about why students drop out of STEM studies. Among the leading reasons are uninspiring introductory courses, difficulty with the required math because of a lack of adequate preparation, and an academic culture that is sometimes not welcoming, particularly to women and minorities, who constitute 70 percent of college students but earn only 45 percent of STEM degrees. On the basis of that knowledge, we believe it is entirely realistic to think that, with a diligent effort, the United States can achieve the goals laid out in the report. The federal government could get the ball rolling by acting on three recommendations suggested in the report: It should promote widespread adoption of empirically validated teaching practices, including active learning approaches, in introductory STEM courses; advocate and provide support for replacing standard laboratory courses with discovery-based research courses; and begin a national experiment in postsecondary mathematics education to address the preparation gap that discourages students from pursuing STEM degrees.

Boosting funding will boost interest in the STEM fields. 

Khazan 12 (Ogla, January 6, reporter for Washington Post specialized in business,  “Lack of interest and aptitude keeps students out of STEM majors”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/on-small-business/post/lack-of-interest-and-aptitude-keeps-students-out-of-stem-majors/2012/01/06/gIQAoDzRfP_blog.html, accessed 7/10)

all of this evidence, students majoring in science, math, engineering and technology (commonly categorized under the term STEM) make up only 16 percent of all college graduates, according to the National Center on Education Statistics. So why are so many students ignoring the call of the prosperous world of math and science? Mainly, they aren’t good enough at math in high school, and they aren’t interested in STEM as a result. According to a study of high school students performed by the Business-Higher Education Forum in December, only 17 percent of high school seniors were both proficient in math and interested in the STEM fields. (Fourteen percent more were not proficient in math but still interested in STEM). In fact, many students — 27 percent — weren’t interested in math or science degrees even if they were math proficient. The results led the studies’ authors to conclude: “Current interest in STEM fields and proficiency in math are not sufficient to meet U.S. workforce demand.”

2NC – Solvency – Competitiveness 
American students are behind in STEM education. 

Moore and Roehrig 12 (Gillian and Tamara, 2/9, co-directors of the STEM Education Center, “Improving Our World Through STEM Education”, http://cehdvision2020.umn.edu/cehd-blog/stem-education-improvement/, accessed 7/4)

We’ve all seen the headlines—America is falling behind other countries in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM). This trend is one to take a closer look at and examine. Reports show that: In science, U.S. eighth-graders were outperformed by eighth-grade students in Singapore, Chinese Taipei, Republic of Korea, Hong Kong SAR, Estonia, Japan, Hungary, and the Netherlands. The 2010 ACT College and Career Readiness report found only 29% of the tested 2010 graduates are considered college-ready in science and 43% are considered college-ready in math. While U.S. student performance can be affected by a complex mix of educational, socioeconomic, and other factors, STEM is a major concern for America’s education system given that jobs of the future increasingly require strong competency in STEM.
STEM education promotes competitiveness –problem solving.

Moore and Roehrig 12 (Gillian and Tamara, 2/9, co-directors of the STEM Education Center, “Improving Our World Through STEM Education”, http://cehdvision2020.umn.edu/cehd-blog/stem-education-improvement/, accessed 7/4)

What Exactly is STEM Education? STEM is comprised of four subjects: Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics. The heart of STEM education, however, is creating excitement among students for these topics by combining the four disciplines to solve real-world, relevant, and timely issues. A great example of this comes from STEM curriculum called “Save the Penguins” developed by the Virginia Middle School Engineering Education Initiative, and shared in our research. The curriculum integrated the real-world issue of climate change with traditional science concepts of heat transfer. Students first learned the environmental science concept of climate change and its impact on penguins. After understanding the impact of climate change, students were encouraged to think about who can save the penguins and how. Applying heat transfer concepts learned in class, students created and tested an engineering device that can keep a penguin-shaped ice cube from melting. Why is STEM Important? Many teachers (and parents) have needed to answer, “why do I need to learn this?” at least once. But with the fresh approach to STEM education, this question all but disappears. The translation of STEM disciplines into relevant topics (like climate change) not only generates incredible interest in learning among students, but also improves comprehension. STEM education creates critical thinkers and innovative problem solvers, so improving STEM education positively impacts not only our educational system, but benefits our economy, global stature, and quality of life.

STEM education is key global economic dominance

SETA 8 (State Educational Technology Directors Association (SETDA) September 2008, “Science Technology Engineering and Mathematics” http://www.setda.org/c/document_library/get_file?folderId=270&name=DLFE-257.pdf, acessed 7/3)

Students need an education with a solid foundation in STEM areas so that they are prepared to both work and live in the 21st Century. Since the 1960s, the demand for skills has changed significantly – the demand for routine manual task skills have decreased, while the demand for non-routine interactive task skills have increased significantly.1 Workforce projections for 2014 by the U.S. Department of Labor show that 15 of the 20 fastest growing occupations require significant science or mathematics training to successfully compete for a job.2 According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, professional information technology (IT) jobs will increase 24% between 2006 and 2016.3 However, as jobs requiring a solid background in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics are growing – more students are choosing not to major in these areas. Enrollment in undergraduate degree programs in computer sciences is more than 50 percent lower than it was five years ago. In 2001, only 8% of all degrees awarded in the U.S. were in engineering, mathematics or the physical sciences.5The U.S. ranks 20th internationally based on our share of graduate degrees awarded in engineering, computer science, and mathematics.6By 2010, if current trends continue, more than 90 percent of all scientists and engineers will be living in Asia.7If students continue to pursue degrees and careers in fields other than STEM related areas, the U.S. will find it difficult to compete in the global economy. Further, the U.S. will not be able to meet its future workforce needs. The U.S. needs 400,000 new graduates in STEM fields by 2015.8 Microsoft reports that only 14% of students graduating with bachelor’s degrees in Washington state have the skills that they need.9 Without a solid foundation in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics, students will not be qualified for many jobs in the workplace – including many jobs beyond traditional engineering or science-related jobs.

STEM workers key to competitiveness. 

Kauffman et al.  11 (Paul, Fall, Cathy Hall, Jeremy Dickerson, David Batts, Michael Bosse, Professor in the Department of Engineering at East Carolina University “Are We Missing Opportunities to Encourage Interest in STEM Fields?” http://scholar.lib.vt.edu/ejournals/JTE/v23n1/hall.html, accessed 7/3)

The disciplines of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) have experienced problems in producing adequate numbers of graduates to meet workforce needs in these fields. Although entrance into the STEM fields has grown, this growth is not keeping pace with the overall needs of the labor market (CPST, 2007; Lowell & Regets, 2006). Since 2001, a decline in the share of total employment in STEM areas has been seen (CPST, 2007). A report by the Commission on Professionals in Science and Technology (CPST, 2007) notes that, while our nation’s workforce is growing in these fields, it still lags behind the overall growth of the United States, resulting in a serious deficit in the supply side of the STEM workforce. From 2001 to 2006, STEM employed professionals declined from 5.6% to 5% in the United States. This decline mirrored post-secondary enrollment in STEM degree fields (Ashby, 2006). While the actual enrollment in STEM degree fields increased from 519,000 students in 1994-1995 to 578,000 students in 2003-2004, the proportion of undergraduate degrees awarded in STEM fields actually declined from 32% to 27 % of all degrees awarded. This decline has significant economic implications, since the United States needs to produce more graduates in the STEM fields to maintain its competitiveness in technological areas (COSSA, 2008). Better understanding of the important influences in career considerations is crucial to help guide interventions aimed at improving career access in the STEM fields. As noted by the CPST report (2007), we are at a critical position in regard to the future workforce in STEM areas, and we need to address why these fields are not attracting future professionals and the influence this may have on the long-term global competitiveness of our nation. Reports indicate that, on average, there are 200,000 vacant engineering positions annually in the United States (Machi, 2008). Machi (2008) notes that the United States is graduating roughly 60,000 engineer students annually in comparison to China and India, where both countries produce approximately 600,000 annually. The United States is currently ranked 20th in the world in the proportion of students earning a four-year degree in engineering or natural science (Kuenzi, 2008). Students in the United States are far less likely to earn a four-year degree in engineering or science than students in other countries (AAU, 2006).  

Increasing STEM in primary schools boost women participation.

Boast 11 (Hannah Boast, August 17 2011, Hannah, PHD from University of New York in political science, “Few US women choosing careers in science and technology”, http://www.womensviewsonnews.org/2011/08/few-us-women-choosing-careers-in-science-and-technology-2/)

“Our ability to increase the number of STEM workers will increase our ability to foster economic growth,” she said. “We haven’t done as well as we could to prepare young people, and particularly women, to prepare for STEM jobs.” Part of the reason for the low percentage of women in the STEM sector is the low numbers of women pursuing degrees in technical fields. Women make up half of the university-educated workforce, but there were 2.5 million women with a degree in a STEM-related subject, compared to 6.7 million men. Linda Rosen, chief executive officer of technology advocacy group Change the Equation, believes that the decision by women not to move into STEM fields takes place as early as primary school. “As early as second grade, girls are more likely than boys to say that math isn’t for them,” Rosen said 

Increasing STEM education will boost interest.

Murphy 11 (Anthony, 8/29, executive director of the National Center for STEM Elementary Education at St. Catherine University, “STEM Education--It's Elementary”, http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/08/29/stem-education--its-elementary, accessed 7/4) 

Increasingly, business leaders, educators, industry experts, and others are rallying around the importance of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) in education. This is a key issue for K-12 education and it's a requirement to create the kind of workforce our country needs. The Obama administration has clearly focused on this as a major education initiative and a business imperative. If the United States is to maintain its economic power, then we will need a STEM-educated workforce that can meet the demands of business in an increasingly complex and technology-driven economy. In fact, a study by Georgetown University Center on Education and the Workforce shows that by 2018, 8 million jobs in the U.S. economy will require a college degree in STEM--170,000 in Minnesota alone, which, sadly, has one of the nation's largest achievement gaps between white students and students of color in science and mathematics. As a high school life science teacher and university professor, I have come to realize that we need to begin STEM education early with our children, certainly in elementary school and possibly even younger. Children at birth are natural scientists, engineers, and problem-solvers. They consider the world around them and try to make sense of it the best way they know how: touching, tasting, building, dismantling, creating, discovering, and exploring. For kids, this isn't education. It's fun! Yet, research documents that by the time students reach fourth grade, a third of boys and girls have lost an interest in science. By eighth grade, almost 50 percent have lost interest or deemed it irrelevant to their education or future plans. At this point in the K–12 system, the STEM pipeline has narrowed to half. That means millions of students have tuned out or lack the confidence to believe they can do science.

2NC – Solvency – Soft Power 

Scientific leadership is key to soft power.

Zewail 10 (Ahmed, June 28, Chair professor of chemistry and professor of physics at the California Institute of Technology, Christian Science Monitor, “Science, not Hollywood or Starbucks, is America's best soft power”, http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Global-Viewpoint/2010/0628/Science-not-Hollywood-or-Starbucks-is-America-s-best-soft-power/%28page%29/2, accessed 7/10)
In today’s world, America’s soft power is commonly thought to reside in the global popularity of Hollywood movies, Coca-Cola, McDonald’s, and Starbucks. But the facts tell a different story. In a recent poll involving 43 countries, 79 percent of those surveyed said that what they most admire about the United States is its leadership in science and technology. The artifacts of the American entertainment industry came in a distant second. What I, as a young foreign student in the 1970s, found most dynamic, exciting, and impressive about the US is what much of the world continues to value most about America today: its open intellectual culture, its great universities, its capacity for discovery and innovation. By harnessing the soft power of science in the service of diplomacy, America can demonstrate its desire to bring the best of its culture and heritage to bear on building better and broader relations with the Muslim world and beyond. I felt the full force of this soft power when I came to the US in 1969 to begin graduate studies at the University of Pennsylvania. I discovered how science is truly a universal language, one that forges new connections among individuals and opens the mind to ideas that go far beyond the classroom. My education in America instilled in me greater appreciation for the value of scholarly discourse and the use of the scientific method in dealing with complex issues. It sowed, then nurtured, new seeds of political and cultural tolerance. But perhaps most significant was that I came to appreciate the extent to which science embodies the core values of what the American Founders called “the rights of man” as set forth in the US Constitution: freedom of thought and speech, which are essential to creative advancement in the sciences; and the commitment to equality of opportunity, because scientific achievement is blind to ethnicity, race, or cultural background.

Focusing on primary school education solves diplomacy.

Zewail 10 (Ahmed, June 28, Chair professor of chemistry and professor of physics at the California Institute of Technology, Christian Science Monitor, “Science, not Hollywood or Starbucks, is America's best soft power”, http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Global-Viewpoint/2010/0628/Science-not-Hollywood-or-Starbucks-is-America-s-best-soft-power/%28page%29/2, accessed 7/10)

Second, the focus of a better-integrated effort should be on improving education and fostering the scientific and technological infrastructure that will bring about genuine economic gains and social and political progress. One way to build human capital in science, for example, would be for the US to encourage and support the creation of relatively simple earth science labs in elementary schools, along with the teacher training necessary to stimulate curiosity about workings of nature. For older students, I propose a new program, “Reformation of Education and Development,” whose acronym, READ, would have special significance for Muslims, as it is the first word of the Quran. Through the READ program, the US would support the establishment of centers of excellence in science and technology that can serve as educational hubs for talented high school and university students throughout the region. Third, these efforts must complement, not replace, US efforts to promote human rights and democratic governance in the Muslim world. The United States must also continue to pursue a just and secure two-state solution to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and work toward freeing the Middle East from nuclear proliferation. All these efforts would go far toward creating goodwill, catalyzing progress, and redirecting the region’s energies into new, constructive and mutually beneficial channels. The soft power of science has the potential to reshape global diplomacy. 

Scientific achievements grow soft power. 

Zewail 10 (Ahmed, June 12, Chair professor of chemistry and professor of physics at the California Institute of Technology, Christian Science Monitor, “By focusing on science and education, America can rebuild its relations with the Arab world.”, http://www.zewail.caltech.edu/Guardian.pdf, accessed 7/10)

For my generation, America was not exactly seen as our friend. The US was in conflict with Nasser, it denied aid for the construction of the Aswan High Dam, and supplied Israel with its military arsenal. But despite these antiAmerican feelings, we were drawn to its soft power — the scientific achievements and constitutional values. Even after the six-day war, when relations between the US and Egypt plunged, my university professors, who had earned their PhDs in the US, gave us a more nuanced view of America, and indeed played a critical role in my coming to the US. In adapting to life in the melting pot of America, I discovered that the same soft power of science has a huge influence in building bridges between cultures and religions — and has the potential to do so with the Muslim world.

2NC – Link Shield 

STEM education has bipartisan support. 

ACS 12 (American Chemisty Society, “Science and Technology in the FY 2013 Budget”, http://portal.acs.org/portal/acs/corg/content?_nfpb=true&_pageLabel=PP_SUPERARTICLE&node_id=292&use_sec=false&sec_url_var=region1&__uuid=9b38673d-b083-4e5f-9412-791eb4e9a41f, accessed 7/4)

Over the past decade, a broad and bipartisan consensus has emerged in support of federal investment in scientific research, with STEM education remaining one of the shining and best examples of America’s cooperative spirit on an issue of critical national importance. This unanimity originated from the belief that the United States’ ability to compete successfully in the global economy is founded on our leadership and innovative capacity in science and technology. This consensus, largely possible through a unique effort uniting the interests of the business, scientific, and education communities, has endured changes in the control of Congress and the White House in recent years.

Swing state voters like increase in education. 

Resmovits 4/4 (Joy, 4/4/12, education reporter for Huffington Post, Huffington Post, “Education Top-Tier 2012 Election Issue In Swing States, Survey Shows”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/04/04/education-election-2012-swing-state-issue_n_1402529.html, accessed 7/4)

But according to the College Board survey out Wednesday, this may soon change as candidates pivot to court that all-important category of general election voters: citizens of swing states. When asked to rank issues in order of importance, education ranked third -- and 67 percent of swing voters listed the issue as "extremely important." Black, Hispanic, Democratic and female voters are most likely to rank education toward the top of their list. Education, an issue with little immediate payout and consequence, is not traditionally something upon which people base their vote, but the survey suggests this may be changing. "I'm pleased by the fact that people are starting to understand the connection between educational attainment and job opportunity, and economic success in the country," says Joel Klein, a News Corporation executive who previously led New York City's schools. Klein recently railed against the lack of education content in the campaign and released a report arguing that education is a national security issue. "It reflects an evolution in the way Americans have thought about these issues."

Latinos prioritize increasing education.

Martínez 6/15 (Christina, 6/15/12, CEO of Adelante Public Affairs and Communications and masters in communications, Huffington Post, “Education Trumps Immigration Among Top-Tier Issues For Latino Voters” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/christina-m-martinez/education-trumps-immigration_b_1595084.html, accessed 7/4)

According to Beck Research results, Latinos prioritize improving education within the grades of K-12 as a critical issue. The Hispanic Coalition for Reform and Educational Options (Hispanic CREO) along with American Federation for Children had Beck Research conduct a survey to potential voters for the upcoming election in five most likely battleground states - Arizona, Florida, New Jersey, New Mexico and Nevada. Latino voters revealed an average score of 88%, indicating that improving K-12 education should be a priority to our states and local governments. Reforming immigration policy as a priority had an average score of 74% from the Latino voters surveyed. Immigration policy was the lowest scored priority issue compared to the other four issues presented to the Latino voters. "The results of this poll show that immigration is important to the Latino community but it's definitely not the most important issue out there," said Julio Fuentes, President and CEO of Hispanic CREO. Among the Latino voters, the highest scored priority (94%) was creating new jobs and improving the economy. However, Fuentes argues that education and economy works together. When given the choice between focusing solely on the economy versus improving education to bolster the economy, 53% of the surveyed Latino voters believe that improving education for all children in the country is central to improving the economy. Only 44% of the surveyed Latinos voters believe that improving the economy in the country should be the biggest priority. 

Swing states key to Obama reelection. 

The Hill 7/3 (7/3/12, “Poll: Romney up big in battleground states”, http://thehill.com/blogs/ballot-box/polls/236135-poll-romney-up-big-in-battleground-state, acessed 7/4)

Mitt Romney has a sizeable lead in 15 battleground states, according to a CNN/ORC poll released late Monday. The Republican candidate leads President Obama 51 percent to 43 in 15 states that will be critical in determining the outcome of the 2012 election. Obama won 12 of these battleground states in 2008 — Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Michigan, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Wisconsin — and will need to keep about half of those in 2012 if he’s to secure reelection. The poll also included Missouri, Indiana and Arizona as battleground states.

Hispanic voters decide the 2012 election.
Burke, fox news reporter, 6/22 (Kelly, fox news, “Presidential candidates crank up push for Hispanic support” http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2012/06/22/presidential-candidates-crank-up-push-for-hispanic-support/#ixzz1zlmXu6Cc, accessed 7/4)

What's shaping up to be a close election could hinge on a group of voters that hasn't always felt it had much of a voice in American politics. Many analysts now say the Hispanic voting bloc will be the deciding factor in the 2012 presidential election. "It's becoming a swing vote," explained Dario Moreno, political science professor at Florida International University. Moreno said Hispanics might be the "deciding factor" in four states -- Florida, New Mexico, Colorado and Nevada. Those four are among the most contested swing states in the country this year. The candidate who takes them has a good chance of winning it all, and the Romney and Obama campaigns are actively courting Latino voters there. 

**AFF Answers**

Already funded STEM education – either the CP won’t solve or it will fail. 

Charette 6/8 (Robert, 6/8/12, editor of IEE inside technology, “STEM Education Funding in the U.S. - Is More or Less Needed?”,  http://spectrum.ieee.org/riskfactor/at-work/education/stem-education-in-the-us-is-more-or-less-needed/, accessed 7/10)

In response to the increasing concern over the dwindling supply of STEM students, back in 2009 the Obama Administration announced a $260 million government/private industry initiative called, “Educate to Innovate,” the aim of which was “to move American students to the top of the pack in science and math achievement over the next decade.” More recently, the Administration proposed a new $100 million government/private industry initiative to train 100,000 STEM teachers and graduate 1 million additional STEM students over the next decade, an very ambitious goal given that about 167,000 students total graduated with STEM degrees last year.

22 billion has been put into STEM education with no result. 

Dancy and Henderson 8 (Melissa and Charles, Johnson C. Smith University department of physics and professor of physics education at Western Michigan University, “Barriers and Promises in STEM Reform”, http://www7.nationalacademies.org/bose/Dancy_Henderson_CommissionedPaper.pdf, accessed 7/10)

There have been many calls for the reform of introductory Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) courses based on extensive research demonstrating the significant limitations of traditional, lecture‐based instruction. These calls have led to large expenditures of time and money on research and development related to the improvement of STEM instruction. For example, since its creation in 1950, the Directorate for Education and Human Resources of the National Science Foundation (NSF) alone has directed over $22 billion toward the improvement of STEM education.1 Significant empirical research has shown that student learning can be improved when instructors move from traditional, transmission‐style instruction to more student‐centered, interactive instruction (e.g., Handelsman et al., 2004). However, although substantial time and money has gone into developing and disseminating research‐based pedagogy and curriculum, the limited evidence available suggests that these reform efforts are having only a marginal impact. For example, as the rationale for its 2003 report, the Committee on Undergraduate Science Education points to the strong research base on effective teaching approaches and then questions “why introductory science courses in many colleges and universities still rely primarily on lectures and recipe‐based laboratory sessions where students memorize facts and concepts, but have little opportunity for reflection, discussion, or testing of ideas?” (National Research Council, 2003, p. 1)

Counterplan can’t overcome situation factors of a classroom. 

Dancy and Henderson 8 (Melissa and Charles, Johnson C. Smith University department of physics and professor of physics education at Western Michigan University, “Barriers and Promises in STEM Reform”, http://www7.nationalacademies.org/bose/Dancy_Henderson_CommissionedPaper.pdf, accessed 7/10)

When conducting the analysis of instructor practices and conceptions as part of the above study, we noticed that instructors were often aware of inconsistencies between their conceptions (e.g. students learn best when allowed to develop ideas for themselves) and self‐reported practice (e.g. lectures where the instructor develops ideas for the students). They generally attribute these inconsistencies to situational constraints and barriers. Thus, we examined each interview to identify self‐described situational factors that influenced an instructor’s choice of either traditional or alternative practices. We found that most of the situational factors were described in terms of constraints preventing use of alternative instructional strategies. A summary of the most salient barriers identified by our interviewees is given below. Expectations of Content Coverage: Instructors may forgo research‐based methods that are geared toward deep understanding if they feel they must cover a lot of material. Likewise, they may change their instruction if this expectation is diminished. Lack of Instructor Time: Instructors are sometimes too busy with large teaching loads and/or research responsibilities to have the time to learn about and integrate new techniques. Departmental Norms: If other members of the department are integrating research‐based methods it is easier for instructors to do so as well. It is much more difficult if traditional methods are the norm and there are no local role models to follow or be supportive. Student Resistance: Instructors frequently cite poor student study skills or work ethics as limiting their ability to use alternative instructional strategies. Additionally, they believe students often do not support research‐based methods. In particular, they do not like to interact with each other and are often not prepared to think independently. Class Size and Room Layout: Many of the instructors indicated that they worked in departments where they were expected to teach large numbers of students in lecture halls with seats bolted to the floor. They indicated that these characteristics made it harder to use many research‐based methods that focus on interactivity, cooperative learning, and formative assessment. Time Structure: Semesters are of a fixed length of time and do not allow for individual differences in learning needs. Also, since students are taking other courses the time they have available for one course is limited.

Oil Dependence

1NC 

The United States federal government should increase the Federal Gas Tax. 

Gas Tax works and helps Econ; history proves

USA Today, 10

(7/25/10, http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/editorials/2010-07-26-editorial26_ST_N.htm, accessed on 7/7/12, EW)

Two years ago this month, crude oil prices spiked to more than $145 a barrel, driving the price of regular gasoline to more than $4 a gallon and painfully reminding the nation once again how vulnerable it is to the whims of the international oil market. 

It's reasonable to ask what policymakers have done in the past 24 months to try to reduce that vulnerability. For that matter, it's reasonable to ask what they've done in the 37 years since the Arab oil embargo, which caused huge lines at gasoline stations, to stop enriching hostile petro-states in the Middle East and elsewhere.

The answer: not nearly enough.

There have been energy bills, incentives for oil drilling, tax breaks for solar and wind and biofuels, billions for energy research, and so on. But here's the one metric that matters: In 1973, the United States imported about 30% of its oil. Now it imports about 68%.

The Senate will soon take up another energy measure, one that now looks likely to emerge as a watered-down compromise that will do little to change things. The legislation could contain some useful incremental provisions to address BP's oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico and promote home energy efficiency. But it won't swing for the fences. "Cap and trade" — a mechanism to limit greenhouse-gas emissions by making oil, coal and other fossil fuels more expensive over time — is dead for now.

That's too bad. Because if there's one thing that really works, it's price.

Consider what happened when gasoline prices spiked in 2008. It was painful for just about everyone, and particularly hard on lower-income people and those who had to drive long distances. But it did more to change habits and reduce oil usage than anything Congress and a parade of presidents had done in decades.

In June 2008, Americans drove 12 billion fewer miles than in June 2007, part of the longest sustained drop in driving since high prices discouraged driving in the 1970s. Car buyers suddenly wanted smaller, more fuel-efficient cars and began to try to shed their SUVs. Sales of Toyota's 50-mpg Prius hybrid shot up by 69% in 2007, exceeding those of the popular Ford Explorer SUV. The Toyota Corolla was the No. 1 selling car in the country in June 2008, while the Ford F-150 and Chevrolet Silverado pickups — traditionally best-sellers but comparative gas guzzlers — had dropped to fifth and sixth place. But once prices fell, so did sales of the Prius and Corolla. The F-150 and Silverado again rose to the top of the heap.

Four decades of experience suggests the only way to wean the nation off its ruinous oil addiction is prices that go up and stay up. And, although it's a political non-starter for now, the simplest and best way to achieve that is to gradually raise the federal gasoline tax, now 18.4 cents a gallon, where it has been since 1993.

The arguments for a gas-tax increase are no less compelling for their familiarity. Higher taxes would produce substantial revenues — roughly $1 billion a year for every extra penny in tax — that could be used to fix roads and reduce the budget deficit. They would make fuel-efficient cars more attractive.

Ultimately, higher taxes could help drive alternative technologies that would slow the flow of money to finance some of the world's worst regimes and multinational oil companies, such as BP.

Whether increasing the gas tax would reduce the need for drilling in environmentally sensitive areas such as the Gulf depends on worldwide demand for oil, which is being driven upward by the rising economies of China and India. But those countries have their own efforts to curb gasoline use, and reducing consumption in the USA, the world's top oil consumer, is essential.

To be sure, the middle of a shaky economic recovery is a bad time to raise taxes. But total gasoline taxes are now lower than they've been in decades after adjusting for inflation — less than half what they were per mile driven in 1970, for example. And while shocking the economy with a tax increase of 50 cents or $1 a gallon all at once wouldn't be prudent, phasing in such an increase — a penny or two a month for 48 months, for example — would limit the economic damage.

A gradual increase would also send an unmistakable message that the price of gasoline will eventually rise to reflect its real cost to the economy, the environment and national security. And it would give car owners plenty of time to plan for a change.

Brave (or foolish) politicians have been calling for this for years with no success, but it's an idea whose time should come. The alternative is a status quo where nothing changes except the amount of environmental degradation and the nation's weakness in the face of foreign oil suppliers.

Raising Gas Tax best to solving oil dependence

The Washington Post, Editorial Board 12

(5/25/12, http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/raise-the-gas-tax/2012/05/25/gJQA46siqU_story.html, accessed on 7/6/12, EW)

AS AMERICANS FILL UP their tanks and hit the road this Memorial Day weekend, they won’t have to pay quite so much for their gasoline. Average prices have dropped a dime since this year’s peak, and they are projected to fall a couple more by the end of the year. This trend will no doubt be welcome to fuel-hungry motorists. Yet an addict rejoicing at a price cut on his drug of choice is still an addict. The recent gas-price drop, unaided by any big change in federal policy, underscores that economically and psychologically destabilizing short-term price swings are out of the U.S. government’s control, which would be true even if America produced loads more oil. That, in turn, underscores the obvious on oil policy: The best way to insulate the country from price volatility, and everything else that makes America’s oil dependence unattractive, is to use less. And the best way to make that happen is to raise the federal gas tax. Yes, doing so would increase the cost of fuel. But experience shows that drivers respond to higher prices by using energy much more sensibly, buying more fuel-efficient cars and cutting out unnecessary trips. A recent Consumer Reports survey found that fuel-efficiency is now the predominant consideration among U.S. car buyers. And a higher gas tax would accomplish much more than a price blip here and there. It would provide predictability to consumers and automakers that prices won’t bottom out, thereby ushering in an SUV renaissance. Automakers would design more fuel-efficient cars to satisfy higher demand for them, investing in clean-transportation research and development without a government mandate. Though raising the gas tax would cost consumers money, it should also produce savings on many other programs they pay for with their tax bill. Because there would be more demand for cheap, green technology, a gas tax of sufficient size could replace the expensive national and local subsidies of electric cars and other government transportation programs in which lawmakers pick favorites. Critically, a higher gas tax would also raise badly needed government revenue, instead of sending so much of what Americans pay for fuel abroad. As Congress wrangles over how to fund transportation improvements, this is one easy answer. Gas tax revenues could also be a part of a larger debt package, once lawmakers finally decide to compromise on the federal budget. Even when prices are low, gas is very expensive. Hidden costs come in the form of dirty air, climate change, geopolitical strife and the massive economic risk of unexpected price spikes. Good policy would push the country to pay fewer of these costs on Memorial Days years from now.

2NC – Solvency 

Gas Tax can decrease oil dependency 

Samuelson 11

(Robert, column for Washington Post and Newsweek Magazine, 2/6/11, http://www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2011/02/06/egypt-and-the-gas-pump.html, accessed on 7/4/12, EW)

Never underestimate Americans’ capacity for denial. The upheaval in Egypt reminds us of lessons that, despite decades of warnings, we have consistently sidestepped: the United States and the rest of the world will depend on oil for the indefinite future, global oil markets remain hostage to political crises that cannot be predicted or controlled, and we have not taken the prudent steps that would reduce—though not eliminate—our vulnerability to catastrophic oil interruptions. Just what Egypt’s crisis will do to oil markets is, as yet, unclear. Driven by cold weather and strong demand from developing countries, oil prices were already increasing before Egyptians took to the streets. After averaging about $2.80 a gallon for most of last year, U.S. gasoline prices pierced the $3 barrier in December. Prices rose further on the turmoil, but the gains could be short-lived. Egypt produces only about 700,000 barrels a day. That’s not much compared with global demand of nearly 90 million barrels daily (mbd). If all of Egypt’s production halted, it could be replaced because the world now has about 4 mbd of surplus capacity elsewhere. A greater risk involves oil shipments. The Suez Canal and the Sumed (for Suez-Mediterranean) pipeline together now move about 3 mbd between Asia and Europe. If these supplies were blocked, prices would almost certainly rise. But, again, accommodations would be made. Tankers would be rerouted; shipments via other pipelines would increase. The real flash point would occur if a cascade of political turmoil cut production from major suppliers: Saudi Arabia (present output: 8.5 mbd), Kuwait (2.3 mbd), Iran (3.7 mbd), Iraq (2.4 mbd), or Algeria (1.3 mbd). This danger will remain no matter how the present crisis ends. What can we do? Well, two things: decrease oil consumption, preferably by a stiffer gasoline tax, and increase production, preferably by less hostile regulation. The Obama administration isn’t doing either. Instead, it’s touting a goal of 1 million plug-in electric hybrids by 2015. This is more public relations than policy. The goal is probably unrealistic; first-year sales of the Chevy Volt may reach 25,000. Even if the 1 million were attained, the oil savings would be tiny—perhaps 40,000 barrels a day, about two tenths of 1 percent of U.S. consumption of 19 million barrels a day. There are already 240 million cars and light trucks using gasoline. By contrast, lost production from restrictions on drilling in the Gulf of Mexico could total 200,000 barrels a day in 2012, by one government estimate. The administration overreacted to the Deepwater Horizon blowout. There hasn’t been much encouragement of onshore drilling, either, despite better prospects. In 2009, domestic oil production rose for the first time since 1991, in part because higher prices and new drilling techniques (hydraulic fracturing, horizontal drilling) made it profitable to extract once inaccessible oil. Production in North Dakota’s Bakken field has surged; there are guarded hopes for gains in Texas’s Permian Basin. A higher gasoline tax—gradually introduced to avoid wrecking the economic recovery—would dampen wild swings in fuel prices and push consumers to buy the more fuel-efficient vehicles that the government is ordering auto companies to make. Americans have traditionally preferred bigger vehicles and, without the prod, might cling to old habits. There is a convergence here between energy and budget policy. An energy tax would help both. It would improve oil security and, with spending cuts, curb budget deficits. Neither the Obama administration nor congressional Republicans seem willing to grasp the possibilities. Oil isn’t going quietly into the night. We need to contain our addiction, even if we can’t end it. A recent ExxonMobil study projects that the number of light-duty vehicles worldwide will grow 50 percent to 1.2 billion by 2030, with two fifths of the increase in China. Most will use gasoline. Competition for global oil supplies will intensify. We cannot escape that reality, even if we ignore it.

2NC – Link Shield 

Gas Tax Popular if used for Transportation infrastructure 

6/21

(6/21/12, http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/would-americans-support-increased-taxes-to-improve-highways-streets-and-transit-159958605.html, accessed on 7/5/12, EW)

Mineta National Transit Research Consortium's free report gives results of an ongoing national survey.

SAN JOSE, Calif., June 21, 2012 /PRNewswire-USNewswire/ -- The Mineta National Transit Research Consortium (transweb.sjsu.edu/mntrc) has released a peer-reviewed research report, What Do Americans Think about Federal Tax Options to Support Public Transit, Highways, and Local Streets and Roads? Results from Year 3 of a National Survey. The report was conducted by the Mineta Transportation Institute. It summarizes the results of a national random-digit-dial public opinion poll that asked 1,519 respondents if they would support various tax options for raising federal transportation revenues. Special focus was placed on understanding what would motivate people to support increased revenues for public transit. The study authors were Asha Weinstein Agrawal, PhD, Hilary Nixon, PhD, and Vinay Murthy. The free 88-page report is available for download at transweb.sjsu.edu/project/1128.html

"Over several decades, the transportation revenues from state and federal fuel taxes have fallen significantly, especially in terms of inflation-adjusted dollars per mile traveled," said Dr. Agrawal. "At the same time, the transportation system requires critical and expensive upgrades. This dilemma means that the U.S. must dramatically lower its goals for system preservation and enhancement, or new revenues must be raised. If the latter is to happen, legislators must be convinced that increasing taxes or fees is politically feasible. When legislators decide whether to raise new revenues, they must consider likely public support for – or opposition to – raising different kinds of taxes. This report helps them understand public sentiment."

The survey results show that:

A majority of Americans would support higher taxes for transportation, but only under certain conditions. For example, a gas tax increase of 10 cents per gallon to improve road maintenance was supported by 58 percent of respondents. Support levels dropped to just 20 percent if revenues were to be used more generally to maintain and improve the transportation system:

For tax options where revenues were to be spent for undefined transportation purposes, support levels varied considerably by what kind of tax would be imposed, with a sales tax much more popular than either a gas tax increase or a new mileage tax.

American public opinion about the tax options tested has changed very little in the past two years. The 2012 survey found Americans about as willing to support tax increases for transportation as they were in 2010 and 2011.

With respect to public transit, the survey results from all three years show that most people want good public transit service in their state. However, the 2012 questions exploring different methods to raise new revenues to improve and expand public transit found relatively low levels of support for all of them.

Large minorities of respondents did not know that all levels of government – local, state, and federal – support public transit. The federal government was the least widely recognized source of support.

The researchers tested eleven specific tax options: variations on raising the federal gas tax rate and creating a new mileage tax, plus creating a new federal sales tax.  Other questions probed various perceptions related to public transit, including knowledge and opinions about federal taxes to support transit.

In addition, the survey collected data on standard socio-demographic factors, travel behavior (public transit use, annual miles driven, and vehicle fuel efficiency), and attitudinal data about how respondents view the quality of their local transportation system and their priorities for government spending on transportation in their state. All of this information was used to assess support levels for the tax options among different population subgroups.

Because the survey was the third year of a project to assess how public support for federal transportation taxes may change over time, most of the questions were identical to those in the earlier surveys carried out in 2010 (What Do Americans Think about Federal Transportation Tax Options? Results from a National Survey) and 2011 (What Do Americans Think about Federal Transportation Tax Options? Results from Year 2 of a National Survey). This report compares the results of the three surveys to establish how public views may have shifted over the past years.

Free copies can be downloaded from transweb.sjsu.edu/project/1128.html
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Gas Tax Popular, k2 Infrastructure Both Public and Congress
Yglesias, 11

(Matthew, Center for American Progress staff writer, The Atlantic Monthly writer, American Prospect writer, ThinkProgress writer, Slate business writer, 8/2/11 http://www.alternet.org/rss/1/643288/will_the_federal_gasoline_tax_be_grover_norquist%5C's_next_hostage/, accessed on 7/9/12, EW)

With the debt ceiling controversy all but resolved, and hostage-taking once again proven to be an effective strategy for achieving conservative policy goals, Washington is wondering what the next fight will be. Byron Tau and Ben Smith in Politico plausibly speculate that the scheduled September 30 sunset of the federal gasoline tax may be the culprit. The gas tax, in addition to serving important environmental goals, is the means by which the federal government finances investments in transportation infrastructure. Traditionally, reauthorizing the tax for that purpose has been uncontroversial (though the idea of raising it to finance needed infrastructure upgrades hasn’t been) but in this day and age everything could be on the table and Tau & Smith report that Grover Norquist seems to be at least considering the idea:
“In general, ATR has always supported the idea of ending the federal tax on gas and having states pay for their own roads,” Norquist told POLITICO, but he declined to say whether he or his group plans to pressure congressional Republicans to let the excise tax expire.
“ATR would love to help begin such a dialogue,” he said.
“We’re monitoring the situation. I think that everyone on the Hill and most outside groups are pretty focused on the nation’s debt crisis,” said Barney Keller, spokesman for the conservative Club For Growth, who also wouldn’t say whether his group wants the tax to expire.
There’s no denying that the gas tax is a tax, so in that sense it’s difficult to see why anti-tax groups wouldn’t argue against its reauthorization. More broadly, the traditional reason reauthorization has been uncontroversial is that neither Republicans nor Democrats wanted to see infrastructure spending fall to $0 so nobody was willing to use the gas tax as leverage for concessions. But by the same token, the traditional reason the debt ceiling hasn’t been used as leverage for concessions is that neither Republicans nor Democrats wanted to see the country default. This summer, however, the world has learned that Republican leaders can simultaneously agree that the debt ceiling needed to be raised while also demanding major policy concessions in exchange for agreeing to raise it. Transportation Committee Chairman John Mica (R-FL) is already pushing a transportation bill that will starve the country’s infrastructure and devastate job creation in both the short- and long-term. If the gas tax becomes a new hostage, the situation will only get worse.
Gas Tax Jumpstarts Economy

Berry, 11

(John M., The Fiscal Times writer, Washington Post writer, Time Magazine, Business Week, Forbes Magazine, Washington bureau chief, 8/16/11, http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/Articles/2011/08/16/How-Raising-the-Gas-Tax-Could-Jumpstart-the-Economy.aspx#page1, accessed on 7/9/12, EW)

As President Obama renews his focus on fixing the economy and the new deficit “super committee”  gears up for action next month – it must cut the deficit by at least $1.2 trillion over the next 10 years-  deep cuts in government spending could thwart U.S. economic growth just when it desperately needs a boost. A prime example is the one-third cut in federal aid for the nation’s highways proposed by Rep. John L. Mica, chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee.

Mica argues that that’s the “fiscally responsible” thing to do because the 18.4-cent federal tax on a gallon of gasoline isn’t bringing in enough money to fund the previous $51.5 billion annual outlay and keep the Highway Trust Fund solvent.

He’s right about the arithmetic, of course. The tax, which hasn’t been raised since 1993, is generating less revenue as cars and light trucks get steadily better mileage. In recent years, the trust fund has had to be supplemented with money from general revenues to keep highway construction spending levels up, as inflation has cut the original value to only 12 cents a gallon.

The big increases in fuel efficiency standards announced recently by the Obama administration for automobiles — and on Wednesday for trucks — will only make matters worse in terms of funding for highway maintenance and construction. 

The sensible response would be to raise the tax, which even Mica correctly regards as a user fee rather than a tax. But he and all but one of his 32 Republican colleagues on the committee have signed the Americans for Tax Reform pledge to oppose any and all tax increases — even something that is clearly a user fee.

More money is desperately needed for highway construction and maintenance to reduce the economic losses due to the country’s inadequate infrastructure. A new report by the American Society of Civil Engineers said that glaring deficiencies in America’s surface transportation systems drained households and businesses of nearly $130 billion last year, including about $97 billion of increased costs to operate and repair vehicles and $32 billion of increased travel time because of congestion and delays. Within a decade, the economic costs to the country of a deteriorating infrastructure will increase by 82 percent, to $210 billion annually, the report states.

Rep. Nick J. Rahall of West Virginia, the ranking Democrat on the House Transportation committee, said in a statement, “The report paints a disturbing picture of how America’s small business and middle class family incomes will be affected by our nation’s deteriorating surface transportation systems.” Cutting spending by a third, as Mica proposes, would make the economic impact “even worse than the grim predictions by the economists in the report,” Rahall said.

Rahall, however, did not suggest funding the needed extra spending by increasing the gasoline tax. Politically that’s a non-starter, but it shouldn’t be in a world of austerity. It would be a fair user fee because it is paid by motorists, and the more one uses the highways, the more one pays.

Actually the tax was instituted in 1932 by President Herbert Hoover not to pay for highways, which were seen as the province of states rather than the federal government, but to reduce a budget deficit caused by the Depression. Every president since then, except for Republican Gerald Ford, then raised it until it hit 18.4 cents in 1993. The biggest increases, a nickel each, came under Republicans Ronald Reagan and George H. W. Bush. President Dwight D. Eisenhower raised it to finance the interstate highway system in the mid 1950s.

Today the federal gasoline tax is a tiny portion – just 5 percent – of the average $3.67 price paid by motorists this month for a gallon of regular.  State excise taxes vary widely and average 20.8 cents, according to the American Petroleum Institute.

Higher gasoline taxes undoubtedly would be a burden for households and businesses. On the other hand, there are environmental and social benefits as well, according to economists such as N. Gregory Mankiw of Harvard University, formerly chairman of President George W. Bush’s Council of Economic Advisers.

In a Wall Street Journal column back in 2006, Mankiw argued that the tax should be raised 10 cents a gallon each year for a decade. Increasing the cost of gasoline would reduce driving, which would reduce emissions and highway congestion, trim budget deficits, reduce world oil prices, enhance economic growth and improve national security.

Asked recently whether raising the tax to finance more highway construction and better maintenance  would also be positive, Mankiw declined to take a position, saying he hadn’t done a cost-benefit analysis of that.

A key reason for the political opposition to raising the gasoline tax both at the federal and state levels is that motorists buy fuel frequently and are highly aware of the prices they pay at the pump. But in 2008 and again this year, a surge in world oil costs sent those prices soaring. Even with some recent declines, the average cost of regular gasoline was 89 cents a gallon higher than it was a year earlier. Beside such swings, Mankiw’s idea of a 10-cent-a-year increase looks like small potatoes.

And 10 cents a gallon more would not only mean the highway trust fund could continue to provide more than $50 billion a year in aid to the states, but that aid could be increased. If continuation of the current 18.4 cent tax — and the 24.4 cent tax on diesel fuel — provides $35 billion a year, another dime would generate about $54 billion. A second dime would jump that to $73 billion.

Before long, there would be enough money to make the sort of investments in the infrastructure the economy requires and to help put the federal budget on a sustainable path. If Mankiw and other economists are right, a significant share of the money involved would come out of the oil producing nations’ pockets, not those of American motorists.

And if that seems too good to be true, keep in mind what has happened to oil prices over the past year: they went up roughly $1 a gallon. Ten cents a year for a decade would have a powerful impact on both highways and budgets and in all likelihood would be forgotten in the volatility of world oil prices.

**AFF Answers**

Gas Tax Popular; results and empirics prove

Drum 11

(Kevin, 8/2/11, http://www.motherjones.com/kevin-drum/2011/08/coming-non-fight-over-gas-tax, accessed on 7/9/12, EW)

I've been assuming that the next big fight in Washington will be over the 2012 budget, but apparently all the Beltway gossip is now focused on something else: a vote to reauthorize the federal gasoline tax next month. Doug Mataconis mulls this over:
You can already see how this issue could play itself out a month from now. As it is the issue of increased energy prices is an easy one to demagogue with simplistic slogans (“Drill Baby Drill”) and even more simplistic ideas (anyone remember when Hillary Clinton and John McCain came up with the idiotic idea of a Federal Gas Tax Holiday during the 2008 campaign?). It’s not at all hard to see the argument over the the gas tax being boiled down to the slogan Barack Obama wants to increase the price of gas.
....There are, in fact, some remarkable similarities between the just concluded debt ceiling showdown and the showdown that could result over increasing the gas tax. Like increasing the debt ceiling, the renewal of the Federal Gasoline Tax has been a fairly non-controversial action in the past. Ronald Reagan did it in 1982, George H.W. Bush did it in 1990, Bill Clinton did it in 1993, and George W. Bush and a Republican Congress did it in 2005. Additionally, attempts to roll back the tax in the past have generally failed.

I know it's dangerous to assume that something won't happen just because it makes no sense, but.....I don't think this fight will happen. This isn't because the anti-tax jihadists will suddenly have an outbreak of common sense, but because a gas tax fight won't fly with the public. It's easy to demagogue "taxes," since lots of people are convinced that "taxes" are merely ladled out to favored interest groups, wasteful boondoggles, foreign aid, and the layabout poor. But gasoline taxes are different: they're used to build highways. And everyone likes highways.

Generally speaking, people don't object to taxes if they see tangible results from them. And highways are about as tangible as you can get. The Republican leadership is smart enough to pick fights that have a certain amount of surface appeal, and this one doesn't, not even to the hardcore tea party crowd. They'll find something else to fight about.

Gas Tax Proposal Unpopular in Public and Congress

Stein 12

NBC Washington writer
Gov. Martin O’Malley will appear in front of House and Senate committees today to make a personal pitch for his widely unpopular proposal to increase gas tax.

The tax is expected to generate $613 million-a-year and would be used to fund road and transportation projects.

O’Malley knows that the gas tax won’t be an easy sell, according to The Baltimore Sun. With gas prices on the rise, many people don’t see why more gas taxes are needed and are wary of O’Malley increasing the gas tax when his budget also calls for increased income taxes.

Proponents of the tax argue that gas tax in Maryland hasn’t been raised since 1992 when the price of gas was $1.08 a gallon. The tax continues to be at 23.5 cents a gallon, or about 6 percent, and, according to The Sun, the revenue it brings has lost two-thirds of its value.

O’Malley’s proposal would raise the tax about 18-21 cents over three years. He estimates that the construction projects the tax would fund would create nearly 20,000 jobs.

Maryland has some of the most congested roads in the country and the longest average daily commute.

The Sun Editorial Board weighed in on the tax and said that while the tax is unpopular, the outlook is far worse If states do not invest sufficiently in transportation infrastructure and public transit.

Yet Gov.Martin O'Malley's proposal to apply a 6 percent sales tax on gasoline phased in over three years (and delayed if retail gas prices rise precipitously), that would pump billions of dollars into local transportation construction projects to reduce congestion on the highways, promote jobs and economic development in this state, and provide public transit alternatives is getting little-to-no traction in the General Assembly so far this year.

Why? Clearly, people don't want to pay more at the pump no matter what. But the problem with this knee-jerk reaction is that not paying a bit more for gas now ensures only that consumers will be paying a lot more later — and not just at the local filling station.

Maryland needs to maintain decent roads and transportation infrastructure or its businesses and citizens suffer. From the Port of Baltimore to Baltimore-Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport and the highways, tunnels, bridges and rail networks, the state's economy depends on maintaining and expanding these vital connections to the rest of the country and the world.

Opponents in the Virginia Senate senate race, Tim Kaine and George Allen, had a back and forth over super Pacs.

In sum: A super PAC on behalf of Allen was announced. Kaine wrote a letter to Allen criticizing the use of a super PAC because it goes against Virginia principles of open campaigns. Allen responded and told Kaine to stop taking campaign money from union dues and said his calling for the end of super PACS in campaigns was a political gimmick. Kaine asked for Allen to agree on no secret money this campaign and Allen essentially said no. (For more information on Kaine and Allen's oppossing views on super PAC disclosures click here.)

Gas Tax Proposal Unpopular in States

Witte 12

(Brian, Huffington Post writer, 3/5/12, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/03/06/michigan-gas-tax-increase_n_1323478.html, accessed on 7/9/12, EW)

ANNAPOLIS, Md. -- As if gas prices weren't high enough, several states across the U.S. are looking to raise fuel taxes they say are needed to pay for roads and bridges that are outdated, congested and in some cases, dangerous.

Maryland's governor is proposing a phased-in 6 percent sales tax by 2 percent a year, which would raise about $613 million annually when fully implemented. Iowa is considering raising its current 21-cent-per-gallon tax by either 8 cents or 10 cents.

Such proposals were hard to even contemplate during the recession and its immediate aftermath. Now, states forced to grapple with the problem are running into record-high gas prices for this time of year and lingering effects of the recession.

In Maryland, lawmakers are questioning whether the time is right for such an increase, which is never popular even in good fiscal times.

"They understand that it's needed," Delegate Tawanna Gaines, a Democrat, said when asked about the proposal last month, on a day when the national average price of gasoline hit $3.65 a gallon. The average price of gas on Monday pushed toward $3.80 a gallon. "They get that, but they basically believe that you can't get blood out of a turnip. It's going to be a very, very tough sell."

Maryland Gov. Martin O'Malley, a Democrat, is quick to point out that the state hasn't raised its gas tax since 1992 – and the flat tax doesn't buy nearly as much as it once did. But some lawmakers say they are getting significant pushback from residents who are calling their offices to express opposition at a time when Maryland, like most other states, is still trying to bounce back from the recession.

O'Malley's plan would delay a 2 percent annual increase if gas prices rise by more than 15 percent in a fiscal year. Lawmakers also say Maryland's $1.1 billion deficit is creating another obstacle, because his challenging budget plan includes a variety of other tax increases that legislators will be considering.

Other states also are looking at increasing revenue streams for transportation projects after years of neglect.

Michigan Gov. Rick Snyder, a Republican, is calling on lawmakers in his state to raise $1.4 billion more for transportation needs. In Arkansas, voters may be asked to consider raising two taxes to help pay for the state's roads. In Iowa, a commission named by Republican Gov. Terry Branstad recommended late last year that the fuel tax be increased.

In Michigan, state lawmakers in both parties are considering higher fuel-related taxes and vehicle registration fees to raise more than $1 billion of the $1.4 billion the governor is seeking. Rep. Rick Olson, a Republican who supports the revenue increases, contends it's a matter of trying to avoid larger expenses later, if maintenance is deferred.

"It's certainly going to be difficult, and no one argues that we need $1.4 billion," Olson said. "The longer we wait, the more it is going to cost us."

In both Maryland and Michigan, business groups have been supportive of raising revenue for transportation.

Rich Studley, president of the Michigan Chamber of Commerce, said Michigan's transportation system is crucial to three top industries in the state, including manufacturing, agribusiness and tourism.

"It's really, from a Chamber of Commerce perspective, all about jobs and the economy," Studley said.

Kathy Snyder, Maryland's Chamber of Commerce president, also is backing a revenue increase in Maryland. However, she said the chamber would rather phase in a 10-cent increase to the state's flat tax, instead of O'Malley's phase-in of a sales tax.

"Transportation funding is one of the top priorities of the Maryland chamber again this year," Snyder said. "Like many states, we don't have enough funding to build any road, bridge, highway or transit project either from state funds or federal funds."

An Arkansas constitutional amendment that lawmakers have placed on the November ballot will ask voters to approve a temporary, half-cent sales tax to pay for the state's highways. The sales-tax measure is part of a highway plan calling for an increase in the state's diesel tax, which the Legislature approved last year. That plan was scaled back when the state's trucking lobby withdrew its support and said voters would not approve a tax hike. Instead, voters approved extending a $575 million highway bond program in November.

A second proposal in Arkansas would raise the state's severance tax on natural gas to pay for highways. A former natural-gas executive has until July 6 to submit more than 62,000 signatures to place his proposal on the November ballot. It would increase the severance tax to 7 percent. Wells are now taxed at between 1.25 percent and 5 percent of the value of the gas being taken from the land.

In Iowa, a commission recommended late last year that the fuel tax be increased by 8 cents to 10 cents per gallon. Iowa has gone even longer than Maryland in increasing its current 21cents-per-gallon tax, which was last raised in 1989. Branstad reacted by saying there was no need to increase the tax this year, and instead told state transportation officials to identify $50 million in savings that could be diverted to road projects. They have done so.

Some Iowa lawmakers think that's inadequate, however, and committees in both the House and Senate are debating a fuel-tax increase.

Branstad continues to say he's focused on finding efficiency but refuses to issue a veto threat that would halt debate immediately. Republicans run the House and top leaders there have the power to block debate, but they have yet to do so. Democrats run the state's Senate, and they say the issue will proceed only if it gets broad support from Republicans.

Interest groups pushing the issue say there are enough votes to approve the increase, with the only remaining question being if an adequate level of Republican support can be found to avoid the issue being used against Democrats in November. All sides say they will need some signal from Branstad that he will approve the measure, even if it only comes privately.

Gas Tax Bad for Econ

Horrigan 12

(Pete, Mid-Atlantic Petroleum Distributors' Association, president, 2/23/12, http://articles.baltimoresun.com/2012-02-23/news/bs-ed-gas-tax-con-20120223_1_gas-tax-mass-transit-transportation-trust-fund, accessed on 7/10/12, EW)

Increased spending by government on this level may create some jobs, but there is no doubt that more jobs will also be lost due to the significant impact on the cost of moving goods, commuting to work and driving children to school and activities. Families don't have unlimited funds, and in this economy, with extremely high gas prices already, increasing costs in one area will require cuts in another area of family spending. The net result will be to create more of a financial burden for families and small businesses in the midst of economic hard times. Maryland's poorest families will be hit the hardest with this very regressive proposal, as more of their income will be required just to meet daily needs.

Most of Maryland's approximately 2,300 gas stations are operated by small businesses and are located within close proximity to our neighboring states; these proposed increases will make our small businesses uncompetitive with their nearby, out-of-state competitors. Under the governor's sales tax proposal, Virginia, Delaware andWashington, D.C., will have at least a 20-cents-per-gallon advantage. Maryland retailers, on average, don't even make 20 cents per gallon and will be forced to pass all tax increases on to their customers. The net result will be the loss of Maryland jobs and tax revenues as consumers make their purchases out of state and reduce in-state spending.

Protecting the Transportation Trust Fund is absolutely essential to prevent our elected representatives from siphoning off funds for other purposes. Money collected as user fees and taxes are supposed to be dedicated to improving highways and commute times and for mass transit. They should be spent for those purposes and protected from the all too-common government raids.

A huge problem facing the Transportation Trust Fund is that billions of dollars of motorist-paid funds (gas tax, titling tax, vehicle registration and Motor Vehicle Administration fees) are being spent supporting two major mass transit systems, with 50 percent of TTF funds spent just on transit operating costs. Fares paid by transit riders cover only a fraction of the operating costs, yet mass transit systems handle less than 10 percent of local travel, while highways and bridges are choked with the remaining 90 percent. This is not sustainable. Out-of-control operating costs must be contained and other, broader-based funding sources identified to separate mass transit operating spending from highway spending.

There are alternatives to raising taxes. Virginia has leveraged about $1 billion into almost $5 billion for transportation infrastructure programs without raising its gas tax, and at present it has no plans to increase gas taxes. Virginia reevaluated on what and how they were spending transportation funds and implemented new and workable alternatives. Maryland should consider doing the same.

Gas Tax Increase Hurts Economy

Hederman, Jr., and Goyburu 4

(Rea, Assistant Director, Center for Data Analysis and Research Fellow, and Alfredo, Heritage Foundation non staff member, 3/18/4,  http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2004/03/an-increase-in-the-gas-tax-would-hurt-consumers-and-slow-the-economy, accessed on 7/9/12, EW)

Some leaders in Congress want to increase the federal tax on gasoline by 5.45 cents per gallon, for the first year, and then index it to inflation. They would use the revenue from this tax increase to finance additional spending on highways and other transportation projects, which they say will benefit the economy. Macroeconomic analysis performed by the Center for Data Analysis at the Heritage Foundation, however, shows that increasing the gas tax would depress economic activity and the incomes of millions of Americans. It would also raise significantly less revenue than its proponents project. The President should be commended for his firm stand against raising the federal gasoline tax, and Congress would do well to abandon proposals to increase the gas tax and instead focus on spending highway dollars more efficiently, ideally by turning them back to the states.[1]

The Real Cost of the Gas Tax

Analysts in the Center for Data Analysis (CDA) estimated the economic and fiscal effects of a higher gas tax using a well-known econometric model of the U.S. economy.[2] The model allows analysts to vary the gas tax and simulate the effects of higher spending on infrastructure construction, if adequate details about that construction are available. Because such details were not available, CDA analysts instead used the additional revenues from the higher gas tax to pay down national debt, which is an alternative way of infusing government spending into a segment of the economy that is tightly aligned with investment decisions. [3]

This macroeconomic analysis found that:

Personal savings would average $8 billion less per year from 2005 to 2014.

$82 billion of the $131 billion increase in federal revenues over 10 years would be financed out of foregone or lower personal savings.

Gross Domestic Product would decline by $6.5 billion per year, in real terms, from 2005 to 2014. In other words, this $131 billion in government revenues would shrink the economy by $65.5 billion.

There would be, on average, 37,000 fewer job opportunities each year. That works out to one lost job for every $351,000 in new taxes, which is equal to 11 years of work at average yearly wages.[4]

Total federal revenues would fall short of gas tax proponent's projections by $3.7 billion.

Family disposable income would be, on average, $2.5 billion less per year, in real terms. That's equivalent to the cost of sending 532,600 students to college each year. [5]

Congressman Don Young (R-AK) proposed an increase of the federal gas tax from 18.4 cents per gallon to 23.85 cents per gallon in the first year as part of the 2004 highway bill. While this twenty-nine percent tax increase has not generated major support, Congress should not bring the gas tax increase back as a policy proposal. While raising the gas tax would increase government revenues, it would only do so at the expense of economic growth, jobs, and family income.

Some of these negative effects are due to Americans' mobility needs. Academic research on the relationship between the gasoline tax and demand for gasoline indicates that gasoline consumption would not decrease significantly in the short run if the tax were increased.[6] For every one percent increase in the gasoline price, usage would decline by .26 percent in the short run and .86 percent in the long run. In other words, consumers are willing to make other sacrifices instead of driving less. On average, an increased gas tax would cost families who drive $54 per year, which would come out of savings and consumer spending.

This table shows how much more consumers in each state would pay for gasoline if Congress were to increase the gasoline tax as proposed.

Methodology

CDA Analysts used the Global Insight, Inc. (GII) macroeconomic forecasting model to identify, the economic and fiscal effects of the potential gas tax hike by increasing only the federal gas tax variable in the model. The federal gas tax was increased by 5.45 cents in the GII model for calendar year 2005, and was indexed to inflation for the next five years. The model showed that many key economic indicators, including savings, disposable income, and GDP, would experience slower growth due to the tax increase. The decline in nominal private savings would total over $82 billion between 2005-2014. This means that the average American family would save $100 less each year because of higher gas prices.[7]

Better Options

Instead of raising revenue for additional spending-which would negatively affect all levels of the economy-Congress should make current transportation spending more efficient. By eliminating wasteful programs and streamlining other transportation projects such as Amtrak, Congress could make better use of the taxpayers' money and free up funds for new projects that it deems essential. Another option would be to use temporary tolls on federal highways to pay for specific projects. The best option, though, would be for Congress to "turn back" highway maintenance and funding to the states, which are better placed to assess local transportation needs.

Warming
1NC 

The United States federal government should enact the “People’s Climate Stewardship Act”. 

US Carbon Tax boosts econ, reduces C02, and net positive to 

Bauman and Hsu 7/4

(Yoram, 7/4/12, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/07/05/opinion/a-carbon-tax-sensible-for-all.html, accessed on 7/4/12, EW)

ON Sunday, the best climate policy in the world got even better: British Columbia’s carbon tax — a tax on the carbon content of all fossil fuels burned in the province — increased from $25 to $30 per metric ton of carbon dioxide, making it more expensive to pollute. This was good news not only for the environment but for nearly everyone who pays taxes in British Columbia, because the carbon tax is used to reduce taxes for individuals and businesses. Thanks to this tax swap, British Columbia has lowered its corporate income tax rate to 10 percent from 12 percent, a rate that is among the lowest in the Group of 8 wealthy nations. Personal income taxes for people earning less than $119,000 per year are now the lowest in Canada, and there are targeted rebates for low-income and rural households. The only bad news is that this is the last increase scheduled in British Columbia. In our view, the reason is simple: the province is waiting for the rest of North America to catch up so that its tax system will not become unbalanced or put energy-intensive industries at a competitive disadvantage. The United States should jump at the chance to adopt a similar revenue-neutral tax swap. It’s an opportunity to reduce existing taxes, clean up the environment and increase personal freedom and energy security. Let’s start with the economics. Substituting a carbon tax for some of our current taxes — on payroll, on investment, on businesses and on workers — is a no-brainer. Why tax good things when you can tax bad things, like emissions? The idea has support from economists across the political spectrum, from Arthur B. Laffer and N. Gregory Mankiw on the right to Peter Orszag and Joseph E. Stiglitz on the left. That’s because economists know that a carbon tax swap can reduce the economic drag created by our current tax system and increase long-run growth by nudging the economy away from consumption and borrowing and toward saving and investment. Of course, carbon taxes also lower carbon emissions. Economic theory suggests that putting a price on pollution reduces emissions more affordably and more effectively than any other measure. This conclusion is supported by empirical evidence from previous market-based policies, like those in the 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act that targeted sulfur dioxide emissions. British Columbia’s carbon tax is only four years old, but preliminary data show that greenhouse gas emissions are down 4.5 percent even as population and gross domestic product have been growing. Sales of motor gasoline have fallen by 2 percent since 2007, compared with a 5 percent increase for Canada as a whole. What would a British Columbia-style carbon tax look like in the United States? According to our calculations, a British Columbia-style $30 carbon tax would generate about $145 billion a year in the United States. That could be used to reduce individual and corporate income taxes by 10 percent, and afterward there would still be $35 billion left over. If recent budget deals are any guide, Congress might choose to set aside half of that remainder to reduce estate taxes (to please Republicans) and the other half to offset the impacts of higher fuel and electricity prices resulting from the carbon tax on low-income households through refundable tax credits or a targeted reduction in payroll taxes (to please Democrats). Revenue from a carbon tax would most likely decline over time as Americans reduce their carbon emissions, but for many years to come it could pay for big reductions in existing taxes. It would also promote energy conservation and steer investment into clean technology and other productive economic activities. Lastly, the carbon tax would actually give Americans more control over how much they pay in taxes. Households and businesses could reduce their carbon tax payments simply by reducing their use of fossil fuels. Americans would trim their carbon footprints — and their tax burdens — by investing in energy efficiency at home and at work, switching to less-polluting vehicles and pursuing countless other innovations. All of this would be driven not by government mandates but by Adam Smith’s invisible hand. A carbon tax makes sense whether you are a Republican or a Democrat, a climate change skeptic or a believer, a conservative or a conservationist (or both). We can move past the partisan fireworks over global warming by turning British Columbia’s carbon tax into a made-in-America solution. Yoram Bauman, an environmental economist, is a fellow at Sightline Institute in Seattle. Shi-Ling Hsu, a law professor at Florida State University, is the author of “The Case for a Carbon Tax.”

2NC – Solvency 
Carbon Tax lessens US oil dependence

CarbonTax 11

(1/31/11, http://www.carbontax.org/faq/, accessed on 7/4/12, EW)

11. Will a carbon tax lessen U.S. oil dependence? You bet it will. Petroleum products account for 42% of U.S. CO2 emissions from burning fuels (coal and natural gas are responsible for 36% and 22%, respectively), so a carbon tax stiff enough to cut down heavily on CO2 will necessarily put a big dent in oil consumption. 12. Would taxing carbon be regressive? Any flat tax is regressive, but the regressivity of the carbon tax could and should be minimized or eliminated by allocating the tax revenues to benefit the less affluent. The key fact is that wealthier households use more energy, on average – they drive and fly more, have bigger (and sometimes multiple) houses, and buy more stuff that requires energy to manufacture and use. Most carbon tax revenues will come from families of above-average means, corporations and government, which creates a basis for progressive tax-shifting: transferring a portion of the tax burden from regressive taxes such as the payroll tax (at the federal level) and the sales tax (at the state level) onto pollution and pollution-generating activities. Another progressive approach is to rebate the carbon tax revenues equally to all U.S. residents — a national version of the Alaska Permanent Fund, which annually sends identical checks to all state residents from earnings on investments made with the state’s North Slope oil royalties. Because income and energy consumption are strongly correlated, most poorer households would get more back in rebates or tax savings than they would pay in the carbon tax.

Climate Change moral issue, Carbon Tax Solves by reducing fossil fuel dependencies; includes oil 

Carrell 12

(Severin, Senior report for the Independent, 4/6/12, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2012/apr/06/nasa-scientist-climate-change, accessed on 7/5/12, EW)

Averting the worst consequences of human-induced climate change is a "great moral issue" on a par with slavery, according to the leading Nasa climate scientist Prof Jim Hansen. He argues that storing up expensive and destructive consequences for society in future is an "injustice of one generation to others". Hansen, who will next Tuesday be awarded the prestigious Edinburgh Medal for his contribution to science, will also in his acceptance speech call for a worldwide tax on all carbon emissions. In his lecture, Hansen will argue that the challenge facing future generations from climate change is so urgent that a flat-rate global tax is needed to force immediate cuts in fossil fuel use. Ahead of receiving the award – which has previously been given to Sir David Attenborough, the ecologist James Lovelock, and the economist Amartya Sen – Hansen told the Guardian that the latest climate models had shown the planet was on the brink of an emergency. He said humanity faces repeated natural disasters from extreme weather events which would affect large areas of the planet. "The situation we're creating for young people and future generations is that we're handing them a climate system which is potentially out of their control," he said. "We're in an emergency: you can see what's on the horizon over the next few decades with the effects it will have on ecosystems, sea level and species extinction." Now 70, Hansen is regarded as one of the most influential figures in climate science; the creator of one of the first global climate models, his pioneering role in warning about global warming is frequently cited by climate campaigners such as former US vice president Al Gore and in earlier science prizes, including the $1m Dan David prize. He has been arrested more than once for his role in protests against coal energy. Hansen will argue in his lecture that current generations have an over-riding moral duty to their children and grandchildren to take immediate action. Describing this as an issue of inter-generational justice on a par with ending slavery, Hansen said: "Our parents didn't know that they were causing a problem for future generations but we can only pretend we don't know because the science is now crystal clear. "We understand the carbon cycle: the CO2 we put in the air will stay in surface reservoirs and won't go back into the solid earth for millennia. What the Earth's history tells us is that there's a limit on how much we can put in the air without guaranteeing disastrous consequences for future generations. We cannot pretend that we did not know." Hansen said his proposal for a global carbon tax was on the latest analysis of CO2 levels in the atmosphere and their impact on global temperatures and weather patterns. He has co-authored a scientific paper with 17 other experts, including climate scientists, biologists and economists, which calls for an immediate 6% annual cut in CO2 emissions, and a substantial growth in global forest cover, to avoid catastrophic climate change by the end of the century. The paper, which has passed peer review and is in the final stages of publication by the US journal Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, argues that a global levy on fossil fuels is the strongest tool for forcing energy firms and consumers to switch quickly to zero carbon and green energy sources. In larger countries, that would include nuclear power. Under this proposal, the carbon levy would increase year on year, with the tax income paid directly back to the public as a dividend, shared equally, rather than put into government coffers. Because the tax would greatly increase the cost of fossil fuel energy, consumers relying on green or low carbon sources of power would benefit the most as this dividend would come on top of cheaper fuel bills. It would promote a dramatic increase in the investment and development of low-carbon energy sources and technologies. The very rich and most profligate energy users, people with several homes, or private jets and fuel-hungry cars, would also be forced into dramatically changing their energy use. In the new paper, Hansen, director of Nasa's Goddard Institute for Space Studies, and his colleagues warn that failing to cut CO2 emissions by 6% now will mean that by 2022, the annual cuts would need to reach a more drastic level of 15% a year. Had similar action been taken in 2005, when the Kyoto protocol on climate change came into force, the CO2 emission reductions would have been at a more manageable 3% a year. The target was to return CO2 levels in the atmosphere to 350 parts per million, down from its current level of 392ppm. The paper, the "Scientific case for avoiding dangerous climate change to protect young people and nature", also argues that the challenge is growing because of the accelerating rush to find new, harder–to-reach sources of oil, gas and coal in the deep ocean, the Arctic and from shale gas reserves. Hansen said current attempts to limit carbon emissions, particularly the European Union's emissions trading mechanism introduced under the Kyoto protocol which restricts how much CO2 an industry can emit before it has to pay a fee for higher emissions, were "completely ineffectual". Under the global carbon tax proposal, the mechanisms for controlling fossil fuel use would be taken out of the hands of individual states influenced by energy companies, and politicians anxious about winning elections. "It can't be fixed by individual specific changes; it has to be an across-the-board rising fee on carbon emissions," said Hansen. "We can't simply say that there's a climate problem, and leave it to the politicians. They're so clearly under the influence of the fossil fuel industry that they're coming up with cockamamie solutions which aren't solutions. That is the bottom line."

Carbon Tax k2 Reducing Oil Independence and Improving Econ. 

Bradley 7

(Bill, former US Senator, 4/1/7, http://news-that-matters.blogspot.com/2007/04/we-can-get-out-of-these-ruts.html, accessed on 7/5/12, EW)

We also need to change our tax system to reduce our oil dependence. In general, we ought to reduce taxes on things we need, such as wages, and raise taxes on whatever is dangerous to us, such as pollution and resource depletion. We could implement a $1 per gallon gasoline tax; or an equivalent carbon tax, which is a tax on any energy source that emits carbon dioxide; or equivalent taxes on other major air pollutants: volatile organics, nitrogen oxide, lead, sulfurous dioxide and particulates. These taxes could be phased in over five years, with the revenue going to reduce employment taxes (Social Security, Medicare or unemployment insurance) for employees and employers alike. The gasoline or carbon tax would encourage the nation to reduce its dependence on insecure sources of foreign oil, and with payroll taxes reduced to 15 percent of labor costs, businesses would have an incentive to hire workers. Such a shift in taxation -- away from jobs and toward pollution, energy and natural resources -- would draw many of the 24 million part-time employees into the full-time workforce, and millions more who are not working would be more likely to find jobs. After a few years of adjustment in the case of a gasoline or carbon tax, cars would be more fuel-efficient, so consumers would pay what they used to pay for the same amount of driving, and the broad middle class would continue to pay lower employment taxes. The result would be increasing demand for goods and services; shrinking dependency payments such as unemployment compensation and welfare; lowered social costs, such as crime and avoidable illness; and a more equitable tax system that encourages rising employment. Reducing employment taxes also makes sense on grounds of competitiveness and equity. Employment taxes now hit our most successful companies hardest. A company such as Microsoft or McKinsey desperately needs talented people, and there is a limited pool of those with the requisite skills. As a part of a company's compensation package, it has to pay enough to offset the employment taxes paid by the employee. If it doesn't make up the taxes in higher wages, the employee can go somewhere else where the employer will cover the taxes. Meanwhile, at a lumberyard where there is an excess of labor, the company doesn't have to pay higher wages and the bulk of the employment taxes hit the workers. Perversely, it is the lowest-paid workers and the companies most essential to economic growth that are hit hardest by employment taxes. We will never make these simple changes in our political system or in our energy and tax systems if we don't tell the truth about our national circumstances. Political leaders should not arrogate to themselves, based on a desire to hold onto political power, the right to hide the truth from the people. If we tell people the truth we can trust them to do the right thing. Sounds like a radical notion, but it's really just common sense.
2NC – Link Shield – Economy 
Carbon Tax Good for Econ

Walsh 10

 (Bryan, TIME magazine senior writer on energy and environment, Tokyo burea chief for TIME, 6/22/10, http://ecocentric.blogs.time.com/2010/06/22/is-a-carbon-tax-actually-good-for-the-economy/, accessed on 7/4/12, EW)

Over at the Curious Capitalist blog–which I admit has both a better name and logo than Ecocentric—my TIME colleague Stephen Gandel looks at the common assumption that carbon pricing is bad for the economy. We hear rhetoric about carbon pricing being a “job-killing national energy tax” (thanks, House Republican leader John Boehner), but Gandel examines the evidence: The economic theoretical case for some sort of carbon tax is very simple. Pollution is a negative byproduct of the industrial process that neither the polluters or the people buying the product directly pay for. Instead government in the end has to pick up the bill, and that means general taxpayers, like you and me. Taxing companies directly for polluting can remedy the problem. But in practice, many worry that a carbon tax will hurt our already weak economy, and hasten our decades of decline in our manufacturing base. So the question is whether a carbon tax is good environmental policy but bad economic policy? In fact, as Gandel shows, there’s evidence that smart carbon pricing might actually help economic growth. And his data isn’t coming from a source with green-tinted glasses; it’s from the solidly Tory—if that actually means anything any longer—Economist newspaper: With all that in mind, we investigated two different basic scenarios. One applied an economy-wide carbon tax that aimed to raise 1% of GDP in revenue by 2020; the other applied a tax set at a level designed to ensure that Britain meets its commitment to cut emissions by 34%, relative to their 1990 levels, by 2020. In both cases, to keep things simple, we scrapped all the other policies that aim at the same outcome, such as Britain’s membership of Europe’s emissions-trading scheme, subsidies for renewable energy and so on. The results of the first scenario are set out in the print piece, but briefly, electricity prices fall as expensive subsidies for renewable energy are replaced by the carbon tax. That provides an economic boost, the government gets an extra revenue stream, and output is 2.5% higher come 2020 than in the baseline scenario. As Gandel points out, the data is from the UK, but there’s no reason to think the argument wouldn’t work with the U.S. And as for the case that establishing carbon pricing would lead American companies to flee the U.S. for less regulated shores—well, the biggest carbon polluters are utilities, and it’s unlikely they’re try to sell coal power to China. Of course, the Economist was examining at a carbon tax, which would directly price carbon, rather than the more baroque cap-and-trade system that Congress has considered. A carbon cap puts a declining limit on carbon emissions, which becomes a de facto carbon price. Just about every economist—especially if they work at the Economist—would prefer a carbon tax because of its clarity, but of course the word “tax” causes Americans to break out in hives or Tea Parties, so cap-and-trade it is. Or most likely isn’t—as the Breakthrough Institute points out, even Democrats are looking beyond a carbon cap now. But Gandel’s post demonstrates that there are perfectly Economical reasons to keep trying.

Can’t find date for this 

*****Carbon Tax Good for Economy, Creates Jobs, revenue-neutral, creates competitiveness
Citizens Climate Lobby

(http://citizensclimatelobby.org/files/Economic%20Impact%20of%20a%20Carbon%20Tax_0.pdf, accessed on 7/5/12, EW)

Main Economic Arguments made by Carbon Tax opponents: 1. A carbon tax would be regressive, disproportionately affecting the poor. 2. A carbon tax would raise prices too much across the entire economy. 3. A carbon tax would put US goods at an international competitive disadvantage Rebuttals to these arguments: Regressive tax: Making the carbon tax revenue-neutral easily flips this argument on its head. “Revenue-neutral” means for every dollar raised by a tax, an equivalent dollar is returned to consumers. Do this equally across the country, and the poor end up ahead. To illustrate this, in 2005, America’s richest 20% spent an average of $3,182 on gasoline, or 3.6 times as much as the $882 spent by the poorest 20% 1 . So, although the poorest 20% of Americans spend a greater percentage of their income on carbon, they pay less overall and thus would receive more money back than they paid in carbon taxes. Prices rise too high: Table 1 shows the % price increase in goods of the 10 industries most affected by a $15 carbon tax 2 . Table 2 gives a closer look at the effect on oil and gas prices 3 . Except for those industries the tax is intended to raise prices for anyway, the effect is relatively small. A revenue-neutral carbon tax minimizes the effect even further because overall tax burdens would not rise. Unaccounted for in these figures are the costs companies would incur to shift away from carbon-intensive inputs. These costs will be passed forward to consumers. Those extra costs, however, will create jobs in new industries aimed at carbon reductions. US at competitive disadvantage: Representative Larson’s HR 1337 includes a stipulation that the carbon tax would be waived for any US goods exported to countries without a comparable carbon price. Similarly, any carbon-intensive goods imported into the US would have the carbon tax imposed on them at the border 4 . Thus US exports would have no carbon penalty, and foreign imports would have no competitive advantage. This effectively renders this argument moot. It is also worth noting that there is no evidence to date that the European carbon price affected their trade competitiveness 2 . Additional Economic benefits of a Carbon Tax: 1. Raising the price of carbon will make less carbon intensive and carbon-free industries more competitive. They will earn more money, thus creating jobs. 2. There is huge potential for job creation and growth in the renewables industry. In 2008 the wind industry grew by 70% on a year earlier to employ more people (85,000) than the coal mining industry (81,000). By contrast, the coal mining industry has shrunk by 50% since 1986 5 .These are jobs that can’t be exported. 3. Because a carbon tax would build on an existing tax-collection infrastructure, the implementation cost would be less than that of a cap-and-trade program. In the case of an inflexible cap and trade system (i.e. one without carbon price ceilings and floors or “safety-valves”), a carbon tax would cost 1/5 as much 6 .4. The less carbon we use, the less economically beholden we are to unstable or anti-American regimes, and the less money we have to borrow from China to support our habit. This will increase our economic standing in the world. 

Terrorism

1NC 
The United States federal government should ratify the Fissile Material Cut off Treaty. 

The Fissile-Material Cut-Off treaty is key to disarmament but no progress has occurred.
Gottemoeller, Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification and Compliance, 12 (Rose, 1-24-12, The US State Dept, “Opening Statement at the Conference on Disarmament,” http://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/182385.htm, accessed 7-10-12, AS).
Despite herculean efforts by a number of CD Member States, the CD continues to languish, and a Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty (FMCT), the next logical and necessary step in the multilateral nuclear disarmament process, remains no closer to negotiation. We did see some rays of hope last year. Australia and Japan hosted a series of extensive FMCT technical experts’ discussions on the CD’s margins that allowed the international community an opportunity to exchange views and gain perspectives in a sustained and organized way. The Chairs’ summaries of these discussions will make a useful contribution to our collective body of knowledge when eventual FMCT negotiations begin. The United States initiated consultations among the P5 and others on unblocking FMCT negotiations in the CD and to prepare our own countries for what certainly will be a prolonged and technically challenging negotiation. Last summer, the Secretary-General of the United Nations asked Member States to continue their dialogue on ways to improve the operation and effectiveness of the UN’s multilateral disarmament machinery, in particular the CD. In the view of the United States, all of these efforts have been worthwhile, but regrettably, none has achieved the desired result of moving this body forward on FMCT negotiations and work on other important issues. Mr. President, when Secretary of State Hillary Clinton addressed the CD last February, she had stressed that, “Global nuclear security is too important to allow this matter [FMCT] to drift forever."  

FMCT key to stopping nuclear terrorism.

Gottemoeller, Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification and Compliance, 12 (Rose, 1-24-12, The US State Dept, “Opening Statement at the Conference on Disarmament,” http://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/182385.htm, accessed 7-10-12, AS).
The FMCT is not some sort of deliberate diversion from “real” nuclear disarmament. Along with the CTBT, an FMCT is an absolutely essential step for global nuclear disarmament. Simply stated, we can’t get to the end, if we don’t start at the beginning. A verifiable end to the production of fissile material for use in nuclear weapons is necessary if we are to create the conditions for a world without nuclear weapons. How can we make progress towards a world without nuclear weapons while some states continue to produce the key component for building up their nuclear arsenals? A universal halt to the production of fissile materials for use in nuclear weapons is essential. Some states have already declared a moratorium on such production, but others have not. Some, such as the United States, have reduced their military stocks of fissile material, whereas others are actively engaged in further production. The path to a world without nuclear weapons will require many steps. The next logical step in halting the increase of nuclear arsenals is an FMCT.
2NC – Solvency 
FMCT stops terrorism
NTERNATIONAL PANEL ON FISSILE MATERIALS, 8 ( Oct 31 2008, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists,” The security benefits of a Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty,” http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/op-eds/the-security-benefits-of-fissile-material-cutoff-treaty, accessed 7-10-12, AS). 

A Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty (FMCT) would strengthen the nonproliferation regime, reduce the risk of nuclear terrorism, and help achieve nuclear disarmament. Ending fissile material production for weapons is particularly important in South Asia, where Pakistan and India both appear to be increasing their rates of production of fissile materials for weapons. As for the nuclear weapon states as defined in the NPT, an FMCT would impose compulsory safeguards that would cover all production facilities. 

FMCT is necessary to stop nuclear terrorism. 
Kaufman, Senior Lecturer of Business Administration at the Harvard Business School, 9 (Stephen, October 8 2009, Newsblaze LLC, “Preventing Nuclear Terrorism Must Be Shared,” http://newsblaze.com/story/20091008072746tsop.nb/topstory.html, accessed 7-10-12, AS). 

Efforts to stop the spread of nuclear weapons and prevent nuclear terrorism must be shared, including "collective efforts" by countries to prevent others from crossing "the nuclear threshold," the State Department's top diplomat on arms control told the United Nations General Assembly October 6. In her prepared remarks for the general debate of the U.N. General Assembly First Committee in New York, Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security Ellen Tauscher said the Obama administration has begun taking "concrete steps" to rid the world of nuclear weapons, but the endeavor must be "a shared responsibility because no single nation, no matter how powerful, can do this alone." The under secretary said U.N. Security Council Resolution 1887, adopted in September, was a "breakthrough" in reducing the threat from nuclear weapons. The measure calls on all parties to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) to comply fully with their nonproliferation and disarmament obligations, "affirms that effective [International Atomic Energy Agency] safeguards are essential to nonproliferation," and "makes clear the Security Council's intent to address NPT violations," she said. Among its actions, the United States is negotiating a follow-on agreement to the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) with Russia to further reduce the number of nuclear weapons and delivery systems in both countries, she said. "Within a few years the United States will have 75 percent fewer strategic nuclear weapons deployed than at the end of the Cold War," Tauscher said. In addition, President Obama has called for an April 2010 summit on nuclear security to address the threat from nuclear terrorism and the need to secure nuclear materials. The under secretary also said the United States will do its part to reinvigorate the NPT, which she described as the "cornerstone" of the international nonproliferation regime. "The basic bargain of the NPT is sound: countries with nuclear weapons will move toward disarmament, countries without nuclear weapons will not acquire them, and all countries can access peaceful nuclear energy. We are prepared to do our part to fulfill all three pillars of this vital international agreement," Tauscher said. The Obama administration is also working with the U.S. Senate to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), with the goal of having nuclear testing around the world become "a distant memory." To end the production of materials needed for atomic weapons, the United States is also supporting the start of negotiations on a Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty (FMCT), which is part of a work plan that was adopted in May by the Conference on Disarmament, she said. "We urge conference members not to get bogged down in procedural motions and objections to halt FMCT negotiations when the conference reconvenes in January [2010]." Although the United States understands some countries have concerns over the proposed treaty, Tauscher said, there will be opportunity for discussions.

2NC - Link shield

There is bipartisan support for the FMCT

Reif and Foley 9 (Kingston Reif, Director of Nuclear Non-Proliferation at the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation with a MSc. in International Relations, and Madeleine Foley, intern at the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, 15 July 2009, “Factsheet on the Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty (FMCT)”, http://armscontrolcenter.org/policy/nuclearweapons/articles/071509_factsheet_fmct/ SC)

Both President Barack Obama and former Republican presidential nominee Senator John McCain campaigned in support of a FMCT. In a speech in Prague in April 2009, President Obama announced the need for a treaty that “verifiably ends the production of fissile materials intended for use in state nuclear weapons.”[18] Obama’s commitment inspires confidence that the FMCT will be given the consideration it deserves as an important step toward eliminating the threat of nuclear weapons to global peace and security. On May 29, 2009, Obama restated his commitment to the passage of a verifiable FMCT and commended the Conference on Disarmament on its resumption of FMCT talks. For the first time since 1996, the 65-nation Conference on Disarmament unanimously agreed on a 2009 agenda to resume arms control talks. The Conference agreed to set up a working group to carry out full negotiations on “an international ban on the production of new nuclear bombing making material.”[19] Though the consensus is a sign of progress, many parties are likely to maintain their reservations about a FMCT. Within the United States, bipartisan support exists for a verifiable FMCT. Both the bipartisan Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States and the Council on Foreign Relations Task Force on U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy endorsed a verifiable treaty that ends the production of fissile material for weapons purposes. In a June 3, 2009 Senate floor statement, Senator McCain again endorsed a FMCT.[20] However, strong Republican opposition to Obama’s nuclear weapons agenda persists, with Senators John Kyl (R-AZ) and Jeff Sessions (R-AL) leading the charge against the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). It remains to be seen if enough Republicans will support a verifiable FMCT to ensure ratification.

Bipartisan support for nuclear treaties- START proves, and there is support for a follow up

Pifer and Crowley 11 (Steve Pifer, director of the Brookings Arms Control Initiative, and P.J. Crowley, former secretary of state, February 2, 2011, “New START to Enter Into Force”, http://nsnetwork.org/new-start-to-enter-into-force/ SC)

With strong bipartisan backing, President Obama signs the New START Treaty. The AP reports, “President Barack Obama will push the New START Treaty another step toward completion Wednesday morning when he signs documents for the nuclear weapons pact in the Oval Office… The agreement has already been approved by Russia’s parliament and president, and becomes final when both sides exchange the signed papers.” The treaty comes into force with the support of a broad bipartisan consensus of military and national security leaders. As President Obama said last December, “Ratifying a treaty like START isn’t about winning a victory for an administration or a political party. It’s about the safety and security of the United States of America. That’s why this treaty is supported by both Presidents Bill Clinton and George H.W. Bush. That’s why it’s supported by every living Republican Secretary of State, our NATO allies and the leadership of the United States military. Indeed, the Vice-Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Hoss Cartwright, said this week that the military needs this treaty, and they need it badly. And that’s why every President since Ronald Reagan has pursued a treaty like START, and every one that has been reviewed by the Senate has passed with strong bipartisan support.” Next steps for the nuclear security agenda. The administration and Congress can take significant steps in the coming months and years to build upon the success of the New START Treaty. New START Follow-on. As Brookings Senior Fellow Steve Pifer has suggested, “The next negotiation… will be a longer, more complex process than the one that produced New START. The United States and Russia will need to address a number of issues: How much further are they prepared to go in reducing deployed strategic warheads? Will they agree to parallel cuts in New START’s limits on intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and nuclear-capable heavy bombers? When signing New START this past April, Obama stated, ‘[G]oing forward, we hope to pursue discussions with Russia on reducing both our strategic and tactical weapons, including nondeployed weapons.’ This opens the possibility that, for the first time, negotiations might cover all U.S. and Russian nuclear warheads.” [Steve Pifer, via Arms Control Today, 12/10] Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty. A Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty would end the production of the material that is required to build nuclear weapons. Global agreement to move forward to begin negotiating such a treaty is close; the State Department is working with Pakistan, the one state that is resistant. State Department spokesman P.J. Crowley recently confirmed, “We believe in the value of the Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty. And through our Strategic Dialogue we are encouraging Pakistan to engage constructively on efforts to conclude the FMCT.” [P.J. Crowley, via The Cable, 2/1/11.]
**AFF Answers**
FMCT fails- does not addressed stockpiles.

Lodhi, special adviser to the Jang Group/Geo and a former envoy to the US and the UK, 12 (Maleeha, 2-7-12, Urdu Books Free Download, “Nuclear impasse,” http://aiourdubooks.com/nuclear-impasse-a-column-by-dr-maleeha-lodhi/, accessed 7-10-12, AS).
Pakistan has long identified the problem at the CD and how to solve it. Its misgivings about the treaty are rooted in a vital security interest. As currently envisaged the FMCT fails to address unequal fissile stockpiles and existing stocks of bomb material. By not taking into account the prevailing asymmetry in stocks the proposed treaty will upset the strategic equilibrium in South Asia by freezing the imbalance between Pakistan and India and placing Pakistan at a permanent strategic disadvantage. While Pakistan’s deterrent capability would be curbed, India has been provided the means to escape a similar cap on its nuclear arsenal – by the nuclear exceptionalism conferred on it by the US and the waiver by the Nuclear Suppliers Group. India’s subsequent fuel agreements with many countries will assure supply and enable it to process reactor-grade material because there are no safeguards to prevent this. This is only a small step to its conversion to weapons-grade material.

Israel and many other countries won’t sign it and it does not solve anyways.
Ami, International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, 9 (Shlomo Ben, September 2009, International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, “Nuclear Weapons in the Middle East: The Israeli perspective,” accessed 7-10-12, AS). 

It was then not surprising that Prime Minister Netanyahu rejected President Clinton’s pressure that Israel sign the FMCT. “No pressure will help... we will not sign the treaty because we will not commit suicide”, he wrote to him. Israel advanced, through its representative at the UN during a debate on 19 April 2006, a more elaborate position that essentially reflects Israel’s vision on the conditions for nuclear disarmament. Israel, he said, cannot view the FMCT outside the context of the regional and global realities. The FMCT does not address the challenges of nuclear proliferation posed by the spread of nuclear fuel cycle capabilities in the region—he had of course the cases of Iran and Syria in mind—in spite of the existence of safeguards mechanisms both by the NPT and the IAEA. Israel’s claim is that the FMCT would at the present moment even be counterproductive to non-proliferation, because it will give states like Iran the ultimate legitimacy to produce fissile material, ostensibly for peaceful purposes, since the treaty would only ban fissile material production for weapons purposes. To Israel, the FMCT is entirely unnecessary as a means of preventing proliferation of nuclear weapons, and whatever can be achieved in the field of non-proliferation can be done without it. A good example, the Israelis would say, is North Korea. The agreement with Pyongyang in February 2007, which goes even further than the proposal of discontinuing the production of fissile materials, was achieved without the proposed FMCT. Israel’s claim would be that instead of creating the appearance of moving forward in the field of non-proliferation through the creation of yet another Treaty, it would be more effective if the UN Security Council addressed more effectively the more pressing issues, such as that of Iran. 

FMCT has no solvency.

Sehgal, the Chairman of PATHFINDER G4S, 11 (Ikram, 7-28-11, Word Press, “Pakistan and the FMCT,” http://www.pkarticleshub.com/2011/07/28/pakistan-and-the-fmct/, accessed 7-10-12, AS). 

Fundamental differences between the 65 members of the Conference on Disarmament (CD) on the purpose and scope of the FMCT have failed to evolve its final draft. Every member has the right of veto, countries have the right to halt negotiations; if the national interests of any member country is targeted the next stage is not possible. Many members question whether it would be a measure of nuclear non-proliferation or would it address the issue of stockpiles of fissile material possessed by some states through progressive and balanced reduction to promote nuclear disarmament. Pakistan refuses to sign the FMCT because of its apprehensions that a fissile material ban should cover existing stocks of fissile material instead of simply halting future production, a position backed by several other CD members, primarily from the developing world. Most nuclear weapons possessors, including India, insist on a production cut-off that does not address current stockpiles.
Disease

1NC 

The United States federal government should increase research and development for antivirals as well as implement an antiviral stockpiling program. 
Empirics prove antivirals solve for outbreaks

Hota and McGeer, 07’ (Susy Hota and Allison McGeer Division of Infection Control, The Mount Sinai Hospital, and the Departments of 2 Medicine, and 3 Laboratory Medicine and Pathobiology, University of Toronto, “Antivirals and the Control of Inﬂuenza Outbreaks”, http://cid.oxfordjournals.org/content/45/10/1362.full.pdf, October, 2007, NC)

The new strains of inﬂuenza virus that arise each year and cause seasonal inﬂuenza outbreaks are closely related to previous strains. Most people have some degree of immunity as the result of previous exposure to these related strains, making seasonal inﬂuenza a disease of the semi-immune. In contrast, inﬂuenza strains that cause pandemics are unrelated to previous strains, and as a result, there is no degree of population immunity. Certainly, during a pandemic, the attack rate in all populations will be higher and the risk of outbreaks in closed institutions will be greater than during a usual inﬂuenza season. In addition, because of the rate of illness in the population, acute health care services will be stressed, transfers from residential to acute health care institutions may be restricted, and shortages of health care personnel, anti-infective drugs, and other health care supplies are likely to occur. Closed institutions of all types need to consider how cases of inﬂuenza infection can be prevented in their facility and how cases that do develop can be optimally managed. In previous pandemics, particularly during the 1918–1919 pandemic, some small communities and closed institutions attempted to “cloister” themselves from the outside world and prevent the introduction of the pandemic strain. This was effective or partially effective in only a limited number of circumstances, even in extremely isolated areas, and this strategy will not be effective as long as employees or other persons move back and forth into the community [43]. Although cloistering should be considered, it will not be a viable option for most institutions. Nonpharmacologic interventions (e.g., good hand hygiene, a reduction in mixing during activities, and visitor restrictions) are likely to reduce the risk and impact of outbreaks to some degree, but their efﬁcacy will be limited. For these reasons, all closed institutions that house or care for populations at risk for complications of inﬂuenza should also be considering policies for the use of antiviral drugs for both patients or residents and staff during the pandemic. There are a number of challenges to this planning. Production of antiviral drugs cannot be increased rapidly; therefore, the usual stocks of antiviral drugs will be depleted very early in the pandemic. Institutions that wish to use these drugs must create stockpiles before the pandemic. Physicians may need experience with their use for treatment and prophylaxis to be comfortable prescribing them when the pandemic arrives. Antivirals are not a panacea. Although drug resistance is not currently an issue, it may evolve either before or during the pandemic. Antiviral treatment of pandemic inﬂuenza may be less effective than treatment of seasonal inﬂuenza because of higher viral loads and more-severe infections. Higher dosages, prolonging the duration of therapy, and using combinations of antiviral drugs have all been proposed as potential solutions [42, 44]; each of these potential strategies will have an impact on the selection of antiviral drugs and the volume of stockpiles. In the absence of drug resistance, prophylaxis is likely to be as effective against pandemic inﬂuenza as it is against current seasonal inﬂuenza; however, stockpiles for prophylaxis will need to be much larger than stockpiles for treatment. In sum, antiviral therapy has been a very useful adjunct therapy for the protection of residents of closed institutions from outbreak-associated inﬂuenza. It is likely that, if access to antiviral drugs during a pandemic can be assured, they will also be of signiﬁcant beneﬁt during the next inﬂuenza pandemic.

2NC - Solvency 

Antiviral preparedness is key to stop a potential pandemic

Halloran et al, 08’ (M. Elizabeth Halloran* ‡ , Neil M. Ferguson § , Stephen Eubank ¶ , Ira M. Longini, Jr.* , Derek A. T. Cummings § , Bryan Lewis ¶ , Shufu Xu , Christophe Fraser § , Anil Vullikanti ¶ , Timothy C. Germann  , Diane Wagener**, Richard Beckman ¶ , Kai Kadau  , Chris Barrett ¶ , Catherine A. Macken  , Donald S. Burke , and Philip Cooley** ¶ Virginia Bioinformatics Institute, Virginia Polytechnical Institute and State University, Blacksburg, VA 24061; Graduate School of Public Health, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PA 15261; **Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park, NC 27709; § Department of Infectious Disease Epidemiology, Imperial College, London W21PG, England;  Los Alamos National Laboratories, Los Alamos, NM 87545; *Department of Biostatistics, School of Public Health and Community Medicine, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 98195; and Program in Biostatistics and Biomathematics, Division of Public Health Sciences, Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center, Seattle, WA 98109, http://www.pnas.org/content/105/12/4639.full.pdf, January 15, 2008, NC)

Planning a response to an outbreak of a pandemic strain of inﬂuenza is a high public health priority. Three research groups using different individual-based, stochastic simulation models have examined the consequences of intervention strategies chosen in consultation with U.S. public health workers. The ﬁrst goal is to simulate the effectiveness of a set of potentially feasible intervention strategies. Combinations called targeted layered containment (TLC) of inﬂuenza antiviral treatment and prophylaxis and nonpharmaceutical interventions of quarantine, isolation, school closure, community social distancing, and workplace social distancing are considered. The second goal is to examine the robustness of the results to model assumptions. The comparisons focus on a pandemic outbreak in a population similar to that of Chicago, with 8.6 million people. The simulations suggest that at the expected transmissibility of a pandemic strain, timely implementation of a combination of targeted household antiviral prophylaxis, and social distancing measures could substantially lower the illness attack rate before a highly efﬁcacious vaccine could become available. Timely initiation of measures and school closure play important roles. Because of the current lack of data on which to base such models, further ﬁeld research is recommended to learn more about the sources of transmission and the effectiveness of social distancing measures in reducing inﬂuenza transmission.

Immediate US implementations of Antivirals are key to pandemic mitigation

Gremann et al, 06’ (Timothy C. Germann, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Kai Kadau, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Ira M. Longini, Jr., Program of Biostatistics and Biomathematics, Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center and Department of Biostatistics, School of Public Health and Community Medicine, University of Washington , and Catherine A. Macken, Los Alamos National Laboratory, TAP= targeted antiviral prophylaxis, http://www.pnas.org/content/103/15/5935.full.pdf, February 16, 2006, NC)

In this study, we regard strategies for mitigating pandemic influenza in the U.S. as successful when they limit the national attack rate to that of annual influenza epidemics, 
10% of the U.S. population. All of our conclusions about the success of mitigation strategies are based on a simplified model of disease transmission and social contacts. Alternative models producing the same R0 may differ in quantitative details, but we expect the following conclusions to hold qualitatively. To achieve the target level of mitigation with antiviral agents alone, a very large stockpile is likely to be required (10 million courses of oseltimavir for R0  1.7, or 51 million courses for R0  1.8, in our simulations). For larger values of R0, the stockpile would have to be prohibitively large, e.g., 182 million courses for R0  1.9. Only for R0  1.6 is reasonable control predicted to be achievable with the small currently available stockpile of 5 million courses. Our articulated TAP strategy targets sites of transmission for prophylactic drug use (3, 11), consequently using much less drug than if geographic regions or large groups, such as entire schools, were targeted (3, 4). However, this TAP strategy requires the identification of the effective sizes of the close-contact mixing groups, which is much more difficult in practice than in our assumed contact structure model. Consequently, the implementation of TAP would require considerable up-front preparation or on-the-spot decision making, and its effectiveness may be reduced by unforeseen sites or mechanisms of transmission that are not included in our model. Nevertheless, we believe that, even when antiviral stockpiles are small, the TAP strategy could be quite effective in slowing virus spread until vaccination could be implemented. (Of course, the potential emergence of an antiviral-resistant strain should also be considered in any pandemic planning.) When vaccine supplies are limited, our simulations indicate that, at a population level, vaccinating n people with the recommended two doses providing maximal protection is less effective at reducing attack rates than vaccinating 2n people with single doses, assuming that a single dose confers roughly half the protection of a two-dose regimen (which may or may not be an option, depending on the particular vaccine). The relative benefits of single-dose vaccination of 2n people and two-dose vaccination of n people are expected to hold for prevaccination using poorly matched avian virus seed stock, although benefits are expected to be less than those presented here. The most effective single mitigation strategy would be a rapid dynamic vaccination of the population, initiated within 2 weeks of the pandemic alert, with a single dose of vaccine from the pandemic virus. Specifically, for R0  1.6, spread could potentially be controlled if vaccine could be distributed nationally at the rate of 10 million doses per week for 25 weeks. For 1.9  R0  2.4, single-dose vaccination would likely require augmentation with some combination of TAP, social distancing measures, and travel restrictions to be effective. Assuming that children remain major spreaders during the early stages of a pandemic outbreak, as they are for interpandemic influenza (16), the preferential vaccination of school children should be much more effective than random vaccination unless schools are closed. If vaccination in advance of a pandemic were possible using an avian seed virus, use of this poorly matched vaccine could slow virus spread as much as possible until a well matched vaccine based on the emergent human pandemic virus could be deployed. Based on the present work, with the assumptions inherent in our model and its parameters, we believe that a large stockpile of avian-based vaccine with potential pandemic influenza antigens, coupled with the capacity to rapidly make a better-matched vaccine based on human strains, would be the best strategy to mitigate pandemic influenza. This effort needs to be coupled with a rapid vaccine distribution system capable of distributing at least 10 million vaccine doses per week to affected regions of the U.S.. For highly transmissible strains (i.e., having R0  1.9), social distancing policies, including school closure andor travel restrictions, may also be required to slow the epidemic spread sufficiently to enable production and distribution of sufficient quantities of vaccine. If Fig. 2. Epidemic curves (note the logarithmic scale) demonstrating the effectiveness of several different mitigation strategies, as compared to the baseline scenario without any intervention, for different values of R0. See Table 2 for details of each intervention. In the case of vaccination, results shown here are for a uniform coverage of the entire population with a single-dose regimen. Germann et al. PNAS  April 11, 2006  vol. 103  no. 15  5939 MEDICAL SCIENCESantivirals were the preferred therapeutic defense, a stockpile of 20 million courses could be sufficient to effectively reduce national spread of a virus with R0 up to 1.7, provided extensive planning andor on-the-spot decision making to distribute antivirals in a timely fashion was carried out. If implemented for pandemic planning, such infrastructure for stockpiling and rapid deployment of therapeutics would lead to the more effective use of vaccines (18) and antiviral agents in annual influenza epidemics. On the other hand, travel restrictions alone do not appear to be an effective control strategy, due to the implausibly early and drastic measures required to significantly reduce the large number of local outbreaks that are likely to emerge around the country. Although our simulation model was specifically designed for the U.S., we believe that the qualitative conclusions reached here will hold for other countries or regions with highly mobile populations. However, for quantitative predictions to hold in settings other than those explicitly studied here, it will be important to demonstrate a robustness to various assumptions inherent in the model and its parameters. (In the event of an actual pandemic, use of a model to make quantitative predictions will require a rapid characterization of the transmission dynamics, disease natural history, and vaccine and antiviral efficacies to estimate these key model parameters.) Then the computational tool introduced here, capturing both the stochastic transmission processes that dominate the initial stages and final extinction of an outbreak and the detailed spatiotemporal dynamics of infectious disease spread, can be applied to public health questions that cannot be effectively addressed with traditional mathematical models (5, 6). In particular, should avian influenza continue to spread throughout the world, it will be important to develop containment strategies, analogous to those proposed for Southeast Asia (3, 4), that anticipate the possibility of a human-to-human transmissible strain of H5N1 influenza emerging first in a highly mobile population such as Europe or the U.S.

The use of antivirals to contain pandemics is key to prevent pandemic

Yang et al, 04’ (Ira M. Longini Jr., M. Elizabeth Halloran, Azhar Nizam and Yang Yang, Department of Biostatistics, The Rollins School of Public Health, Emory University, Atlanta, http://aje.oxfordjournals.org/content/159/7/623.full, GA, 2004, NC)

For the first wave of pandemic influenza or a bioterrorist influenza attack, antiviral agents would be one of the few options to contain the epidemic in the United States until adequate supplies of vaccine were available. The authors use stochastic epidemic simulations to investigate the effectiveness of targeted antiviral prophylaxis to contain influenza. In this strategy, close contacts of suspected index influenza cases take antiviral agents prophylactically. The authors compare targeted antiviral prophylaxis with vaccination strategies. They model an influenza pandemic or bioterrorist attack for an agent similar to influenza A virus (H2N2) that caused the Asian influenza pandemic of 1957–1958. In the absence of intervention, the model predicts an influenza illness attack rate of 33% of the population (95% confidence interval (CI): 30, 37) and an influenza death rate of 0.58 deaths/1,000 persons (95% Cl: 0.4, 0.8). With the use of targeted antiviral prophylaxis, if 80% of the exposed persons maintained prophylaxis for up to 8 weeks, the epidemic would be contained, and the model predicts a reduction to an illness attack rate of 2% (95% Cl: 0.2, 16) and a death rate of 0.04 deaths/1,000 persons (95% CI: 0.0003, 0.25). Such antiviral prophylaxis is nearly as effective as vaccinating 80% of the population. Vaccinating 80% of the children aged less than 19 years is almost as effective as vaccinating 80% of the population. Targeted antiviral prophylaxis has potential as an effective measure for containing influenza until adequate quantities of vaccine are available.
Anti-viral response is key to preventing a disease pandemic

PHAC, 08’ (Public Health Agency of Canada, “National Policy Recommendations on the Use of Antivirals for Prevention During an Influenza Pandemic”, http://www.phac-aspc.gc.ca/phnc-rpsp/index-eng.php, August 20, 2008, NC)

The PHNC is an expert advisory body created by the federal, provincial and territorial governments to facilitate inter-governmental dialogue and collaboration on public health issues. The PHNC appointed a Task Group on Antivirals for Prophylaxis (TGAP) with relevant expertise (i.e. communicable diseases, public health, emergency management, ethics, legal, First Nations and Inuit, and communications) to review the public policy merit of using antivirals for prophylaxis during an influenza pandemic. After 18 months of careful analysis and consultation, TGAP concluded that, based on current knowledge, the use of antiviral medications for prevention during an influenza pandemic could be recommended to governments to: prevent illness among individuals who had been in close contact with an infected person in the period immediately preceding the declaration of a pandemic, and control outbreaks in closed, high-risk facilities during the pandemic period. TGAP also proposed a number of corollary recommendations to strengthen pan-Canadian pandemic preparedness and response capacity. TGAP’s conclusion that the widespread use of antivirals for prophylaxis during a pandemic is not justifiable at this time is based on a number of factors. They include, among others: the limited availability of data on the efficacy of antivirals when used for prevention; the unknown health and safety risks of administering a drug with known side effects to a large number of healthy people for a prolonged period (as well as the difficulties of ensuring compliance with the course of treatment); and, the risk of resistant strains of the virus developing. It is also premised on the adoption of TGAP’s corollary recommendations, which emphasize the need for a comprehensive communications strategy on the pan-Canadian pandemic influenza plan, strengthened occupational health and safety measures, including infection control in healthcare delivery settings, and additional research. Provincial and Territorial Governments and the Government of Canada will use the policy recommendations on the use of antivirals for prophylaxis as a guide for approaching pandemic preparedness in the event of a pandemic outbreak. The recommendations reflect current public health advice, given the scientific evidence available. Governments also recognize the importance of ensuring that policies and practices will not risk antiviral resistance within the population. The recommendations provide critical guidance for all jurisdictions in developing their pandemic plans. Governments have agreed to develop their respective antiviral for prophylaxis policies and preparations based on the following principles: Antiviral policies and practices will be developed on the basis of the best public health advice given the state of science, balancing risks and benefits. Antiviral policies and practices will be drafted on the basis of ensuring that they minimize the risk of antiviral resistance developing among health care providers and the population. Governments commit to continued collaboration in the development of their antiviral for prophylaxis policies to ensure that they align with each other in the protection of the public. Government policy will be guided by the recommendations of the Task Group on Antivirals for Prophylaxis as jurisdictions continue ongoing, comprehensive pandemic planning. All jurisdictions will continue to work together to protect the health and safety of Canadians during an influenza pandemic and to bridge the knowledge gaps identified by TGAP. Within the context of these efforts, F/P/T governments will be assessing the adequacy of the current stockpile of antiviral medications and related distribution plans and protocols. They will also expedite their work on N95 masks and their effectiveness in protecting frontline health care workers from infection. The PHNC policy recommendation will be reviewed periodically to take account of new research, evidence and scientific knowledge.

Antivirals are key to prevent disease pandemic

MacInnis, 09’ (Laura MacInnis, covers the White House for Reuters. She previously spent five years in Switzerland reporting on diplomacy, banking and energy trading, and before that covered U.S. economic and regulatory issues as a Treasury Department and Securities and Exchange Commission reporter in Washington, http://www.reuters.com/article/2009/11/12/flu-who-idUSLC46522420091112, Nov 12, 2009, NC)

Antiviral medicines can prevent H1N1 flu deaths and should be given quickly to pregnant women, very young children and people with underlying medical problems who fall ill, the World Health Organisation said on Thursday. Announcing a change of its guidance to doctors, the United Nations health agency said the drugs should be administered even before tests conclude that an at-risk patient has the pandemic virus and not something else. "We have updated our clinical guidance to emphasise that seeking early medical attention can save lives," Nikki Shindo of the WHO's global influenza programme told journalists on a teleconference. The H1N1 strain, which the WHO declared a global pandemic in June, can cause severe pneumonia in previously healthy people. It has killed more than 6,000 people and spread to 199 countries since its discovery in North America earlier this year. Pregnant women, children under the age of 2 and people with respiratory problems and other diseases are at highest risk of the extreme effects of swine flu, which can take hold as soon as one week after infection by the highly contagious virus. "The window of opportunity is very narrow to reverse the progression of the disease," Shindo said. "The medicine needs to be administered before the virus destroys the lungs." The new clinical guidelines also recommend that people outside the at-risk group who have "persistent or rapidly worsening symptoms," such as problems breathing or a high fever for more than three days, should take antivirals. These should be administered by a doctor, and are not needed by people who have only a typical cold, Shindo stressed. TAMIFLU, GENERICS Tamiflu, an antiviral marketed by Switzerland's Roche Holding ROG.VS and known generically as oseltamivir, is the frontline drug recommended by the WHO as a way to treat and slow the progression of flu symptoms. Other companies including India's Cipla Ltd (CIPL.BO) make generic versions of Tamiflu. The H1N1 virus has not shown much resistance to the drug partly because the new strain has not mutated or changed as it has spread around the world. [ID:nNWLA7419] Shindo said the virus was "amazingly stable," reflecting the fact that it can easily breach the immune systems of people who lack natural defences to the strain, which had never been seen before its emergence in Mexico and the United States. Many hospitals and clinics, especially in poorer countries, have been overwhelmed with patients seeking care for H1N1 as the northern hemisphere has entered its winter flu season. Shindo said early treatment of at-risk and severe patients with oseltamivir could help ease that strain. The WHO shipped antiviral drugs to 72 countries in May as the pandemic began to gain speed, and recently sent stocks of the medicines to Afghanistan, Mongolia, Belarus and Ukraine.
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Influenza preventative bills are popular, but the SQ still leaves just over half vaccinated

Wolk, 4/12/12’ (Senator Lois Wolk, https://www.govbuddy.com/directory/press/CA/bill-to-prevent-flu-outbreaks-among-most-vulnerable-gets-bipartisan-support/23943/, 4/12/12’, NC)

Measure ensures health care workers get vaccine or wear mask with patients SACRAMENTO—Legislation by Senator Lois Wolk (D-Davis) to help prevent the spread of the influenza or flu virus at health facilities among infants, seniors, and others at high risk of serious flu complications won bipartisan support in the Senate Health Committee today. The committee voted 6-0 for the measure. Influenza is the eighth leading cause of death in the United States, according to the Center for Disease Control (CDC), with the majority of influenza-related illnesses and deaths occurring among vulnerable members of the population. Over 35,000 people die due to influenza each year. The CDC also reports that hospitals and long-term care facilities with low vaccination rates among their health care workers have higher incidence of influenza outbreaks resulting in complications and sometimes death. Wolk’s legislation, Senate Bill 1318, reduces transmission of this contagious respiratory virus by ensuring that all health care workers in clinics and health facilities, including physicians, receive an influenza vaccination or wear a mask while in patient care areas during the influenza season. “Vaccination is key to flu prevention, especially vaccination of health care personnel who regularly come in contact with individuals at higher risk of flu complications. Wearing a mask is also an effective way of preventing transmission of the virus,” said Wolk. “My legislation gives health care workers the option of getting vaccinated or wearing a mask to protect themselves and their patients, and is an essential step toward preventing the outbreak of influenza in California’s health care facilities. Most all workers when given this choice choose the vaccine, which is the most effective solution.” Numerous hospitals and several counties throughout the state, including Yolo, Sacramento, and San Francisco, have instituted mandatory vaccination policies that include a masking requirement for the unvaccinated. Those counties are reporting major increases in the vaccination rates, approaching or exceeding the 90 percent vaccination goal set by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services for all health care personnel by 2020. However, the California Department of Public Health reported a vaccination rate of only 64.3 percent in California from 2010 to 2011—a far cry from the 90 percent goal. Among those testifying in support of the bill was Dr. Anthony Russell, who spoke on behalf of the California Medical Association, which is sponsoring the bill along with the California Association of Nurse Practitioners and Health Officers Association of California. The bill is also supported by a number of groups including the American Academy of Pediatrics. “We have tried many ways to improve health care workers influenza vaccination rates,” Russell said. “But nothing has helped as well as requiring the wearing of a mask during flu season, if the health care worker opts out and does not receive the vaccine.” Also testifying in support of the bill was Helen Thomson, a retired nurse and Yolo County supervisor who served six years in the State Assembly and chaired the Assembly Health Committee. “All of us if we’re sick in a bed in a hospital would hope that not only our nurses, but our physicians and other health care workers, would have had the influenza inoculation, or at least wear a surgical mask,” said Thomson. “It saves lives, and it’s cost effective. In fact, the hospitals themselves offer free vaccinations to all of their employees. This is really a simple issue, to protect the health of patients.”

New tech makes antivirals cheap and effective –mitigating any backlash

Process Engineering, 2/17/12’ (Process Engineering, Process Engineering offers practical advice from qualified engineers and scientists on the technical and management challenges faced by engineers in the chemical, pharmaceutical, oil/gas, food processing, rubber/plastics and utilities sectors, http://processengineering.theengineer.co.uk/pharma-and-bio/shell-eating-gm-fungus-offers-low-cost-process-route-to-anti-viral-drugs/1011729.article, Feb 17, 2012, NC)

Vienna – Recent incidents, such as the SARS and Swine flu epidemics, have highlighted the need for readily available antiviral drugs. One important precursor currently used for the production of Relenza, an antiviral product from GlaxoSmithKline, is N-acetylneuraminic acid (NeuNAc) – a substance which, at up to Euro2000 a gram, can be many times more expensive than gold. Austrian researchers, however, have now developed a process to genetically modify a common fungi to enable it to produce NeuNAc from chitin. The chemical, which is currently obtained from either natural sources or synthesised, remains expensive despite significant efforts to reduce the production costs. Chitin is found in the shells of insects, snails and cephalopods and in the cell walls of fungi. It is estimated that in the sea alone, 10 billion tonnes of chitin are formed every year - makes it a very cheap and sustainable resource for chemical synthesis. The scientists at the Vienna University of Technology succeeded in introducing bacterial genes into the Trichoderma fungus, which is commonly found in soil, fields and trees. The fungus is noted for its abundant secretion of hydrolytic enzymes that can degrade chitin to its monomer N-acetylglucosamine (GlcNAc) and to further metabolise this product to NeuNAc. “We knew that Trichoderma can degrade chitin - that’s what the fungus naturally does in soil”, said Astrid Mach-Aigner, a biotechnologist who led the research team at Vienna UT. “Usually, Trichoderma breaks down chitin to monomer amino sugars. Due to the new genes, two extra reaction steps are now possible - and eventually the desired pharmaceutical N-acetylneuraminic acid is produced.” The newly developed Trichoderma line can now be cultivated in bioreactors and produces the precious acid NeuNAc from chitin, said a statement from Vienna UT, which has patented the process.

Influenza prevention has bipartisan support

Green, 09’ (Gene Green, House Representative for Texas, “Press Release”, http://green.house.gov/press-release/rep-gene-green-introduces-bipartisan-pandemic-preparedness-and-seasonal-influenza-0, June 4, 2009, NC)

Washington, DC -Representative Gene Green (D-TX) joined by Rep. Tim Murphy (R-PA) introduced H.R. 2596, the No Child Left Unimmunized Against Influenza Act of 2009. This bipartisan bill authorizes a multistate demonstration program which will test to see if elementary schools and secondary schools across the nation could serve as seasonal and pandemic influenza vaccination centers. The Center for Disease Control recently recommended that all children aged 6 months to 18 years be given annual influenza vaccination. It will be hard for pediatricians and nurses to keep up with the increased demand – expected to be an additional 30 million children. “Having health professionals vaccinate school-aged children during school hours is the best way to successfully vaccinate kids,” stated Rep. Green. “Working parents will not have to leave work to take their kids to a physician’s office, and schools will see fewer absences from reduced infections rates.” This legislation hopes that by developing a mass immunization infrastructure in our school systems, it will successfully deliver vaccines to school-age children, for whom pandemic attack rates are expected to be highest. According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, the best way to prevent the flu is by getting a flu vaccination each year. Influenza is the leading cause of vaccine-preventable death amongst children in the United States. On average, five to twenty percent of the population gets the flu each year in the United States; more than 200,000 people are hospitalized from flu complications, and about 36,000 Americans die from flu-related causes. Seasonal flu costs the U.S. economy nearly $90 billion annually, including $10 billion in medical costs. The No Child Left Unimmunized Against Influenza Act of 2009 will authorize a multistate demonstration program designed to test the feasibility of using the Nation’s elementary schools and secondary schools as influenza vaccination centers in coordination with school nurses, school health care programs, local health departments, and community health care providers.
Disease legislation has bi-partisan support

OCA, 01’ (OCA, Organic Consumers Association, http://www.organicconsumers.org/madcow/prevention4601.cfm, April 6, 2001, NC)

Sometimes it takes the threat of pestilence or war to bring Republicans and Democrats together. This time it appears to be disease's turn. U.S. lawmakers from both sides of the aisle seem ready to agree on a bill sponsored by Utah's Republican Sen. Orrin Hatch and Sen. Tom Harkin, D-Iowa, that would require federal agencies to research ways to prevent mad cow disease from reaching America's shores. "This bill is about getting the facts out to the American public about the potential risks of both mad cow disease and foot-and-mouth disease as soon as possible," Hatch said. "Once we have all the facts, we will be in better position to plan the best methods for keeping these diseases out of the country. The bottom line is that we want to ensure that the U.S. food supply is safe." Mad cow disease, formally known as bovine spongiform encephalopathy, or BSE, first appeared in England. It soon became clear that the malady could be transmitted to humans, as new-variant Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease. The disease, which introduces collapsing proteins into an organism, eventually creating spongy islands around the brain, has killed 90 people in Britain since 1996. Hatch's bill would also require the Department of Agriculture to coordinate federal efforts to prevent an outbreak of the unrelated hoof-and-mouth disease. That virus strikes cloven-hoofed animals and is spread by infected animals or other carriers, including humans. It is not harmful to people and has been absent from the United States since 1929. Mad cow disease has never appeared in the United States, but the European outbreak has ranchers, consumer advocates and animal researchers worried. Experts at Utah State University, the state's land grant university specializing in animal and agricultural sciences, are keeping tabs on the progress of both diseases in Europe. In the past decade, laboratory technicians have examined 10,000 cows [Meanwhile Germany is testing 20,000 cows a week , France is up to 20,000 a week; the US is doing maybe 50 a week. You can't find what you're not looking hard enough for--BSE coordinator], said Clell Bagley, a USU veterinarian who works on animal health issues. But more needs to be done, scientists say. Bagley applauds Hatch's efforts to better fund investigation of the disease. "It is about time our government wakes up and realizes the seriousness of these diseases," Bagley said. "Those who have done research have made some heroic efforts. It would help if they didn't have to spend so much research time searching for grants."

**AFF Answers**

Antivirals are subject to high cost and useless in the real world –no policy involving them would ever pass

ECDC, 09’ (European Disease Centre for Disease Prevention and Control, http://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/healthtopics/seasonal_influenza/antivirals/Pages/QA_antivirals.aspx?MasterPage=1, 2009, NC)

If antivirals are so good why don’t doctors give them out more often? There are good reasons for this. If doctors use antivirals a lot then the influenza that is circulating may develop resistance to them. Also, like all medicines they have side effects and so should not be given without serious thought as to whether persons actually need them. Then not only are antivirals expensive some (notably oseltamivir – also called Tamiflu) are in short supply. If we use them now they may not be available when we really need them e.g. during a pandemic. Some European countries have scientific policies that they only allow or recommend doctors to use antivirals for flu when it has been shown that influenza is circulating in the population at a certain level. Would it not be best if we all had antivirals at home to use when we need them? No! Antivirals like zanamivir and oseltamivir should only be used under medical supervision. Also experience with other medicines is that when they are stored away at home ‘just in case’ they are usually never used, or not used properly or when they are used they have gone past their expiry date and no longer work! I heard that sometimes everyone exposed to influenza has been given antivirals – why is that? This is in special circumstances where people in a risk group have been exposed to influenza. The most common time this happens is when there is a proven influenza outbreak in an old people’s home, a nursing home or a hospital ward. Then antivirals may be given to all the people at risk as early treatment or prophylaxis. Do people who have been immunized against influenza need antivirals? Yes – even though the immunization gives some protection it is thought that antivirals add to this.

Turn- Antivirals speed the creation of drug resistant strains, making treatment impossible

Lipsitch et al, 07’ (Marc Lipsitch1,2*, Ted Cohen1,3, Megan Murray1,3,4, Bruce R. Levin5 1 Department of Epidemiology, Harvard School of Public Health, Boston, Massachusetts, United States of America, 2 Department of Immunology and Infectious Diseases, Harvard School of Public Health, Boston, Massachusetts, United States of America, 3 Division of Social Medicine and Health Inequalities, Harvard Medical School, Boston, Massachusetts, United States of America, 4 Division of Infectious Diseases and General Medicine, Massachusetts General Hospital, Boston, Massachusetts, United States of America, 5 Department of Biology, Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia, United States of America, “Antiviral Resistance and the Control of Pandemic Influenza”, http://www.plosmedicine.org/article/info:doi/10.1371/journal.pmed.0040015, January, 2007, NC)

It may be possible to reduce the risk of amplifying resistant viral subpopulations within a treated host [7,8,15,32] by adequate dosing and greater emphasis on prophylaxis than treatment [16]. However, our results suggest that once resistant strains are present in the population, as they likely will be [7,33], heavy use of antivirals even for prophylaxis will promote their spread by inhibiting the drug-sensitive strain that competes with them. Thus, even a highly effective antiviral regimen with little or no risk of producing de novo antiviral resistance will, when used population-wide, promote the spread of resistant strains. Similar phenomena are observed in models of Mycobacterium tuberculosis [34], Streptococcus pneumoniae [35], and hospital-acquired infections [36], and are of concern when considering preventive treatment of tuberculosis [37] and malaria [38]. The conclusions described here are specifically relevant to NIs; prospects for the use of M2 inhibitors (adamantanes) in a pandemic are considered far less promising. Adamantane resistance is very widespread in some populations of H5N1, though rare in others [39]. The resistance profile of a strain causing the next pandemic is, of course, unknown. However, even if the pandemic were initially susceptible to adamantanes, widespread use these agents would likely select for resistance extremely rapidly [10], because rates of de novo emergence are considerably higher [8] for these agents than for NIs, whereas fitness costs for adamantane resistance are unmeasurable [40]. 

Antivirals fail at preventing pandemic

Yang et al, 04’ (Ira M. Longini, Jr., M. Elizabeth Halloran, Azhar Nizam, and Yang Yang, Department of Biostatistics, The Rollins School of Public Health, Emory University, Atlanta, “Containing Pandemic Influenza with Antiviral Agents”, April 1, 2004, NC)

We carried out a number of reduced targeted antiviral prophylaxis strategies. We found that targeting antiviral agents in just schools and preschools or just in families would not be very effective (results not shown here). We also found that much less than 80 percent targeted antiviral prophylaxis would not be very effective but still could result in modest reductions in influenza cases and deaths (results not shown here). From table 3, we see that targeted prophylaxis for up to 1 week would result in 548/1,000 persons in the population using antiviral agents. However, the rate of persons using antiviral agents would decrease with the duration of prophylaxis. The 8-week strategy would result in a rate of 222/1,000 persons using antiviral agents. In terms of the number of cases prevented per person treated, the treatment efficiency of targeted antiviral prophylaxis increases with the duration of prophylaxis, with 1.4 cases prevented for each person remaining on prophylaxis for up to 8 weeks. Vaccination of children is the most efficient use of vaccine. Vaccinating 80 percent of the entire population would require 796 doses of vaccine per 1,000 persons and would prevent 0.4 cases of influenza per dose of vaccine, while vaccinating 80 percent of just children would require 203 doses of vaccine per 1,000 persons and would prevent 1.5 cases of influenza per dose of vaccine. In the face of a pandemic or bioterrorist attack, persons would likely be motivated to nearly full compliance. However, we did carry out sensitivity analyses assuming that as many as 20 percent of persons that start antiviral prophylaxis would discontinue after 1 day. In this case, for up to 8 weeks of 80 percent targeted antiviral prophylaxis, the VEIII would be 74 percent, and the epidemic prevention potential would be only 26 percent. Thus, even with reduced compliance, targeted antiviral prophylaxis would still be relatively effective at containing influenza spread.

Biodiversity

1NC

The United States federal government should ratify the Convention on Biological Diversity.

The United States ratification of the CBD would solve biodiversity loss in the US and help to solve around the world

Zellmer 12 (Sandra, CPR scholar; Associate Professor of Law, University of Nebraska College of Law, May 30th, 2012, “Protecting our Greatest Asset: Ratifying the Convention on Biological Diversity”, Center for progressive Reform, http://www.progressivereform.org/CPRBlog.cfm?idBlog=9E3BFDD6-E99C-E1A7-E25CB694B10920B8, July 9, 2012) ALK

The three primary objectives of the CBD are to conserve biodiversity, to use biodiversity in sustainable ways, and to access and share the benefits (such as new pharmaceuticals) from biological resources. The CBD strives to meet these goals by having the parties to the treaty integrate conservation and sustainable use into their decision-making processes to avoid or at least minimize adverse impacts to biodiversity. Parties retain discretion in determining how to do this, and the CBD explicitly states that they should use “customary and local efforts as appropriate.” The CBD was opened for signature at the 1992 Conference on Environment and Development. The Secretary General of the United Nations identified the CBD as one of 25 core treaties “most central to the spirit and goals of the Charter of the United Nations.” Today, more than 190 nations have signed and ratified the CBD—almost every country in the world. The United States is one of only three countries that is not a full party to the treaty, and the only one to sign the treaty but not ratify it. The United States signed the treaty in June 1993, and it was sent to the Senate for its advice and consent in November 1993, as the Constitution requires. Although the Senate Foreign Relations Committee recommended Senate approval of ratification by a bipartisan vote of 16-3, the full Senate has never acted on the CBD. Ratification would put the United States in a better position to help strengthen the laws and policies of biodiverse regions and would give it a seat at the table for negotiations at upcoming Conferences of the Parties. The United States would also protect its own biodiversity by participating in international actions to protect the marine environment, control invasive species, mitigate and adapt to climate change, and coordinate enforcement efforts against biopiracy, poaching, and illegal habitat destruction. While ratification would create an incentive for the United States to fortify and synthesize its own domestic biodiversity-related programs, it would require no new federal laws. One of the most powerful arguments for embracing the CBD’s conservation objectives was stated succinctly by Pulitzer Prize-winning biologist E.O. Wilson: “Useful products cannot be harvested from extinct species.” The Obama Administration should prioritize the CBD as a key treaty requiring immediate ratification. In turn, the Senate should act quickly to provide its consent. 

United States ratification of CBD is key now

Snape 10 (William J III, Director of Adjunct Development, Fellow in Environmental Law at American University Washington College of Law, Joining The Convention On Biological Diversity: A Legal and Scientific Overview of Why the United States Must Wake Up.” Sustainable Development Law & Policy, Spring 2010, http://www.biologicaldiversity.org/publications/papers/SDLP_10Spring_Snape.pdf , July 10, 2012) ALK

Now more than ever, the engagement and leadership of the United States is necessary to protect biological diversity and the natural services enjoyed by Americans and others throughout the world. No country possesses an inventory, description, and understanding of its wildlife, habitat networks, and ecological processes greater than the United States. In addition, the U.S. possesses transparent laws, dispenses signiﬁcant foreign aid, and embodies a tradition of public engagement that leads to greater biodiversity-related protection and enforcement than most countries. The U.S. has also been a good international partner in other environmental agreements and treaties such as the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (“CITES”), the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, and the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer. The interests of the United States stand to beneﬁt greatly from such multilateral cooperation and continued ability to access biological diversity from other countries across the globe.

2NC – Solvency 

Ratifying the CBD would solve biodiversity loss around the world- equitable sharing proves

Gebremedlhin 12 (Berihum, Staff writer, January 2012, Institute of Biodiversity Conservation, http://www.ibc.gov.et/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2012/02/IBC-Newsletter.pdf#page=24, July 10, 2012) ALK

The Convention on Biological Diversity, which addresses these problems, is a legally binding treaty that seeks to preserve the diversity of life forms through conservation and sustainable use. In doing so, it contributes to the overall objective of poverty reduction and sustainable development. The Convention recognizes that the key to maintaining biodiversity depends upon using biodiversity in sustainable manner. Now 192 parties have ratified to implement the activities stated in the Treaty. In ratifying, parties committed themselves to a more effective and coherent implementation of the three objectives of the Convention: conservation of biological diversity, sustainable use of its components, and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization of genetic resources. The Convention translates its guiding objectives into binding commitments in its substantive provisions, in which the Ecosystem Approach is one. The Ecosystem Approach is currently a highly topical issue and is being widely discussed in the conservation of biodiversity. The ecosystem approach has been adopted, and can be considered as a framework for the analysis and implementation of the objectives of the Convention. It takes into account all components of ecosystem, including human, and their complex interactions as well as interconnectedness of the ecosystems. Despite its recommendation as the main tool for meeting the objectives of the CBD, the idea of the Ecosystem Approach has not been fully conceptualized by the stakeholders at all levels.

The CBD prevents pest control- this will cause more biodiversity loss in the US if it joins 

Lenteren et al 10 ( Joop C. van, Laboratory of Entomology, Wageningen University, Matthew Cock, CABI Europe-Switzerland, Jacques Brodeur, Institut de Recherche en Biologie Végétale, Barbara Barratt, AgResearch Limited, Invermay Agricultural Centre, Franz Bigler, Agroscope Reckenholz-Tänikon Research Station ART, Karel Bolckmans, Koppert B.V., Veilingweg, Fabian Haas, Icipe, Duduville Campus, Peter Mason, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Research Centre, and Jose Parra, Departamento de Entomologia e Acaralogia, November 2010, “Will the Convention on Biological Diversity put an end to biological control?”, Journal of Entomology, http://www.scielo.br/pdf/rbent/v55n1/a01v55n1.pdf, July 10, 2012) ALK

Under the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD; see www.cbd.int) countries have sovereign rights over their genetic resources. Agreements governing the access to these resources and the sharing of the benefits arising from their use need to be established between involved parties (i.e. Ac cess and Benefit Sharing (ABS)). This also applies to species collected for potential use in biological control. Recent applications of CBD principles have already made it difficult or impossible to collect and export natural enemies for biological control research in several countries. If such an approach is widely applied it would impede this very successful and environmentally safe pest management method based on the use of biological diversity. The CBD was required to agree to a comprehensive Access and Benefit Sharing process in 2010, in preparation for which the IOBC (International Organization for Biological Control of Noxious Animals and Plants) Global Commission on Biological Control and Access and Benefit Sharing prepared and published two documents (a report for FAO and a scientific paper for BioControl) (Cock 2009, 2010) to make clear how an ABS regime might seriously frustrate the future of biological control. The report prepared at the request of FAO was to summarize the past and current situation regarding the practice of biological control in relation to the use and exchange of biological control agents (BCAs) and ABS. The IOBC Commission members collected information on current regulations and perceptions concerning exploration for natural enemies and helped draft some 30 case studies selected to illustrate a variety of points relevant to ABS, ranging from the difficulties that ABS already represents, to practical examples of situations where application of ABS is not straightforward, to successes and the implications for ABS sharing. In October 2009, the report, which is unique in its overview of the current state of affairs in biological control, was published by FAO (Cock et al. 2009). A summary of the report is presented below and a pdf file of the report can be downloaded from ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/meeting/017/ ak569e.pdf. The main conclusions of the report were presented by IOBC Global (www.IOBC-Global.org) during an FAO meeting on the issue of ABS in October 2009. IOBC representatives observed that country representatives present at the FAO meeting frequently had not realized (a) how generally biological control was applied in almost all countries worldwide, (b) that in classical biological control no direct profits were accrued by the biological control community performing the work, (c) how little money was involved in commercial biological control, and (d) how dependent biological control workers are on exotic natural enemies. Several country representatives requested more information and documentation about biological control. The IOBC report to FAO minimized political statements, to focus on a factual summary. The IOBC Commission on Biological Control and ABS thought it was essential to present these issues to the biological control community, as an important part of this community is still unaware of, or just beginning to understand the possible implications of ABS. Therefore, the Commission wrote a forum article for the journal BioControl, entitled “Do new Access and Benefit Sharing procedures under the Convention on Biological Diversity threaten the future of Biological Control?” (Cock et al. 2010). The full text of the paper, including additional material, can be downloaded from www.springer.com/life+sci/entomology/ journal/10526 or requested from the authors of this article. This paper deliberately takes a more political stance and takes an advocacy role on behalf of the IOBC community. We would like to stress the importance of the final sentences of this paper: “Finally, we urge biological control (BC) leaders in each country to join forces and get in touch with the ABS contact point for their country as soon as possible, and raise the issues surrounding the practice of BC and ABS, using local examples when appropriate, so their national delegates to the ABS discussions in 2010 are appropriately informed. Only if the BC community of practice gets involved in the discussions now, can they expect their needs to be taken into consideration.” The IOBC Commission will continue its work with the drafting of a document describing best practices for ABS in relation to biological control including guidelines for joint research that are equitable, but not restrictive.

2NC - Link Shield 

CBD doesn’t link to politics- no new laws needed

Snape 10 (William J III, Director of Adjunct Development, Fellow in Environmental Law at American University Washington College of Law, Joining The Convention On Biological Diversity: A Legal and Scientific Overview of Why the United States Must Wake Up.” Sustainable Development Law & Policy, Spring 2010, http://www.biologicaldiversity.org/publications/papers/SDLP_10Spring_Snape.pdf, July 10, 2012) ALK

Signiﬁcantly, no new federal or state laws are necessary for the United States to ratify and join the CBD, and absolutely no loss of legal or natural resource sovereignty is even possible under the express terms of the Convention. The United States will, in fact, beneﬁt under the treaty by better organizing its own biodiversity-related programs, and by similarly helping non-U.S. geographic areas, many in strategically important locations. The United States will also beneﬁt by possessing a formal seat at the table for important upcoming negotiations and discussions under the Convention, particularly with regard to the proposed protocol on Access and Benefit-sharing (“ABS”), and by being connected to other Parties through various biodiversity related projects such as scientiﬁc research, climate offsets, ocean protection, alien invasive species work, and enforcement coordination. Many worldwide biodiversity cooperative programs ﬂow from the Convention, including partnerships with other U.N. agreements and the World Trade Organization. Younger and future generations of American and global citizens will thank the President and Senate that ﬁnally enables the United States to take its rightful place as a member of the Convention on Biological Diversity. There is no longer any rational basis for the U.S. to stand apart from the world with regard to the treaty that is known as the convention for life on Earth. The Senate should ratify this convention at the earliest possible moment, along with other high priorities including the Law of the Sea Convention (“UNCLOS”) and the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources (“ITPGR”).

**AFF Answers**

If the US would ratify CBD they would be saving the indigenous people of developing countries of biopiracy  

Becker 10 ( Priscila, PhD Candidate, Osgoode Hall Law School, York University, “The Convention on Biological Diversity, Indigenous Peoples and Conservation of Biodiversity”, York University, http://ibcperu.org/doc/isis/14500.pdf, July 10, 2012) ALK

The erroneous idea that traditional knowledge is information in the public domain, combined with lack of legal protection, has led to the appropriation of several forms of traditional knowledge under intellectual property rights by researchers and commercial enterprises, predominantly from developed countries, without any compensation to the knowledge holders or their prior informed consent. This phenomenon has come to be known as ‘biopiracy.’ Biopiracy is unfair and has several repercussions upon indigenous peoples. First, it appropriates the knowledge of traditional groups without their consent and generates monetary benefits which are not shared with them. According to Kate and Laird (2000), it takes on average 15 years to bring a new drug to market. 58 The ‘discovery phase’ of the ‘pharmaceutical research and development’ process takes on average 5 years and requires the screening of 5,000 to 10,000 compounds. 59 Estimates of the cost of developing new medicine range between US$500 million to US$ 600 million and about 37 percent of R&D budgets in the United States are allocated to discovery-related research. 60 Thus, if traditional knowledge increases screening efficacy and the chances of developing at least one marketable pharmaceutical, then this knowledge is generating pecuniary benefits in three different ways by: (i) reducing the amount of time it takes to discover/screen new biological compounds and consequently develop new medicines; (ii) reducing costs; and (iii) generating sales revenue (i.e. discovery of this specific drug would have been likely improbable without the traditional knowledge). The first two factors combined yield larger profits and return on investment than in the improbable case of the exact same drug being developed without the aid of traditional knowledge. Second, financial compensation for the use of traditional knowledge through the ‘fair and equitable sharing of benefits’ can contribute to ameliorating the living conditions of indigenous and local communities, the majority of which are extremely poor. Third, community control over access to traditional knowledge and resources is seen as a basic right, and is supported by a number of international agreements and conventions including the Convention on Biological Diversity, Agenda 21 and UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. For instance, the principle of ‘Prior Informed Consent’ (PIC) is recognized by Article 15 of the Convention, which states that: “Access to genetic resources shall be subject to prior informed consent of the Contracting Party providing such resources, unless otherwise determined by that Party.” Lastly, the promotion of access to genetic resources and proposals to patent genes could eventually deny Indigenous people the biological resources they have managed for thousands of years.
CBD can’t solve-protection of traditional knowledge 

Amiott 98 (Jennifer, Northwestern School of Law of Lewis & Clark College, 2003, Certificate in Environmental and Natural Resources Law; M.A., Portland State University, 2000, Anthropology; B.A., Miami University, 1993, Zoology. This article won the 2003 Davis Wright Tremaine International Law Writing Contest ,“Investigating the Convention on Biological Diversity’s Protections for Traditional Knowledge”, http://wp.cedha.net/wp-content/uploads/2011/05/investigating-the-convention-on-biological-diversitys-protection.pdf, July 10, 2012) ALK 

Weaknesses in the CBD’s framework for protecting traditional knowledge have also limited the Convention’s effectiveness. In particular, the CBD’s reliance on State sovereignty over biological resources and State efforts to carry out its traditional knowledge protections have frustrated the CBD’s efforts to safeguard the knowledge, innovations, and practices of indigenous and local communities. 14 Critics have also pointed to the failure of Parties to involve indigenous peoples effectively in the CBD’s work, and the CBD‟s failure to take any steps to protect territorial rights—an issue of critical importance to many indigenous communities. 15 In addition, both the CBD’s “narrow reliance” 16 on developing the commercial value of biodiversity to further its protection and the CBD’s reflection of Northern world views that value knowledge and technology as property further limit the Convention’s capacity to effectively protect traditional knowledge.

US-China Relations 

1NC 

The United States should ratify the United Nations Convention of the Law of the Sea.

Following the United Nations Convention of the Law of the Sea is key to maintaining relations with China. 

Glaser 4-12 (Bonnie S. Glaser, April 2012, a senior fellow with the Freeman Chair in China Studies and a senior associate with the Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies writing for the CFR, “Armed Clash in the South China Sea” http://www.cfr.org/east-asia/armed-clash-south-china-sea/p27883) MB

Global rules and norms. The United States has important interests in the peaceful resolution of South China Sea disputes according to international law. With the exception of China, all the claimants of the South China Sea have attempted to justify their claims based on their coastlines and the provisions of UNCLOS. China, however, relies on a mix of historic rights and legal claims, while remaining deliberately ambiguous about the meaning of the "nine-dashed line" around the sea that is drawn on Chinese maps. Failure to uphold international law and norms could harm U.S. interests elsewhere in the region and beyond. Ensuring freedom of navigation is another critical interest of the United States and other regional states. Although China claims that it supports freedom of navigation, its insistence that foreign militaries seek advance permission to sail in its two-hundred-mile EEZ casts doubt on its stance. China's development of capabilities to deny American naval access to those waters in a conflict provides evidence of possible Chinese intentions to block freedom of navigation in specific contingencies. Alliance security and regional stability. U.S. allies and friends around the South China Sea look to the United States to maintain free trade, safe and secure sea lines of communication (SLOCs), and overall peace and stability in the region. Claimants and nonclaimants to land features and maritime waters in the South China Sea view the U.S. military presence as necessary to allow decision-making free of intimidation. If nations in the South China Sea lose confidence in the United States to serve as the principal regional security guarantor, they could embark on costly and potentially destabilizing arms buildups to compensate or, alternatively, become more accommodating to the demands of a powerful China. Neither would be in the U.S. interest. Failure to reassure allies of U.S. commitments in the region could also undermine U.S. security guarantees in the broader Asia-Pacific region, especially with Japan and South Korea. At the same time, however, the United States must avoid getting drawn into the territorial dispute—and possibly into a conflict—by regional nations who seek U.S. backing to legitimize their claims. Economic interests. Each year, $5.3 trillion of trade passes through the South China Sea; U.S. trade accounts for $1.2 trillion of this total. Should a crisis occur, the diversion of cargo ships to other routes would harm regional economies as a result of an increase in insurance rates and longer transits. Conflict of any scale in the South China Sea would hamper the claimants from benefiting from the South China's Sea's proven and potential riches. Cooperative relationship with China. The stakes and implications of any U.S.-China incident are far greater than in other scenarios. The United States has an abiding interest in preserving stability in the U.S.-China relationship so that it can continue to secure Beijing's cooperation on an expanding list of regional and global issues and more tightly integrate China into the prevailing international system.

2NC - Solvency
Ratifying UNCLOS is key to strategic interests

Glaser 4-12 (Bonnie S. Glaser, April 2012, a senior fellow with the Freeman Chair in China Studies and a senior associate with the Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies writing for the CFR, “Armed Clash in the South China Sea” http://www.cfr.org/east-asia/armed-clash-south-china-sea/p27883) MB

Against the background of rebalancing U.S. assets and attention toward the Asia-Pacific region, the United States should takes steps to prevent a conflict in the South China Sea and to defuse a crisis should one take place. Although the possibility of a major military conflict is low, the potential for a violent clash in the South China Sea in the near future is high, given past behavior of states in the region and the growing stakes. Therefore, both U.S. and regional policymakers should seek to create mechanisms to build trust, prevent conflict, and avoid escalation. First, the United States should ratify UNCLOS; though it voluntarily adheres to its principles and the Obama administration has made a commitment to ratify the convention, the fact that the United States has not yet ratified the treaty lends credence to the perception that it only abides by international conventions when doing so aligns with its national interests. Ratifying UNCLOS would put this speculation to rest. It would also bolster the U.S. position in favor of rules-based behavior, give the United States a seat at the table when UNCLOS signatories discuss such issues as EEZ rights, and generally advance U.S. economic and strategic interests.

UNCLOS needs to be sorted out, or tensions could quickly escalate
Glaser 4-12 (Bonnie S. Glaser, April 2012, a senior fellow with the Freeman Chair in China Studies and a senior associate with the Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies writing for the CFR, “Armed Clash in the South China Sea” http://www.cfr.org/east-asia/armed-clash-south-china-sea/p27883) MB
The most likely and dangerous contingency is a clash stemming from U.S. military operations within China's EEZ that provokes an armed Chinese response. The United States holds that nothing in the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) or state practice negates the right of military forces of all nations to conduct military activities in EEZs without coastal state notice or consent. China insists that reconnaissance activities undertaken without prior notification and without permission of the coastal state violate Chinese domestic law and international law. China routinely intercepts U.S. reconnaissance flights conducted in its EEZ and periodically does so in aggressive ways that increase the risk of an accident similar to the April 2001 collision of a U.S. EP-3 reconnaissance plane and a Chinese F-8 fighter jet near Hainan Island. A comparable maritime incident could be triggered by Chinese vessels harassing a U.S. Navy surveillance ship operating in its EEZ, such as occurred in the 2009 incidents involving the USNS Impeccable and the USNS Victorious. The large growth of Chinese submarines has also increased the danger of an incident, such as when a Chinese submarine collided with a U.S. destroyer's towed sonar array in June 2009. Since neither U.S. reconnaissance aircraft nor ocean surveillance vessels are armed, the United States might respond to dangerous behavior by Chinese planes or ships by dispatching armed escorts. A miscalculation or misunderstanding could then result in a deadly exchange of fire, leading to further military escalation and precipitating a major political crisis. Rising U.S.-China mistrust and intensifying bilateral strategic competition would likely make managing such a crisis more difficult.

The US should talk to China first. 

Glaser 4-12 (Bonnie S. Glaser, April 2012, a senior fellow with the Freeman Chair in China Studies and a senior associate with the Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies writing for the CFR, “Armed Clash in the South China Sea” http://www.cfr.org/east-asia/armed-clash-south-china-sea/p27883) MB

Fifth, the United States should review its surveillance and reconnaissance activities in the air and waters bordering China's twelve-mile territorial sea and assess the feasibility of reducing their frequency or conducting the operations at a greater distance. Any modification of U.S. close-in surveillance and reconnaissance activities requires assessment of whether those sources are uniquely valuable or other intelligence collection platforms can provide sufficient information about Chinese military developments. The United States should not take such a step unilaterally; it should seek to obtain a concession from Beijing in return lest China interpret the action as evidence of U.S. decline and weakness.

Spy planes are making tensions with China increase

Reuters 7/3/12 (Reuters, 7/3/12, newspaper, “EXCLUSIVE - Philippines may ask for U.S. spy planes over S.China Sea” http://ph.news.yahoo.com/exclusive-philippines-may-ask-u-spy-planes-over-191235661.html) MB

MANILA (Reuters) - The Philippines may ask the United States to deploy spy planes over the South China Sea to help monitor the disputed waters, President Benigno Aquino told Reuters on Monday, a move that could worsen tensions with its giant neighbor China. The two countries only recently stepped back from a months-long standoff at the Scarborough Shoal, a horseshoe shaped reef near the Philippines in waters they both claim - the latest round of naval brinkmanship over the resource-rich sea. The United States has stressed it is neutral in the long-running maritime dispute, despite offering to help boost the Philippines' decrepit military forces. China has warned that "external forces" should not get involved. "We might be requesting overflights on that," Aquino told Reuters in an interview, referring to U.S. P3C Orion planes. "We don't have aircraft with those capabilities." In Washington, State Department spokeswoman Victoria Nuland declined to comment on the Orion aircraft, but said Washington has long assisted Manila, a formal security treaty ally. "As part of our longstanding military cooperation, the United States supports the Philippines in enhancing its maritime domain awareness," she told a news briefing. "We are talking about helping the Philippines be aware of what is going on and supporting our ally in defense of its own security," added Nuland. Last month, Aquino pulled out a lightly armed coast guard ship and a fisheries boat due to bad weather around the Scarborough Shoal, a group of rock formations about 140 miles (225 km) w es t of the main Philippine island of Luzon. The South China Sea is potentially the biggest military flashpoint in Asia, and tensions have risen since the United States adopted a policy last year to reinforce its influence in the region.

Sustained enforcement of UNCLOS yields results
Tennant 6/28/12 (Michael Tennant, 6/28/12, writer for “The New American” “Will our Freedoms be LOST at sea?” http://www.thenewamerican.com/usnews/foreign-policy/itemlist/user/76-michaeltennant MB)
Lack of coordination among domestic oceans policies impedes global progress. Overall, the oceans governance regime is horizontally fragmented and fails to harmonize national, regional, and international policies. And even among the handful of countries and regional bodies that have comprehensive oceans policies—including Australia, New Zealand, Japan, the United States, and the European Union—there is limited communication and synchronization of approaches. At the same time, many coastal states in the developing world struggle to craft and implement oceans policies that address diverse oceans challenges—from maritime security to illegal fishing—even as donor funding to help fill these gaps remains sparse and unlikely to grow given the grim global financial outlook. Sustained enforcement yields results. Recent success in combating piracy off the coast of Somalia demonstrates that coordinated enforcement action is capable of delivering concrete results, particularly when it involves cooperation with the private sector (in this case, major shipping companies). After the number of attacks reached a record high in 2011, incidences of piracy dropped 28 percent in the first three months of 2012, primarily due to unprecedented international mobilization and enhanced naval patrols in the Gulf of Aden. At the same time, experts caution that criminal networks often adapt to enhanced policing by shifting routes. In order to turn the tide against piracy, sustained international cooperation will be essential. Similar efforts could potentially be replicated to combat illegal, unreported, and unregulated fishing.

US force in the South China Sea brings uncertainty
Yunbi 7/3/12 (Zhang Yunbi, 7/3/12, writer for China Daily, “US-Philippines drill fuels tension” http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/world/2012-07/03/content_15543773.htm)MB

Washington and Manila on Monday kicked off their second joint military drill of the year, and analysts warned that the move will bring more uncertainty to regional ties in the wake of the Huangyan Island incident. The Philippines-US naval training exercises, scheduled from Monday to July 10 near Mindanao Sea, began with US vessels, including the USS Vandegrift, arriving at Makar Port in General Santos City in the southern Philippines on Sunday. The drill involves 450 members of the Philippine Navy and Philippine Coast Guard, and 500 staff members of the US Navy and Coast Guard. Dave Welch, commodore of the USS Vandegrift, said the training will include in-port exercises and expertise exchanges, Xinhua reported. Although the Philippines' armed forces said the drill is an annual routine and "not aimed at any third party", analysts said the exercise benefits the country and further helps the US shift strategic emphasis back to the Asia-Pacific region. "The drill shows both Washington and Manila's will to beef up their alliance since the 1950s, and Manila has received support from Washington in various areas, especially this year," said Yang Baoyun, a professor of Southeast Asian studies at Peking University. The US has reiterated that it does not take a position on the rival territorial claims of countries in the South China Sea, but Manila still has expressed its hope that Washington could back its claim to China's Huangyan Island, Yang said. On April 10, 12 Chinese fishing boats were harassed by a Philippine Navy gunboat while taking refuge from harsh weather in a lagoon near China's Huangyan Island. Two Chinese Marine Surveillance ships in the area later came to rescue the Chinese fishermen from being detained by Philippine naval forces. Later, Beijing protested Manila's infringement on China's sovereignty, and sent official ships to the spot for a monitoring mission. The drill comes after Manila's announcement on Friday that it had sent observers to the US-led Rim of the Pacific Exercises, the largest-ever naval drill in the region, involving 22 countries. "The Philippines' decision to join the Monday drill and its involvement in the RIMPAC are aimed at demonstrating its alliance with the US, and it is also showing off strength to China," said Yin Zhuo, a military expert in Beijing. Yin warned that the recent drills may add rifts between China and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations. Washington has recently been restrained on issues concerning Manila and the Huangyan Island, and it also hopes to keep China-US ties stable in an election year, said Yuan Peng, an American studies expert at the China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations. However, the US has continued to resort to high-level consultations with Manila on regional issues after the Huangyan Island impasse.

The US should clearly convey its commitments to diffuse tension

Glaser 4-12 (Bonnie S. Glaser, April 2012, a senior fellow with the Freeman Chair in China Studies and a senior associate with the Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies writing for the CFR, “Armed Clash in the South China Sea” http://www.cfr.org/east-asia/armed-clash-south-china-sea/p27883) MB

Advocate Joint Development/Multilateral Economic Cooperation Resource cooperation is another preventive option that is underutilized by claimants in the South China Sea. Joint development of petroleum resources, for example, could reduce tensions between China and Vietnam, and between China and the Philippines, on issues related to energy security and access to hydrocarbon resources. Such development could be modeled on one of the many joint development arrangements that exist in the South and East China seas. Parties could also cooperate on increasing the use of alternative energy sources in order to reduce reliance on hydrocarbons. Shared concerns about declining fish stocks in the South China Sea suggest the utility of cooperation to promote conservation and sustainable development. Establishing a joint fisheries committee among claimants could prove useful. Fishing agreements between China and its neighbors are already in place that could be expanded into disputed areas to encourage greater cooperation. Clearly Convey U.S. Commitments The United States should avoid inadvertently encouraging the claimants to engage in confrontational behavior. For example, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's reference in November 2011 to the South China Sea as the West Philippine Sea could have unintended consequences such as emboldening Manila to antagonize China rather than it seeking to peacefully settle their differences.

Key to solving disputes- multiple warrants.

Warner and Donohue 6/6/12 (John Warner and Thomas J. Donohue, June 6, 2012, John Warner, a Virginia Republican, is a former secretary of the Navy and former chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee. Thomas J. Donohue is president and CEO of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. “

Critics argue that America has gotten along just fine without the treaty, but current events make Senate approval increasingly urgent. Russia and other nations are poised to encroach on what should be within our extended economic zone in the U.S. outer continental shelf. America must now secure its legitimate claims to these valuable offshore resources. Ratification would give America a firmer hand in dealing with the risks of Cuba’s proposed effort to drill for oil off the coast of Florida, Iran’s threats to peaceful commercial and military transit through the Strait of Hormuz, and possible threats to commercial shipping and military transport through critical straits and chokepoints throughout the world. Both the Louisiana Purchase and Alaska Purchase were controversial in their time. It is clear now, however, that those acts of government guaranteed a secure and prosperous future for America. Today’s Senate has the constitutional obligation to deliver the next great expansion of U.S. sovereign rights. For America’s national interests, we ask them to give advice and consent to the Law of the Sea Treaty.

UNCLOS key to check Chinese military sea action
May 6-12 (Bradley May, June 2012, Commander of the US Navy Reserve writing for the U.S. Naval Institute, “Now Hear This- The U.S. Senate Should Ratify UNCLOS” http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2012-06/now-hear-us-senate-should-ratify-unclos MB ) 

UNCLOS presents an idea called the exclusive economic zone (EEZ). This construct was designed to give nations control over certain economic activities within 200 miles of their shores, well beyond their sovereign 12-mile territorial waters. Intended as a balance between coastal states’ abilities to manage and protect ocean resources and maritime users’ rights to high-seas freedom of navigation, the EEZ concept has been manipulated by China as justification to regulate various maritime activities, particularly those of a military nature. There are two recent examples of tension between the United States and China resulting from this. First, the harassment in 2009 of the USNS Impeccable (T-AGOS-23) while performing surveillance in international waters about 70 miles from Hainan Island, and second, the 2001 collision between a U.S. Navy EP-3E Aries II aircraft and a Chinese jet while the U.S. plane was conducting patrol operations over China’s EEZ. China maintains that UNCLOS prohibits foreign military operations within its EEZ, but the treaty contains no such language. It does, however, give coastal states jurisdiction over scientific research in their EEZs. The 2002 Surveying and Mapping Law of the People’s Republic of China has defined mapping and surveying so broadly as to claim that they constitute research. China asserts that military surveillance and reconnaissance is scientific research per the 2002 law, and thus argues that regulating them is justified since UNCLOS grants countries control rights over scientific research. This is indeed a bold stretch. Yet, if left unchecked, China undoubtedly will continue to interpret UNCLOS provisions in its own interests. As a result, the United States must challenge China on these matters and not allow it to shape the law of the sea in its favor. If we are not a party to the treaty, however, we have no influence over how the law develops. By ratifying UNCLOS, we create the best chance that the law of the sea develops in a manner aligned with our national interests and those of our allies.
2NC - Link Shield

UNCLOS has strong support in congress

Tennant 6/28/12 (Michael Tennant, 6/28/12, writer for “The New American” “Will our Freedoms be LOST at sea?” http://www.thenewamerican.com/usnews/foreign-policy/itemlist/user/76-michaeltennant MB)

Barack Obama set up housekeeping at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue determined to see LOST ratification through. As a candidate for President, Obama told the American Society of International Law that LOST was “clearly in the national interest” and that he would make it his “priority to build bipartisan consensus behind ratification” of it. As President, he has surrounded himself with LOST supporters, among them Vice President Joseph Biden, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, and Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta.  The administration put LOST on the back burner for a while; but in 2011, it began pushing for ratification, aided by Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.), Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, who started meeting with his fellow Senators to convince them to support the treaty. However, he did not schedule a committee hearing until May 2012. Capitol Hill staffers told Foreign Policy magazine that Kerry delayed the hearing to assist his Republican counterpart on the committee and fellow LOST cheerleader, Sen. Richard Lugar of Indiana, in his primary election battle against Tea Party-backed Richard Mourdock. Lugar lost just the same, but he is now free to back LOST to the hilt without fear of voters’ wrath. (A Kerry spokeswoman denied the Lugar angle, stating that the hearing had been delayed because of Kerry’s service on the deficit supercommittee and more urgent matters before the Foreign Relations Committee.)  The May 23 hearing demonstrated the administration’s determination to move LOST through the Senate as quickly as possible. Clinton, Panetta, and Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Gen. Martin Dempsey, three of Obama’s heaviest hitters, all made impassioned pleas for the Senate to accede to LOST — the sooner, the better.  “I strongly believe that accession to this treaty is absolutely essential, not only to our economic interests, our diplomatic interests, but I’m here to say that it is extremely important to our national security interests as well,” Panetta told the committee.  Dempsey, too, approached LOST from a national-security angle, saying that “being a member of the Convention would better allow the United States to exercise global security leadership.” He argued that accession to the accord “would provide legal certainty to our navigational freedoms and legitimacy to our maritime operations that customary law simply cannot.” In addition, he said, the United States becoming a party to LOST would enable it to counter “illegitimate expansionism” by foreign countries.

UNCLOS has bipartisan support
Patrick, writer for the Council on Foreign Relations, 6/22/12 (Stewart M. Patrick, 6/22/12, Stewart M. Patrick is a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and Director of the Program on International Institutions and Global Governance. “Governing and Protecting the World’s Oceans: Still At Sea in Rio“ http://blogs.cfr.org/patrick/2012/06/22/governing-and-protecting-the-worlds-oceans-still-at-sea-in-rio/ MB)
By failing to ratify UNCLOS, the United States is falling behind on global oceans leadership. The United States remains the world’s leading naval power; with nearly three hundred naval ships and four thousand aircraft, its fleet exceeds that of the next thirteen largest navies combined. However, despite widespread bipartisan support among political, military, business, and environmental leaders, the United States has failed to ratify the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), which provides an overarching framework for the rights, responsibilities, and jurisdictions of states on the high seas. By failing to ratify the convention, the United States forfeits a seat at decision-making forums critical to its economic growth and core national security interests. In a recent Senate testimony, Secretary of State Clinton argued, “Whatever arguments may have existed for delaying U.S. accession no longer exist and truly cannot even be taken with a straight face.”

Ratifying UNCLOS has a variety of supporters 
Flattau 05/31/12 ( Edward Flattau, 05/31/12, writer for the Huffington Post, “Lost at Sea” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/edward-flattau/law-of-the-sea-treaty_b_1557673.html MB) 

Except for Senate dissenters and their loyal ultraconservative following, LOST has had broad backing over the years. Supporters have included previous Democratic and Republican administrations, the military, business leaders (including the U.S. Chamber of Commerce), labor unions, and environmental organizations. Undaunted by this formidable phalanx, the Treaty foes insist that LOST is mainly a United Nations backdoor attempt to redistribute our wealth to less fortunate countries. In the opponents' view, the Treaty would force any industry mining the ocean floor to pay prohibitively high royalties to an international seabed authority that would then distribute the funds to third world states. So what? The royalties would be relatively trivial compared to the potential revenue derived from the resources extracted from international waters. Republican recalcitrance prompted Senator Kerry to wryly observe that the dissenting senators want to protect our business community from a treaty it favors. It is also ironic that the Republican senators are stonewalling a treaty that provides legal certainty to the certification process involving claims related to international waters. Assuring certainty and consistency has been a major Republican regulatory goal these past four years, so why falter now? As for the loss of sovereignty, Secretary Clinton pointed out that once we ratified the treaty, our representative officially would sit on the Seabed Authority board where unanimous consent is required for the allocation of funds. She added that LOST does not mandate us to sign any environmental treaties, and we can remove ourselves from the pact any time we so choose.

Support from several groups 
Warner and Donohue 6/6/12 (John Warner and Thomas J. Donohue, June 6, 2012, John Warner, a Virginia Republican, is a former secretary of the Navy and former chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee. Thomas J. Donohue is president and CEO of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. “

Senate approval would also assure U.S. armed forces the legal right to move through and over the world’s oceans (including hot spots such as the South China Sea and the Strait of Hormuz), and give the U.S. access to an internationally recognized system for resolving commercial disputes in foreign waters while protecting its exclusive right to address military disputes directly and on its own terms. That is why former U.S. presidents and secretaries of state, together with Joint Chiefs of Staff, current and former Navy, Coast Guard, Army, Marine and Air Force service chiefs, have consistently endorsed the Law of the Sea Treaty over the years. President George W. Bush’s administration strongly supported it.

A2: HEG LOSS

The US needs a legal framework for military operations 

Kraus 7 (Don Kraus, Oct 29, 2007, Executive Vice President of Citizens for Global Solutions, “The United States and the Law of the Sea” http://www.google.com/search?num=100&hl=en&client=safari&rls=en&q=The+United+States+and+the+Law+of+the+Sea+citizens+for+global+solutions&oq=The+United+States+and+the+Law+of+the+Sea+citizens+for+global+solutions&gs_l=serp.3..33i21.7828.17028.0.17072.54.45.3.0.0.8.303.5793.6j19j8j2.35.0...0.0.LU0XcXSal4Q MB)
Joining UNCLOS will help us protect our military’s ability to freely navigate the oceans. In addition, the U.S. military, which relies heavily on its ability to navigate on and fly freely over the sea, has been a strong advocate of UNCLOS. In the absence of treaty law, the U.S. is forced to rely on customary law that can change as States’ practices change. Also, under this customary law, countries often make unreasonable and irresponsible claims on marine territory to stop the U.S. military from defending U.S. interests. The U.S. has tried to talk around these claims, but without a legal framework to support us we risk compromising our intelligence and military operations at sea.

The military supports ratifying UNCLOS
Wong  6/14/12  (Kristina Wong, 6/14/12, s a national security reporter for The Washington Times, covering defense, foreign policy and intelligence affairs, “Military leaders argue for Law of the Sea treaty” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/jun/14/military-leaders-argue-for-law-of-the-sea-treaty/ MB)

Six four-star military officials Thursday warned senators that, if they do not ratify the Law of the Sea Treaty, the U.S. would have to rely on military might alone to project power and could lose access to energy resources in the extended U.S. continental sea shelves. “Competing claims in the maritime domain by some coastal states are becoming more numerous and contentious. Some of these claims, if left unchallenged, would put us at risk our operational rights and freedoms in key areas of the Asia-Pacific,” Navy Adm. Samuel J. Locklear III, commander of U.S. Pacific Command, told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Ratifying the treaty would give U.S. officials more credibility with other treaty members when resolving maritime disputes and conducting everyday naval operations, the military leaders said. “We have young lieutenants that are commanding patrol boats … and they need the clarity and the continuity and the predictability this convention provides in terms of making determinations on a daily basis on jurisdictional issues and other things,” said Coast Guard Commandant Adm. Robert Papp. So far, 162 countries have signed and ratified the treaty. The U.S. has signed but not ratified the pact. Some senators fear it would yield U.S. sovereignty to international law, impose environmental pollution fees, and burden U.S. companies with royalties for energy usage. They also note that some treaty members, like China, do not abide by its rules. “This thing hasn’t helped one bit to resolve the tensions, the disputes … that are going on in the South China Sea,” said Sen. Jim Risch, Idaho Republican. But the military officials said the treaty would help in resolving future disputes by adding another “tool in their toolbag” to protect national maritime interests. “We do not want to wait until this becomes a crisis for us,” said Navy Adm. James “Sandy” Winnefeld, deputy chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. “We have to look forward, not in the rear-view mirror,” said Adm. Locklear.

Ratifying UNCLOS would give US military more legitimacy 

Wong  6/14/12  (Kristina Wong, 6/14/12, s a national security reporter for The Washington Times, covering defense, foreign policy and intelligence affairs, “Rumsfeld still opposes Law of Sea Treaty” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/jun/14/military-leaders-argue-for-law-of-the-sea-treaty/ MB)

The diametrically opposed assessments of the treaty were aired before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on Thursday. The military officers said the U.S. would have to rely solely on military might to project power abroad and could lose access to energy resources in the extended U.S. continental sea shelves if the Senate does not ratify the treaty. “Competing claims in the maritime domain by some coastal states are becoming more numerous and contentious. Some of these claims, if left unchallenged, would put us at risk our operational rights and freedoms in key areas of the Asia-Pacific,” said Navy Adm. Samuel J. Locklear III, commander of U.S. Pacific Command. The officers also argued that ratifying the treaty would give the U.S. more credibility with other treaty members when resolving maritime disputes and conducting naval operations.

Senate approval of UNCLOS means security and commercial advantages

Warner and Donohue 6/6/12 (John Warner and Thomas J. Donohue, June 6, 2012, John Warner, a Virginia Republican, is a former secretary of the Navy and former chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee. Thomas J. Donohue is president and CEO of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. “

These foundational decisions have since provided incalculable economic and security benefits for the nation. America now has an opportunity for another great expansion of national sovereignty, in this case over the extended continental shelf, but only if the Senate approves the Law of the Sea Treaty. Recently the secretary of defense and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff joined business leaders and national security experts to publicly call for the U.S. Senate to approve the Law of the Sea Treaty. The speakers represented a broad, diverse and distinguished group of leaders and experts who understand why Senate approval is imperative to expand U.S. territory beneath the oceans, protect vital national security interests, develop new commercial interests and create jobs. By approving the treaty, to which 161 nations are already party, the Senate would secure exclusive American access to the full U.S. extended continental shelf. This would mean, for example, a 600-mile extension beyond the coast of Alaska — three times the current internationally recognized 200-mile limit — securing for America a seabed area the size of California that contains enormous natural wealth, including abundant oil and natural gas resources and extensive mineral deposits, particularly vital rare earth minerals used in advanced technology products. Other nations are in the process of claiming resources off their own coasts, but American industry and investors cannot pursue our opportunities without the needed international recognition of America’s legal rights to exploit seabed resources that treaty ratification would provide. Further, the United States would gain a permanent seat — and a permanent veto — on the international body that regulates access to ocean mineral resources in international waters. We need our government actively involved in this body to defend U.S. claims and interests. Failure to approve the Law of the Sea Treaty would pose a strategic commercial and security disadvantage for the nation. Senate approval would also assure U.S. armed forces the legal right to move through and over the world’s oceans (including hot spots such as the South China Sea and the Strait of Hormuz), and give the U.S. access to an internationally recognized system for resolving commercial disputes in foreign waters while protecting its exclusive right to address military disputes directly and on its own terms. That is why former U.S. presidents and secretaries of state, together with Joint Chiefs of Staff, current and former Navy, Coast Guard, Army, Marine and Air Force service chiefs, have consistently endorsed the Law of the Sea Treaty over the years. President George W. Bush’s administration strongly supported it.
UNCLOS helps the US defend the rights of countries by the South China Sea
May 6-12 (Bradley May, June 2012, Commander of the US Navy Reserve writing for the U.S. Naval Institute, “Now Hear This- The U.S. Senate Should Ratify UNCLOS” http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2012-06/now-hear-us-senate-should-ratify-unclos MB ) 
China seeks to use UNCLOS’s EEZ provisions to marginalize U.S. influence in the region, because China prefers one-on-one dealings with its smaller neighbors. Those neighbors, on the other hand, favor multilateral negotiations that better balance China’s greater power. The smaller ones often welcome U.S. involvement, since many view us as a friend. However, they also recognize that our interests at times may differ from theirs. Therefore, they seek assurances that the United States can provide a strong balance to China’s growing power without threatening their affairs. Since they all are parties to UNCLOS, they would receive such assurances by our conformance with the treaty’s principles. Ratifying UNCLOS, then, sends a clear message that we intend to be a dedicated partner in forging their regional futures. UNCLOS treats EEZs as international waters. As long as the United States aggressively and repeatedly asserts this fundamental fact, we need not fear constraint of our naval forces. Ratifying UNCLOS only bolsters this argument in our favor. Furthermore, it affords us more influence in shaping its provisions and makes us a more persuasive partner on behalf of China’s neighbors. As a result, we more effectively restrain China’s territorial aspirations in the South China Sea. Per Secretary Panetta, “The time has come for the United States to have a seat at the table. The time has come for the United States to fully assert its role as a global leader and accede to this important treaty.”

Key for the US to contain security measures and maintain leadership

The convention is also getting a close look as a result of recent events, perhaps the most dramatic being a serious confrontation in March 2009 between U.S. and Chinese naval ships and Somali pirates taking a U.S. ship captain hostage in April. Piracy is growing exponentially off Somalia’s coast and is threatening strategic shipping lanes. The polar ice cap, melting fast and on pace to be seasonally ice free by 2013, is drawing attention as well; the relatively pristine Arctic Ocean is becoming open to fishing, international shipping, and the development of an estimated 22 percent of the world’s remaining undiscovered but technically recov- erable hydrocarbon reserves.5 There is a growing list of other emerging security, economic, and environmental maritime issues with important strategic implications for U.S. foreign policy, such as the rise of new naval powers like China and India, the delineation of vast amounts of ocean space on the outer continental shelf (OCS), and new commercial opportunities like deep-seabed mining. All of this is causing Washington to reconsider and reexamine the convention. In many ways, the arguments surrounding the treaty are emblem- atic of the broader debate about the role of U.S. diplomacy in the post- 9/11 world. Skeptics of the convention believe it is not needed, given the hegemonic strength of the U.S. Navy. And, they ask, why does the United States need to join this international agreement if it has gotten along fine so far without it? They also worry that the United States will undermine its sovereignty by incurring additional treaty obligations to international bodies established within the United Nations’ system. In a fast-changing world, with new threats confronting the United States all the time, this camp holds that the United States needs to be able to respond as nimbly as possible, unencumbered by lengthy legal conventions that might restrict its freedom of action. Supporters of the convention counter that the principles embodied in the treaty are the cornerstone of U.S. naval strategy and create the rule of law for prosecuting pirates and the growing number of other threatening nonstate actors. They argue that the convention is important for economic reasons as well, as it creates legal certainty for all kinds of commercial ocean uses, from offshore oil and gas to undersea cables to deep-seabed mining, that favor U.S. interests. They also argue, from an ecological perspective, that the convention helps the United States assume a leadership position for dealing with collapsing fishing stocks, pollution from land-based sources and ships, and the growing danger of ocean waste. Convention advocates highlight how oceans are, by their very nature, international and thus require a regime of international law and collaborative approaches to their management. They point to the 1995 UN Fish Stocks Agreement as a prime example of how a carefully constructed international accord negotiated within the framework of the convention can provide for a legally binding conservation regime. Recognizing the utility of this specific fisheries management tool, the United States rapidly ratified this additional instrument as soon as it was possible to do so in 1996. Lastly, supporters ask that if the United States is not willing to accede to a convention that it requested, fundamentally shaped, and subsequently caused to be modified in order to address its own concerns, then why in a multipolar world should other countries follow its diplomatic leadership? In such a context, how will expressions of U.S. commitments to the rule of law abroad be heard?
US-Russia Relations
US-Russia Relations
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CP Text: The United States federal government should enter into an agreement with the Russian Federation to decrease the number of strategic and non-strategic nuclear weapons in each country.
Nuclear arms reduction increases transparency with nuclear data exchanges which increases trust between the US and Russia 

Doyle, Wisconsin politician and member of the Democratic Party, 6/25/12 

(James Edward, a United States federal judge to the United States District Court for the Western District of Wisconsin,” U.S. – Russia Nuclear Arms Reductions The Next Round”, http://www.fas.org/blog/pir/2012/06/25/u-s-russia-nuclear-arms-reductions-the-next-round/, ML, accessed: 7/10/12)
In order to increase trust and reduce the possibility of misperception regarding military capabilities, both sides could periodically exchange 10-20 year plans for their nuclear delivery systems and nuclear stockpiles. From Russia’s perspective such data exchanges should include descriptions of planned deployments of ballistic missile defenses and any strategic conventional weapons that could be used in a first strike on its nuclear arsenal. Eventually, Russia is likely to acquire some prompt global strike and improved missile defense capabilities of its own and advance notice of such deployments will be useful to U.S. planners.

Exchanging nuclear weapons information could reduce uncertainties on both sides regarding the future security environment for which they must plan, while simultaneously increasing confidence that neither side was seeking military advantage over the other. For example, official information regarding Russia’s general nuclear warhead manufacturing, disassembly, and refurbishment capabilities is not openly available. If the United States knew more about Russia’s warhead manufacturing and retirement capabilities over the next decade, it could be less concerned about the need to hedge against the possibility of a Russian “breakout” from a future treaty by retaining large numbers of reserve warheads.

Similarly, Russia may be willing to reduce its active warhead stockpile and manufacturing infrastructure if its concerns are eased regarding U.S. capabilities to rapidly upload nondeployed warheads onto strategic missiles or deploy robust missile defenses.

2NC – Solvency

Russia interested in nuclear arms reduction

Doyle, Wisconsin politician and member of the Democratic Party, 6/25/12 

(James Edward, a United States federal judge to the United States District Court for the Western District of Wisconsin,” U.S. – Russia Nuclear Arms Reductions The Next Round”, http://www.fas.org/blog/pir/2012/06/25/u-s-russia-nuclear-arms-reductions-the-next-round/, ML, accessed: 7/10/12)
For their part, Russian government officials have indicated interest in limiting non-deployed strategic warheads and have called for the relocation of all non-strategic nuclear weapons to centralized storage depots on national territory.[4] Russia’s desire for all non-strategic weapons to be located on national territory would require the withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons deployed with North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies in Europe. Russia may also have an interest in further limits on deployed strategic nuclear delivery vehicles below those imposed by New START, combined with new limits on non-deployed strategic warheads. Such limits would clearly constrain the ability of the United States to rapidly increase the number of deliverable strategic warheads should it break out of New START and any future treaty.

Nuclear arms control reductions solves relations with Russia

Pifer, director of the Brookings Arms Control Initiative and a senior fellow in the Center on the United States and Europe, 3/21/12 (Steven, former ambassador to Ukraine, Pifer’s career as a foreign service officer centered on Europe, the former Soviet Union and arms control. Pifer also had postings in London, Moscow, Geneva and Warsaw, as well as on the National Security Council, “The Future Course of the U.S.-Russia Relationship”, ML, accessed: 7/10/12)

Looking forward, a positive relationship with Russia can advance U.S. interests, even if Washington and Moscow differ on some issues and if the United States is frustrated about corruption and the democracy and human rights situation in Russia. Russian support remains critical to achieving key Washington policy goals such as sustaining pressure on the nuclear rogue states and supporting coalition military operations in Afghanistan. There are a number of issues on which Moscow can play a spoiler role if it believes the United States is not paying due regard to Russian interests. 

Improving U.S.-Russian relations further may prove more difficult than it has been in the past three years, as the easier questions have been settled. Nevertheless, Washington should seek to work with Russia on a number of issues.
First, Washington should engage Moscow on a further bilateral round of nuclear arms reductions, this time including strategic and non-strategic nuclear weapons, whether deployed or non-deployed, under a common ceiling in a follow-on agreement to New START. A sublimit on deployed strategic warheads could restrict those nuclear weapons of greatest concern. While Moscow currently shows little enthusiasm for further nuclear cuts, it may have incentives to deal. Such an agreement would promote a more stable balance at lower levels of nuclear weapons. It would respond to the concern expressed by the Senate in its resolution of ratification for New START that non-strategic nuclear weapons be addressed. And it could produce cost savings, freeing up defense resources to fund operations that the U.S. military is far more likely to engage in than nuclear war.

US arms control reductions solves  

Pifer, director of the Brookings Arms Control Initiative and a senior fellow in the Center on the United States and Europe, 11 (Steven, July,  former ambassador to Ukraine, Pifer’s career as a foreign service officer centered on Europe, the former Soviet Union and arms control. Pifer also had postings in London, Moscow, Geneva and Warsaw, as well as on the National Security Council, “NATO, Nuclear Weapons and Arms Control”, ML, accessed: 7/10/12)

The best long-term approach to addressing non-strategic nuclear weapons is to reduce and limit them as the result of a legally-binding U.S.-Russian agreement with verification measures. Washington should seek to engage Moscow in consultations, followed shortly by full negotiations, on further reductions in their nuclear arsenals. In those negotiations, the United States should propose a single limit covering deployed strategic warheads, non-deployed strategic warheads and non-strategic nuclear warheads, i.e., all U.S. and Russian nuclear warheads except for those that have been retired and are in the queue for dismantlement (these would be covered separately). In addition, the U.S. proposal should include a sublimit applied to deployed strategic warheads. A specific position could be a limit of no more than 2,500 total nuclear warheads on each side, with a sublimit of no more than 1,000 deployed strategic warheads each. Under such an agreement, Russia would likely opt to deploy a greater number of non-strategic nuclear warheads, while the United States chose a greater number of non-deployed strategic warheads. The result would be significant reductions in Russian nonstrategic nuclear warheads and in U.S. non-deployed strategic warheads. In the context of these limits on U.S. and Russian nuclear warheads, and assuming that the other provisions of the agreement were acceptable, the United States and NATO should consider accepting the likely Russian position that all nuclear weapons be based on national territory, which would require the withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe. 

The benefit of such a treaty would be a significant reduction in the Russian nuclear arsenal, including for the first time negotiated reductions in and limits on Russian non-strategic nuclear weapons. Were Moscow prepared to reduce its nuclear weapons sufficiently—including the number of non-strategic nuclear warheads—this approach would entail acceptance of a “basing on national territory” provision that would require withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe. The Alliance would have to adjust its overall posture accordingly, look for new ways to assure those member states with continuing security concerns about Russia, and consider how it would deter non-Russian nuclear threats such as Iran. The treaty outlined above, however, offers significant advantages in terms of shrinking the nuclear threat, and it provides a much preferable outcome than NATO’s current course—non-strategic nuclear disarmament by default.
2NC – Link Shield 

The Senate wants more restrains on non-nuclear weapons

Woolf, Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy, 12 

(Amy F., May 29, 2012, “Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL32572.pdf, ML, accessed: 7/10/12)

During the Senate debate on the new U.S.-Russian Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (New START) in 2010, many Members noted that this treaty did not impose any limits on nonstrategic, or shorter-range, nuclear weapons. Many also noted that Russia possessed a far greater number of these shorter-range systems than did the United States. Some expressed particular concerns about the threat that Russian nonstrategic nuclear weapons might pose to U.S. allies in Europe; others argued that these weapons might be vulnerable to theft or sale to nations or groups seeking their own nuclear weapons. In response to these concerns, the Senate, in its Resolution of Ratification on New START, stated that the United States should seek to initiate within one year, “negotiations with the Russian Federation on an agreement to address the disparity between the non-strategic (tactical) nuclear weapons stockpiles of the Russian Federation and of the United States and to secure and reduce tactical nuclear weapons in a verifiable manner.”1

The senate is urging Obama for deeper cuts all warheads with Russia

Woolf, Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy, 12 

(Amy F., May 29, 2012, “Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL32572.pdf, ML, accessed: 7/10/12)

Many analysts have suggested that the United States and Russia negotiate a formal treaty to put limits and restrictions on each nation’s nonstrategic nuclear weapons. This was a central theme in the debate over the New START Treaty in late 2010. Not only did Members of the Senate call on the Obama Administration to pursue such negotiations, Administration officials noted often that the New START Treaty was just a first step, that the United States and Russia would pursue limits on nonstrategic nuclear weapons in talks on a subsequent agreement.109 In April 2009, when Presidents Obama and Medvedev outlined their approach to nuclear arms control, they indicated that arms control would be a step-by-step process, with a replacement for the 1991 START Treaty coming first, but a more comprehensive treaty that might include deeper cuts in all types of warheads, including nonstrategic nuclear weapons, following in the future.
**AFF Answers**

Nuclear Arms Reduction Bad

US nuclear arms reduction kills effective deterrence

Schlesinger 8 (James, The Secretary of defense task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, “Report of the…” http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/PhaseIIReportFinal.pdf, accessed 7/10/12, ML)
Since there are important common interests among the United States, Russia, and China concerning such salient problems as terrorism, energy security, and nuclear proliferation, widespread cooperation among them is sensible. But both China and Russia remain committed to retaining an ability to put the United States at risk by nuclear means and to be able to credibly threaten escalation in time of crisis and war. Each has invested substantial resources in programs of strategic military modernization. Each also maintains the ability to strike by nuclear means at U.S. allies. If deterrence is to continue to succeed, then appropriate U.S. forces must be built, sustained, modernized, and exercised, and targeting strategies must be developed that credibly threaten a response too painful for a potential attacker to contemplate. Such deterrence measures should not, of course, replace or even weaken efforts to strengthen dialogue and cooperative efforts wherever possible. Regenerating the Cold War makes no sense.

Independently, nuclear primacy deters conflicts and prevents nuclear escalation
Lieber & Press, 7 (Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame AND Associate Professor of Government at Dartmouth College, Winter 2007, Keir A., Daryl G., China Security, “U.S. Nuclear Primacy and the Future of Chinese Deterrent,” http://www.chinasecurity.us/pdfs/Issue5full.pdf, accessed  7/10/12, AR)

Third, the growth of U.S. nuclear counterforce capabilities may give U.S. leaders valuable coercive leverage during future crises and wars, including conflicts with China. The United States strongly prefers that its future wars be waged exclusively with conventional weapons; in fact, one of the great quandaries currently confronting U.S. strategists is how to fight conventional wars against nuclear-armed adversaries without triggering escalation. Nuclear primacy may provide one solution: allowing Washington to credibly warn adversaries not to alert their nuclear forces or issue nuclear threats during a conflict. In other words, U.S. nuclear primacy may allow the United States to force its enemies to keep their nuclear forces on the sideline and keep their conflicts with the United States at the conventional level.

Reducing the arsenal will be nuclear suicide for America

Ferrera 4-4-12 (Peter, The Spectator Organization, “Obama’s Unilateral Nuclear Disarmament”, http://spectator.org/archives/2012/04/04/obamas-unilateral-nuclear-disa, accessed 7-10-12, AR)

Obama's literally crazy idea is that if we just lead by example and phase out our nuclear weapons, everyone else will realize we mean them no harm, and do the same. As a result, because of the messiah, the lion will lie down with the lamb, and the world will live as one. As Gaffney further explained, "He evidently is prepared to take such a step unilaterally in order to encourage by our example other nations to join his long-standing ambition to 'rid the world of nuclear weapons.'" The problem is if President Obama is reelected, he as the commander-in-chief would be free to carry out this flower child policy on his own authority, without Congressional approval. As Gaffney further explained in the March 27 Washington Times, "Mr. Obama's subordinates are signaling, however, that he is prepared to disarm us unilaterally through what one of them, Assistant Secretary of State Rose Gottemoeller, recently called 'executive action.'" Gaffney rightly concluded in his February 22 column, "It is an astonishing insight into the President's commitment to 'fundamentally transforming the United States of America' -- in the worst sense of the phrase -- that he is willing to take such steps in the midst of his reelection campaign. Imagine what he would do if the last vestiges of restraining accountability are removed in a second term." In these modern times, a full blown nuclear war would be over in a matter of days. America will not have four years to build up the arsenal of democracy if caught by surprise. A dew-eyed miscalculation on these matters literally threatens your very life, and the lives of your family and children. That is why not only President Obama must be held accountable for this national defense foolishness, but the entire Democrat party that supports and enables him. That includes his contributors, whose names are publicly available, and his voters. This is a Paul Revere moment. The survival of you, your family and your nation is at stake, far more so than even on that April night in 1775. Exercise your rights of freedom of speech and democratic participation while you still have them, indeed, while you are still alive.

New START already weakened the US

Garrison, Washington Times journalist, 11

(Carla, 1/6/11,”Truth Be Told”, http://communities.washingtontimes.com/neighborhood/truth-be-told/2011/jan/6/new-start-treaty-victory-russia-bad-strategy-us/, ML, accessed: 7/10/12)

In spite of the Administration’s insistence that the New START does not constrain testing, development or deployment of U.S. missile defense programs, the Russians believe that it does and they point specifically to the text of the treaty. In a recent article from The Voice of Russia , Konstantin Kosachev, chairman of the Russian parliament International Affairs arm says “…The first thing is that our American colleagues do not recognize the legal force of the treaty’s preamble. The preamble sets a link between strategic offensive arms and defensive arms. . .”

Alexei Arbatov, a member of the Carnegie Scientific Council, insists that “all the chapters of the treaty including the preamble are legally binding, which is a common norm of international law. It is not lawful to take certain provisions and to give them unilateral interpretations like the American senators do.”

Perhaps this is why the Russians threatened to walk away from the treaty if the Senate made any wording changes. They live in the same “global community” that Obama touts where international law trumps national constitutions.

Obama already weakened the U.S. position and insulted allies when he abandoned missile defense systems in Poland and the Czech Republic during early START negotiations. This move only reinforced the Russian strategy to link offense and defense.
UNCLOS unpopular

Republicans won’t ratify UNCLOS 
Flattau 05/31/12 ( Edward Flattau, 05/31/12, writer for the Huffington Post, “Lost at Sea” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/edward-flattau/law-of-the-sea-treaty_b_1557673.html MB) 

Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton had it right when she recently testified that "ideology" and "mythology," not facts, were behind conservative Republican senators' opposition to the UN Law of the Sea Treaty (LOST). The treaty, which went into effect in 1994, has 162 signatories plus the European Union. Meanwhile, we are the only industrialized nation that has not joined, placing us at a distinct economic disadvantage to such maritime rivals as China and Russia. Our intransigence stems from the GOP senators' delusional fear of loss of sovereignty. But all their obstructionism has done is deprive us of the treaty's formal assurances of freedom of navigation and lawful exploitation of the natural resources in international waters. Senate Foreign Relations Committee chairman John Kerry, D-Mass., points out that we are adhering to LOST in de facto fashion, but lacking membership "we don't shape the rules." Hence, he continued, Senate ratification would expand, not diminish our sovereignty. Our absence, he declared, gives other nations a jumpstart in laying legal claim to oil and gas resources in the thawing Arctic Ocean and the invaluable rare earth deposits encapsulated in the deep sea bed. At the same Senate hearing in which Secretary Clinton focused on the treaty opponents' motivations, Defense Secretary Leon Panetta and Chief of Staff General Martin Dempsey testified that membership in LOST would unequivocally strengthen our national security. The Treaty, they said, will enhance our military maneuverability on the high seas. These arguments on behalf of LOST have been made innumerable times during the past few decades, all to no avail. Thanks to the procedural roadblocks erected by a small number of conservative Republican senators over the years, LOST has failed to reach the Senate floor where the two-thirds necessary vote for ratification would likely occur.

Groups oppose ratifying UNCLOS

Pincus 5/28/12 (Walter Pincus, 5/28/12, Walter Pincus reports on intelligence, defense and foreign policy for The Washingon Post, “Treaty on the seas is in rough Senate waters” http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/fine-print-treaty-on-the-seas-is-in-rough-senate-waters/2012/05/28/gJQAzCyFxU_story.html MB)

The Law of the Sea Convention, in effect since 1994 and ratified by 160 countries, sets international freedom of navigation rules and the guidelines for the use of deep-sea resources, including mining and fishing. The United States has not ratified the treaty, first completed in 1982. Without signing the agreement, then-President Ronald Reagan announced in 1983 the United States would act “in accordance” with the convention’s traditional uses of the oceans except for the deep-sea mining provisions. The treaty was amended in 1994 during the Clinton administration to meet the Reagan objections. Both the Clinton White House and George W. Bush’s administration in 2004 and ’07, along with a bipartisan group of senators, supported ratification. Nonetheless it failed to come to a vote. Why? As then-Alaska Gov. Sarah Palin wrote in a Sept. 17, 2007, letter to her state’s Republican senators, “Ratification has been thwarted by a small group of senators who are concerned about the perceived loss of U.S. sovereignty.” Today, another small group is at it again, forcing Kerry to postpone any Senate vote on ratification until after the November elections. A two-thirds majority is required.

UNCLOS has no support among conservatives in the senate

Martin 7/10/12 (Anthony Martin, 7/10/12, staff writer for “The Examiner” “Senators clarify stance on UN treaty” http://www.examiner.com/article/senators-clarify-stance-on-un-treaty MB)
In a late breaking development moments ago, Lauren Culbertson, press secretary for U.S. Sen. Johnny Isakson, R-Ga., shown in the photo above, contacted this reporter to state that as of this afternoon the senator is now on the record as a firm "no" vote against the treaty. Isakson, who is a member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, stated that he would vote against moving the treaty out of committee to the Senate floor. LOST has been around for a very long time, first surfacing 30 years ago as the United Nations attempted to forge an international agreement concerning the usage of the seas. But the treaty has never managed to get the approval of the Senate due to heavy opposition from conservatives who believe that it encroaches on U.S. sovereignty. In 2007 Sen. Isakson dealt with the treaty as a member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and questioned witnesses about it. On Oct. 31, 2007 Isakson voted against moving the treaty out of committee to the Senate floor for a vote due to his deep concerns about the inherent violations of U.S. sovereignty. Democrats at the time had overwhelming majorities in both the House and the Senate, and they succeeded in moving LOST out of committee to the floor for a full Senate vote. But LOST failed to be ratified. According to Culbertson, Isakson's announcement today that he will vote against LOST is welcome news to the conservatives who have expressed grave concerns about the treaty. In another development, the office of Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, R-Texas, contacted this reporter to make it clear that the senator has not decided to join with Democrats in approving LOST. Dean Pagani, press secretary for Sen. Hutchison, stated that at this point the senator has not made a decision concerning the treaty. Pagani stated that Hutchison is still carefully weighing the various provisions of the bill but has not finished her consideration. Thus, she cannot be numbered among those who support the measure. Since 1983 when President Ronald Reagan refused to sign the treaty, conservatives have expressed deep reservations about the specific provisions of LOST. For example, according to U.S. Sen. Jim Inhofe, R-Okla., the treaty would mandate that the United States transfer billions of dollars in royalties from oil and gas production on the continental shelf to an international entity that would then give the money to under-developed nations. U.S. Sen. James Risch, R-Idaho, further states that the treaty would mandate strict international "greenhouse emissions" limits on the United States, the same restrictions as contained in the infamous Kyoto climate change treaty which the United States rejected. Both Inhofe and Risch strongly oppose LOST.

UNCLOS DOESN’T SOLVE

Ratifying UNCLOS worsens relations- China doesn’t want the US near its oceans

Bolton and Blumenthal 11 (John Bolton and Dan Blumenthal, September 29, 2011, Bolton served as U.S. ambassador to the United Nations from 2005 to 2006. Mr. Blumenthal was a senior country director for China and Taiwan in the Office of the U.S. Secretary of Defense. Both are fellows at the American Enterprise Institute. “Time to Kill the Law of the Sea Treaty—Again” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111904836104576560934029786322.html) MB

The Law of the Sea Treaty (LOST)—signed by the U.S. in 1994 but never ratified by the Senate—is showing some signs of life on Capitol Hill, even as new circumstances make it less attractive than ever. With China emerging as a major power, ratifying the treaty now would encourage Sino-American strife, constrain U.S. naval activities, and do nothing to resolve China's expansive maritime territorial claims. At issue is China's intensified effort to keep America's military out of its "Exclusive Economic Zone," a LOST invention that affords coastal states control over economic activity in areas beyond their sovereign, 12-mile territorial seas out to 200 miles. Properly read, LOST recognizes exclusive economic zones as international waters, but China is exploiting the treaty's ambiguities to declare "no go" zones in regions where centuries of state practice clearly permit unrestricted maritime activity. Take the issues of intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, both by air and sea. LOST is silent on these subjects in the exclusive zones, so China claims it can regulate (meaning effectively prohibit) all such activity. Beijing also brazenly claims—exploiting Western green sensibilities—that U.S. naval vessels pollute China's exclusive zone, pollution being an activity the treaty permits coastal states to regulate out to 24 miles. China wants to deny American access to its nearby waters so it can have its way with its neighbors. Beijing is building a network of "anti-access" and "area denial" weapons such as integrated air defenses, submarines, land-based ballistic and cruise missiles, and cyber and anti-satellite systems designed to make it exceedingly hazardous for American ships and aircraft to traverse China's exclusive zone or peripheral seas. If the Senate ratifies the treaty, we would become subject to its dispute-resolution mechanisms and ambiguities. Right now, since we are the world's major naval power, our conduct dominates state practice and hence customary international law—to our decided advantage. This dispute is not really about law. China simply does not want the U.S. military to gather intelligence near its shores. And other nations quietly support China's position, including Russia, Iran, Brazil and India. Given China's incessant incursions into the exclusive zones of other Asian nations such as Vietnam, the Philippines and Japan, these states may seek to restrict international maritime activities in their exclusive zones as well, further complicating U.S. efforts.

UNCLOS undercuts strategic advantages we already have

Bolton and Blumenthal 11 (John Bolton and Dan Blumenthal, September 29, 2011, Bolton served as U.S. ambassador to the United Nations from 2005 to 2006. Mr. Blumenthal was a senior country director for China and Taiwan in the Office of the U.S. Secretary of Defense. Both are fellows at the American Enterprise Institute. “Time to Kill the Law of the Sea Treaty—Again” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111904836104576560934029786322.html) MB

All Washington wants is to continue doing what it has been doing since it became a maritime power: use its Navy to enhance international peace and security, deter conflict, reassure allies, and collect intelligence. LOST undercuts these strategic imperatives, and that is why it has always been a bad idea for the U.S.—a formula for endless legal maneuvering and the submission of conflicting claims to the treaty's international tribunal, where our prospects are uncertain at best. One hopes India and Japan will stop reflexively supporting LOST. They have significant alternatives to check China's growing power, including closer cooperation with the United States. The treaty is not an answer—it is only a beguiling, flawed escape hatch from the hard work America and others must do to meet China's challenge. That hard work must include properly funding and equipping the Navy and exercising it in China's exclusive zones, including especially on intelligence missions, based on long-established state practice. Together with diplomacy to prevent nascent conflicts from escalating, these steps will reassure allies of full U.S. support in resolving disputes with China.
China feels threatened by the US efforts to ratify UNCLOS
Yu 5-30-12 (Miles Yu, 5-30-12, “Inside China: China sees conspiracy in sea law convention”, staff columnist on China for the Washington Times http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/may/30/inside-china-china-sees-conspiracy-in-sea-law-conv/ MB) 

The Chinese government reacted strongly recently to U.S.  government efforts to ratify the U.N. Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), calling the move a dangerous U.S. military plot to interfere further in Asia’s regional affairs. “It is dangerous that some U.S. politicians are expanding U.S. claims and raising its degree of interference. This will aggravate regional tensions and is not conducive to resolving issues,” said an article published Saturday by the official Xinhua News Agency and headlined, “Kerry statement exposes U.S. designs on South China Sea,” . The article was referring to Sen. John F. Kerry’s May 23 statement at a Senate hearing on the UNCLOS. Mr. Kerry, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, remarked at the hearing that China and other countries are “staking out illegal claims in the South China Sea and elsewhere.” The Xinhua report said Mr. Kerry’s statement “exposed the [U.S.]’s selfish intention for the South China Sea.” But the report said China sees something more sinister than “selfishness” in Mr. Kerry’s remarks. Jin Canrong, an expert on international relations and a vice dean at the People's University in Beijing, told the official military newspaper PLA Daily on Sunday that the joint State Department and Pentagon push for Senate approval of the UNCLOS treaty is linked directly to the U.S. strategic pivot to the Asia-Pacific region. “The fact that the U.S. defense secretary and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff both attended the hearing indicates their desire to use the UNCLOS to serve their needs for a global and regional security strategy,” Mr. Jin said. 

UNCLOS alone cannot solve disputes

Xinhua 05-26-12 (Xinhua News Agency, 05-26-12, Chinese News Agency “Kerry Statement exposes U.S. designs on South China Sea” http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2012-05/26/c_123193607.htm MB)

BEIJING, May 25 (Xinhua) -- U.S. Senator John Kerry's recent statement on the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea has exposed the country's selfish intentions for the South China Sea, an area where the United States has no claims to sovereignty and is not a party in disputes there. Kerry, chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, said during a hearing on the convention held Wednesday that China and other countries are "staking out illegal claims in the South China Sea and elsewhere." He added that becoming a party to the treaty would provide an immediate boost to U.S. credibility "as we push back against excessive maritime claims and illegal restrictions on our warships or commercial vessels." As the United States turns its national security focus toward the Asia-Pacific region, its willingness to join the convention is a means to find a legal framework for the country to interfere with issues in the South China Sea and elsewhere, as well as maximize its strategic interests in political, economic and military fields around the world. The U.S. is the only major nation that has refused to sign the treaty, which has been endorsed by 160 countries and the European Union. The hearing was the first one on the treaty in four years, and the Obama administration and the U.S. Armed Forces are now pushing Congress to sign it. The reason why the U.S. once refused to sign the treaty is that the treaty's provisions will limit the free navigational rights of U.S. warships in other countries' exclusive economic zones. However, the U.S. attitude toward the convention is now changing. Dr. Zhang Haiwen, deputy director of the China Institute for Marine Affairs under the State Oceanic Administration, said the U.S. has realized the disadvantages of not signing the convention, which have impaired its role as a leader in global maritime issues. Kerry said at the hearing that ratifying the treaty will lock down the favorable navigational rights that the U.S. military and shipping interests depend on every single day. It will also strengthen the country's hand against China and others who "stake out claims" in the Pacific, the Arctic or elsewhere. The treaty will also help U.S. companies' oil and gas investments secure the country's energy future as well as help secure access to rare earth minerals, which the country needs for weapons systems, computers and cell phones, among other products, Kerry added. Kerry also said that China and other countries are "staking out illegal claims in the South China Sea and elsewhere." However, the truth is that he thought disputes in the South China Sea have affected U.S. companies' rights to gain oil and gas resources in the region and the free navigational rights of its vessels. Zhang said the convention is the fruit of over a decade of international negotiations and the product of the balance of different interests. It provides fundamental and principled provisions for maritime activities for the whole of mankind. "But the convention itself cannot solve territorial disputes," said Zhang. She said China's territorial claims over some islands and shoals in the South China Sea have sufficient historical evidence and legal bases, and have been recognized by the international community over a long period of time. It is dangerous that some U.S. politicians are expanding U.S. claims and raising its degree of interference. This will aggravate regional tensions and is not conducive to resolving issues.

UNCLOS hurts American sovereignty 

Borgerson 09 (Scott G. Borgerson, May 2009, is the visiting fellow for ocean governance at the Council on Foreign Relations,  “The National Interest and the Law of the Sea” http://globalsolutions.org/blog/2009/05/we-gotta-get-done-john-kerry MB) 

Discussions of the convention should take into account the oceans’ historic importance to U.S. national interests as well as maritime challenges facing the country today. Whether the convention expands the rule of law or sacrifices sovereignty is the question at the heart of the accession debate. Opponents of the convention argue that there is no need to join the treaty because, with the world’s hegemonic navy, the United States can treat the parts of the convention it likes as customary international law, following the convention’s guidelines when it suits American interests and pursuing a unilateral course of action when it does not. They also argue that the convention is an unforgivable forfeiture of U.S. sovereignty to states that mean American interests harm. 

Won’t stop China from attacking 

http://www.philstar.com/Article.aspx?articleId=819699&publicationSubCategoryId=63

WASHINGTON – US accession to the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) will not resolve conflicting claims by a number of countries including the Philippines and China to barren islands, reefs, shoals and coral outcrops in the South China Sea, said retired admiral James Lyons, a former commander of the US Pacific Fleet. “The argument made that we must have a ‘seat at the table’ to secure the US Navy’s freedom of navigation and other transit rights, including the right of innocent passage, is nonsense,” he wrote in an article published in Wednesday’s issue of The Washington Times. President Aquino during an official visit to Washington in early June to seek US backing in the West Philippine Sea was careful not to publicly voice support for the Obama administration’s efforts in Congress to make the US a signatory to UNCLOS, but aides privately said the Philippines supported such a move. Lyons said the assertion that US rights to freedom of navigation would be eroded unless it joined the treaty was simply false. The United States has enjoyed the same navigation rights and freedoms available to the 153 parties to UNCLOS for decades and will continue to do so without becoming a member, he said. Ratifying the treaty will not end excessive and illegal claims by other nations nor will it help resolve US issues with Iran and China, he said. He pointed out Iran was not a party to the treaty and therefore viewed itself as not bound by its terms. China, which is party to UNCLOS, has nonetheless undertaken illegal maritime claims in the South China Sea, manipulating the text of the treaty as a means to support these claims, Lyons said. “Furthermore, China illegally has claimed sovereignty over almost the entire South China Sea, rendering UNCLOS inapplicable in China’s view,” he said. He said the UNCLOS had provisions that could seriously interfere with legitimate US naval operations by allowing other nations to avail themselves of the treaty’s mandatory dispute-resolution mechanisms. “These could be used to interfere with training exercises and other operations, such as hydrographics or intelligence. Such interference could adversely impact our anti-submarine warfare operations with serious consequences,” he added.

Racism 

1NC 

Reparations are needed to apologize for racial injustices.
Chon 12 (Maragret Chon, scholar and teacher of intellectual property and critical theory, Remembering and Repairing The Error Before Us, In Our Presence, July 5, 2012 D.A.G.)
If the primary purpose of reparations is to repair past harm, then reparations should first include a backward-looking mechanism to remember the harm accurately from the point of view of those harmed3 and then a forward-looking mechanism to correct past harm that has “hardened” into present everyday practices. That is, reparations should affect long-term structural change both through the excavation of historical memory and the advocacy of social change. Barriers do exist to both steps. For example, the durability of certain racial imagery and racial tropes can be analogized to cultural viruses that keep circulating no matter how many attempts are made to set the record straight. The 1982 Report of the Commission on the Wartime Relocation and Internment of Civilians4 carefully examined the evidence and concluded that no justification existed for the internment of West Coast Japanese Americans. Nonetheless, this official government document is minimized and ignored in revisionist defense of the internment in popular thinking and in widely circulated texts.5 The launch of the Fred T. Korematsu Center for Law and Equality at Seattle University School of Law in the spring of 2009 provides a historic opportunity to expand upon this reparations component across racial and other significant social categories.7 Through its three pillars of advocacy, education, and research, the center produces knowledge toward its stated mission of striving toward greater equality in law. Doing so requires a contextualized approach to law, one that appreciates the people, politics, and passion for justice (three “Ps”) that must infuse any social, including legal, movement toward structural reform. Fred T. Korematsu, for whom the center is named, was a courageous individual who symbolizes for all Americans this critical context for connecting law to justice.8 In this essay, I expand upon these three “Ps” in the two parts necessary for a complete reparations effort: one looking to the past and one toward the future.
2NC – Reparations 

African Americans have demanded reparations in the past.
Branch 2 (Watson Branch, quoting San Diego International law journal, reparations for Slavery: a Dream Deferred, July 5, 2012, D.A.G.)
In his remarks on the occasion of his nomination as Secretary of State in the cabinet of President-elect George W. Bush, General Colin Powell said that he was glad that the newspaper reports about the occasion would say that he would be the first African American to hold the position because it would, he hoped, "give inspiration to young African-Americans coming along . . . that no matter where you began in this society[,] with hard work and with dedication and with the opportunities that are presented by this society, there are no limitations on you." If this statement were true, there would be little need for reparations, but as Dr. Browne pointed out thirty years ago, "[b]lacks in America have no bootstraps to pull ourselves up by." After declaring that the "illusions of power, such as another black in the federal administration's cabinet, are insufficient," Dr. Browne went on to say, "[w]e start with so few economic resources that our tactics must be to utilize cleverly what strength we have . . . to extract some economic resources from those who do have them." And some of those who "do have them" are the churches and synagogues of America, the specific targets of the demands for reparations presented in The Black Manifesto by James Forman on Sunday, May 4, 1969, when he interrupted the service at the Riverside Church in New York City. That was the opening salvo in the modern battle to persuade white America to compensate African Americans for 350 years of suffering under slavery, segregation, and discrimination. The Black Manifesto demanded $500 million from the churches and synagogues, prescribed the ways in which it should be spent, including a land bank and organizations that would deal with communications, welfare, labor, business, and education, and laid out a program for gaining support for the demands. The response of the church's preaching minister, Dr. Earnest Campbell, was measured and sympathetic in a radio address a week later. To the outcries of "shame" at Forman's behavior, Dr. Campbell said, "[t]he shame centers in the fact that within the population of this most prosperous nation there are people who feel, rightly or wrongly, that they have to use such tactics to draw attention to their grievances." He went on to define "reparations" as the "making of amends for wrong or injury done," and condemned the "demeaning and heinous mistreatment" of blacks at the hands of whites during and after slavery, declaring it "just and reasonable that amends be made by many institutions in society."

H.R. 40, if passed, will study proper reparations to end racism.
Branch 2 (Watson Branch, quoting San Diego International law journal, reparations for Slavery: a Dream Deferred, July 5, 2012, D.A.G.)
Reparations, then, become the answer to the problem of race and racism in America, and the question is how best to implement them. A failure to redress the injuries caused by slavery and its aftermath is, as Professor Matsuda says, "an injury often more serious than the acts themselves, because it signifies the political non-personhood of victims." Reparations declare to the victims of racism that they exist as persons and that they are entitled to compensation for real deprivations: "This nation and its laws acknowledge you." The achievement of recognition is one of the most important benefits of reparations, harbingering the socioeconomic benefits that will accrue when a program of reparations is instituted. Recognition is linked, Charles Taylor says, with identity, where this latter term designates something like a person's understanding of who they are, of their fundamental defining characteristics as a human being. The thesis is that our identity is partly shaped by recognition or its absence, often by the misrecognition of others, and so a person or group of people can suffer real damage, real distortion, if the people or society around them mirror back to them a confining or demeaning or contemptible picture of themselves. Nonrecognition or misrecognition can inflict harm, can be a form of oppression, imprisoning someone in a false, distorted, and reduced mode of being. This lack of true recognition and the resulting injury to identity have been the fate of African Americans as individuals and as a group, leaving them subjugated to the image of inferiority imposed upon them by the dominant white hegemony. The granting of reparation could work to overturn this debilitating situation and free blacks from the prison of misrecognition, first, by the acknowledgement of their identities as persons worthy of receiving restitution and, second, by the positive effects on the socioeconomic conditions of blacks from an executed program of reparations, raising them to a position of parity within the general community. Once reparations are paid, says Professor Westley, [b]lacks will be able to function within American society on a footing of absolute equality. Their chance for public happiness, as opposed to private happiness, will be the same as that of any white citizen who currently takes this concept for granted because the public so utterly "belongs" to him, so utterly affirms his value, his humanity, his dignity and his presence. What, then, ought to be the specific nature of a program of reparations for African Americans for the harms suffered under slavery, segregation, and discrimination? The best place to look for guidance, as Professor Matsuda suggests, is to the victims themselves, and the Trans Africa Forum's "Restatement of the Black Manifesto" is an excellent starting point. This updating of the 1969 Black Manifesto begins with a "Statement of Facts," opening with a list of ten points that underpin the need for reparations today. They fall into two groups: the first five focus on the failure of the U.S. government to acknowledge its role in the mistreatment of African Americans or to compensate them, either by statute or in the courts, for their original and continuing subordination; the second five assert the appropriateness of reparations by a government that has abrogated the rights of its minorities, citing as precedent recent state and federal payments of reparations to injured groups for provable injuries they have suffered. On this basis, the new Manifesto states its position: It is time for the government--not for private individuals--to create a forum in which it can pay the debt and heal the wounds caused by slavery, segregation, and discrimination in order to redress the continuing harm not only of uncompensated labor but also of the poverty and deprivations that have persisted from generation to generation. This Manifesto concludes with a call for Congressional hearings to establish the basis for reparations and to determine the amount. A bill to achieve precisely such hearings is presently before the U.S. House of Representative. On January 3, 2001, Rep. John Conyers (D-Mich.) once again introduced a bill that he had been proposing for more than a decade. Appropriately numbered HR 40, it is called the "Commission to Study Reparation Proposals for African-Americans Act," and its intent is To acknowledge the fundamental injustice, cruelty, brutality, and inhumanity of slavery in the United States and the 13 American colonies between 1619 and 1865 and to establish a commission to examine the institution of slavery, subsequently de jure and de facto racial and economic discrimination against African-Americans, and the impact of these forces on living African-Americans, to make recommendations to the Congress on appropriate remedies, and for other purposes.



Reparations for other races have already gone under way.
Branch 2 (Watson Branch, quoting San Diego International law journal, reparations for Slavery: a Dream Deferred, July 5, 2012, D.A.G.)
The commission would examine, first, the institution of slavery and the extent to which state and federal governments supported it constitutionally and statutorily; second, economic, social, and political discrimination against freed slaves and their descendants; and, third, the continuing negative effect of slavery and discrimination on living African-Americans and on U.S. society generally, all to the end of recommending appropriate remedies. The bill was referred to the House Committee on the Judiciary, where, as one might expect, it languishes. Even a decade after it was first introduced, the bill has been able to attract only 30 cosponsors in the 107th Congress out of the 435 members of the House. Still, the future of reparations for blacks may not be totally bleak. Recent examples of reparations to groups who have suffered historical injury, such as Japanese Americans or Jewish survivors of the Holocaust, could set a precedent for African Americans. At the end of his discussion of compensation for Japanese Americans and European Jews as "victimized groups," Professor Westley quotes David Ben Gurion's response to the Wiedergutmachung that, for the first time in history of the oppressed European Jews, "a persecutor and despoiler has been obliged to return part of his spoils and has even undertaken to make collective reparations as partial compensation for the material losses." Professor Westley adds, [t]he principle, then, was that when a State or government has through its official organs--its laws and customs--despoiled and victimized and murdered a group of its own inhabitants and citizens on the basis of group membership, that State or its successor in interest has an unquestionable moral obligation to compensate that group materially on the same basis. After a detailed comparison of reparations to internees of Japanese descent and African Americans, Professor Verdun concludes that granting reparations to Japanese Americans without granting them to African Americans "sends to the latter yet another message declaring that they are on the bottom of society's ladder, and this exclusion confirms their sense of futility in the quest for justice in the United States." Perhaps even more important for the eventual success of reparations in the United States may be the existence of federal budget surpluses in the coming years after the threat of terrorism subsides. Because blacks usually absorb the brunt of economic hard times, the prospects for any social program that might serve them in particular are very problematic when such a program would have to compete with projects favored by the dominant white culture in the competition for scarce funds. Still, two major questions must be addressed. One, should the effort to achieve reparations be made through the courts or through the legislature? And two, should the awards be made to individual African Americans in the form of monetary grants, or should they be made to African Americans as a group in the form of support for the black community?
2NC – Decision Rule 

We have a moral obligation to give reparations to the black community.
Forde- Mazrui 4 (Kim Forde- Mazrui, Law Biography Professor, Taking Conservatives Seriously: a Moral Justification For Affirmative Action And Reparations, July 5, 2012, D.A.G.)
Underlying the debate over affirmative action and reparations for black Americans is a dispute about the extent to which American society is responsible for present effects of past racial discrimination. Although much has been written on the subject, the scholarship too often sheds more heat than light, and tends to be dominated by extreme positions incapable of taking opposing claims seriously. This Article weighs in on this debate in a novel and constructive manner. The Article defends a societal obligation to remedy past discrimination by accepting, rather than dismissing, principles of conservatives who oppose affirmative action and reparations. Taking conservatives seriously reveals two moral principles that support a societal obligation to remedy past discrimination. The first principle is that racial discrimination is unjust. The second principle is corrective justice: that one who wrongfully harms another is obligated to make amends. Applied to affirmative action, these principles support conservative claims that a state is obligated to make amends to white victims of racial preferences. These principles, however, also support America's responsibility for past societal discrimination against blacks. To the extent society participated in wrongful discrimination, society is obligated, as a matter of corrective justice, to make amends to its black victims. A potential moral conflict thus exists between society's obligation to refrain from "reverse" discrimination and its obligation to remedy past discrimination. That is, the moral case against affirmative action also supports a moral case in its favor. The Article responds to the most serious objections to a societal obligation to remedy past discrimination. These include that America as a whole is not responsible for discrimination practiced by only some states and private actors, that it is unfair to hold current society responsible for discrimination by past society, and that blacks today ought not be viewed as victims of past discrimination, given the passage of time and the extent to which black people's choices have perpetuated their own disadvantage. This Article concludes that these objections fail to defeat America's responsibility for the consequences of her discriminatory history. America as a nation was responsible for protecting slavery and discrimination, a responsibility that belongs to the nation as a nation and therefore continues over time despite changeover in the American citizenry. American society is also responsible for black people's choices that may perpetuate their disadvantage because those choices reflect a foreseeable reaction to conditions created by societal discrimination. The moral imperative to remedy past discrimination, moreover, outweighs the risk of imprecision in doing so. Ultimately, conservative opposition to remedial policies is based on principles that counsel in favor of such policies as much as and arguably more than they counsel against them.

Once someone has been racially wronged they deserve immediate reparation.
Forde- Mazrui 4 (Kim Forde- Mazrui, Law Biography Professor, Taking Conservatives Seriously: a Moral Justification For Affirmative Action And Reparations, July 5, 2012, D.A.G.)
This Article attempts to bridge the divide between advocates and opponents of affirmative action in two ways. First, the Article bridges the logical divide by expressly separating the concepts conflated by much of the existing literature. Second, the Article bridges the rhetorical divide by employing modes of reasoning frequently used by conservative opponents of affirmative action and reparations to argue that American society bears at least some moral responsibility for the effects of past societal discrimination. Indeed, the thesis of this Article is that principles central to arguments made against affirmative action support as much as negate a societal obligation to remedy effects of past racial injustice. Consider: Opponents of affirmative action often frame their position in moral terms. They argue that racial discrimination is immoral, that affirmative action by racial preferences involves racial discrimination and is therefore unjust, and that the Constitution and other laws ought to forbid governmental and private actors from engaging in such immoral practices. Opponents of affirmative action further contend that the victims of racial preferences should be made whole. Thus, for example, when a public university denies admission to a white applicant because of her race, that applicant has been injured by immoral state-sponsored conduct and should be accorded a remedy, such as monetary damages or injunctive relief by the offending state. The moral argument against affirmative action is also persuasive to the Supreme Court, particularly to the more conservative Justices. These Justices reason that racial discrimination, even for benign purposes, is morally objectionable and that the Constitution forbids the government from engaging in such immoral practices absent a compelling justification. Remedying the effects of past societal discrimination against blacks, moreover, is not a sufficiently compelling justification for the use of racial preferences. These Justices further conclude that the victim of unconstitutional discrimination is entitled to a remedy from the responsible sovereign. Accordingly, when a public university denies admission to a white applicant to remedy effects of societal discrimination, the applicant has suffered immoral, and therefore unconstitutional, state action, and is entitled to relief from the state. The Court's doctrine constitutionally prohibits the state and federal governments from using racial preferences to remedy past societal discrimination, and requires that they provide a remedy to victims of such preferences.


H.R. 40 is key to distinguishing reparations for Jim Crow laws and slavery.
Ogletree 3 (CJ Ogletree Jr., Professor at Harvard Law School Ogletree is the co-chair of the Reparations Movement Coordinating Committee, Repairing the Past: New Efforts in the Reparations Debate in America, July 5, 2012, D.A.G.)
John Conyers’s bill, H.R. 40, demanding an investigation of slavery and recommending appropriate reparations, has been repeatedly presented to Congress.15 Clearly political and legal support for a renewed examination of reparations is growing. These legal and legislative initiatives raise complementary and, in some cases, conflicting issues. Often the litigation and legislation focus on different periods of harm to African Americans, although all of the efforts fall under the broad claim of reparations. On the one hand, the multi-district litigation consolidated in Chicago, H.R. 40, the California Slavery Era Insurance statute, and the Chicago Slavery Era Disclosure Ordinance focus upon reparations for injuries inflicted during and through the institution of slavery. In contrast, the Oklahoma and Rosewood statutes, as well as the Oklahoma litigation, address injuries indicted during the Jim Crow era.   These generalizations, however, miss the more subtle and nuanced responses to claims for reparations. For example, many of the reparation movement’s most vocal critics seem less critical of some forms of reparations claims, such as those focusing on claims raised during the Jim Crow era and involving survivors of twentieth-century racial violence; some even support these claims.16 Jim Crow reparations present a range of distinct legal and political options that are in contrast to claims made in the lawsuits focusing on slavery claims. Many of the differences are obvious and perhaps explain the greater level of public and scholarly support for one form of reparations litigation over another. In contrast to the slavery reparations context, Jim Crow litigation usually includes a more readily identiªable set of harms, plaintiffs, and defendants. Nevertheless, it is far more difficult to morally distinguish Jim Crow from slavery reparations cases. Legal formalism tends to erect overly lofty hurdles to slavery lawsuits while attempting to narrowly cabin the consequences of the Jim Crow suits. This approach fails to accept the necessity of reparations as a first, and final, response to the horrors of slavery as well as of Jim Crow.

Passing H.R. 40 is important for reparations to pass.
TYEHIMBA 7 (KIBIBI TYEHIMBA, National Co-chair of N’COBRA, THE LEGACY OF THE TRANS-ATLANTIC SLAVE TRADE, THE AFRICAN DESCENDANT JUST DEMAND FOR REPARATIONS, AND THE NEED FOR PASSAGE OF HOUSE RESOLUTION 40, July 5, 2012, D.A.G.) 
Passing H.R. 40 is an important first step that could lead to a substantive dialogue throughout the nation on chattel slavery in the U.S. and Jim Crow and the continuing harm suffered by Black people of African descent and ways to remedy it. Since 1990, N’COBRA has hosted annual conferences around the country to provide an opportunity for African descendants to learn about the reparations movement, to voice their opinions about reparations and the components of an equitable reparations settlement:  While there is agreement that we can never place a price on our suffering and pain or wash away the blood of our ancestors shed at the hands of their enslavers, we have a solemn responsibility to seek what is rightfully due us, in keeping with domestic and international law, in order to heal, repair and restore our people. There is agreement that reparations should be multi‐generational, as the effects of 246 years of slavery and 100 years of Jim Crow cannot be erased in a generation.  Reparations should improve the lives of African descendants in the US for future generations to come; foster complete economic, social and political parity; and allow for full rights of self-determination. There are mixed feelings about the significance of an apology. The recent wave of “statements of profound regret” which fall short of apology, are seen as an effort to sidestep the severity of the crimes committed and the responsibility of the perpetrators to make amends. A true apology cannot be conditional, e.g., “I regret the crime, but there can be no further discussion of reparations.” Apology alone is disingenuous, as it requires full acknowledgement of the conduct that caused the injuries, and requires material reparations to compensate the injured parties.  Most agree that the evidence substantiating the African descendant claim for Reparations has already been sufficiently documented. However, there has generally been a willingness to support HR 40, though there are varying opinions about what should be included in an equitable remedy. African descendants continue to lobby for the passage of HR40, assuming it will set the stage for: o National Public Dialogue about the era of Enslavement in the U.S. and the prior colonies; o Public Admission of the crimes committed; o Public Apology for the commission of the crimes; o Public Recognition through institutionalization and education, i.e., national and local monuments, media programming and development of appropriate curriculum throughout public schools and university systems to remind and teach the meaning of this horrendous human loss and destruction not only to African people, but to the country and the world; o Compensation awarded in as many forms as necessary to equitably address the many forms of injury caused by chattel slavery and its continuing vestiges including changes in or elimination of laws and practices that allow African descendants to be treated differently than White people; monetary compensation, land, repatriation; release of political prisoners wrongfully incarcerated during the COINTELPRO era of the 60s and 70s, an end to racial profiling and discrimination in the provision of health care and access to affordable housing, providing scholarship and community development funds for Black people of African descent, and supporting processes of self-determination; o Establishment of structures and processes to prevent reoccurrence of such massive destruction of human life, human culture and human possibility

H.R. 40 supported for by many black organiztions.
Aiyetoro 3 (Adjoa A. Aiyetoro, law professor and social activist , Formulating Reparations Litigation Through the Eyes of The Movement, July 5, 2012, D.A.G.)
Unless a variety of strategies to obtain reparations are investigated and implemented, as appropriate, the demand for reparations remains a rhetorical one. Following in the footsteps of the Ex-Slave Mutual Relief, Bounty and Pension Association, advocates for reparations have lobbied for and supported the passage of H.R. 40, obtaining support from local and state legislative bodies and social, civic and legal organizations. Although obtaining legislative support is critical, it became clear in the 1990s that a litigation strategy was needed to complement the legislative work, and have the Congress and others take the movement more seriously. In order to have a litigation strategy that speaks with integrity to the demands for reparations, there is a need to redefine terms associated with the procedural and substantive hurdles faced. In order for people who have been shut out of the system to obtain meaningful remedies for violations of their human rights, redefinition of some ordinary and some uncommon terms must be accepted by the legal system. In a challenging and thought-provoking article, Mari Matsuda suggests that the Critical Legal Studies movement should develop approaches to human rights issues generally and to reparations particularly in a "looking to the bottom" approach. Ms. Matsuda aptly describes the source of the demand for reparations when she says "[r]eparations is a legal concept generated from the bottom. It arises not from abstraction but from experience." By "bottom," Matsuda refers to those individuals who are alleging the violation of rights rather than those who have traditionally defined the scope of legal relief--judges, the state bar associations and other groups ensconced in the halls of power in the United States. "Looking to the bottom--adopting the perspective of those who have seen and felt the falsity of the liberal promise--can assist . . . in the task of fathoming the phenomenology of law and defining the elements of justice." Rather than simply a tool for critical legal studies scholars to broach issues of human rights, this methodology must be utilized by those who are developing reparations litigation. The definitions of victim and injuries discussed in any number of fora must comport with the experiences of those who are raising the demand for reparations. Such an approach requires, necessarily, a willingness to "think outside the box" of the legal system in which we have been trained. It also requires persuading a judge and jury that the manner in which the reparations advocates define the demand is judicially cognizable, that it states a claim for which relief can be granted. In validating dismissal of the plaintiffs' claim for reparations from the United States government in Cato v. United States, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals went to some lengths to articulate the procedural standards that plaintiffs must meet. In the final analysis, the court held that the claim for reparations was a political and not a legal claim. The court appears to have reached this decision because it was looking at the claims through the eyes of the traditional legal system, and not through the eyes of the plaintiffs, as Matsuda suggests. Utilizing Matsuda's thesis, the lawyer and non-lawyer members of N'COBRA's Litigation Committee and the Reparations Coordinating Committee are crafting litigation that clearly defines, from the perspective of the movement, the justiciability of their claims. The procedural hurdles of standing, statute of limitations and sovereign immunity must be successfully addressed *if we are to sustain an action; yet the historical and present day experiences of Africans and African descendants in the United States must inform our approach to overcoming these hurdles.

**AFF Answers**

Race based reparations are unconstitutional 
Massey 04 (Calvin Massey, Professor of Law at the University of California, SOME THOUGHTS ON THE LAW AND POLITICS OF REPARATIONS FOR SLAVERY, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/bctw24&div=12&g_sent=1&collection=journals, July 10, 2012, D.A.G.)

The constitutional problems associated with reparations depend on the nature of the reparations. Given the limited lime and space at my disposal, these comments are mere cursory observations. Racial classifications, whether malignant or benign, are presumed to violate the Equal Protection guarantee, and may only be upheld if the government can prove that the classification is necessary (or narrowly tailored) to accomplish a compelling government objective. 37 Race-based reparations are thus subject to strict scrutiny. While strict scrutiny of race-based reparations might not prove fatal, a racially neutral reparations scheme would be presumptively valid and subject only to minimal scrutiny. This would virtually assure its validity, but how can reparations for slavery be racially neutral? If the beneficiaries of reparations are limited to those who are descended from slaves, it is possible that the relevant classification would not be race-based. Such a classification would be similar to the Supreme Court's classification, in GeduMig v. Aielh, of pregnant people and non-pregnani people as not based on sex.38 Nevertheless, a similar reparations scheme is unlikely to work, if only because of the difficulty of proving that one is descended from slaves. Self-serving declarations based on oral history will not do. Ultimately, some form of presumption would be necessary, and that presumption would inevitably be race-based. Even if reparations were not based on race, reparations would be susceptible to an attack that they were motivated by race. Thus, under the principle of Washington v. Davis, reparations would be subject to strict scrutiny unless the government could prove that it would have enacted its reparations program for non-racial reasons, a rebuttal thai would be extremely difficult to prove.'19 Because monetary reparations are likely to require a racial classification, however, strict scrutiny will apply to any Equal Protection challenge of the program.40 The first problem for those who might wish to challenge such reparations, however, is standing. The key problem is establishing personal injury in fact. So-called "taxpayer" standing may not suffice. After Valley Forge Christian College u Americans United foi Separation of Church if State, Inc., the scope of taxpayer standing has been, in effect, restricted to the precise facts of Flast u Cohen—governmental expenditures that allegedly violate the Establishment Clause.Yet Valley Forge did not overrule Flast, and it may be possible for a federal taxpayer to claim successfully that his taxpayer status enables him to challenge governmental expenditures that are openly race-based as a violation of Equal Protection. 

Reparations for slavery violates the Equal Protection bill.
Massey 04 (Calvin Massey, Professor of Law at the University of California, SOME THOUGHTS ON THE LAW AND POLITICS OF REPARATIONS FOR SLAVERY, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/bctw24&div=12&g_sent=1&collection=journals, July 10, 2012, D.A.G.)

If taxpayer status is insufficient to confer standing, however, it is difficult to conceive of a likely plaintiff with standing. The fact that a government expenditure based on race alone is a presumptive violation of Equal Protection does not enable any American to assert its invalidity, for such a plaintiffs claim is a mere generalized grievance, one shared by everyone and without particularized injury in fact.13 Consider the injury that supported standing of the plaintiff in Jacobs v. Ban*3 in which the plaintiff challenged the constitutional validity of reparation payments to victims of the World War II Japanese internment camps. "Arthur Jacobs, an American citizen who savs he was detained with his German father in 1045. argues [that because) the Act compensates in- terns of Japanese and Aleutian, but not German, descent ... it denies him the equal protection of the laws."44 Bv this principle, reparations for slavery limited to Americans of African ancestry might be challenged by someone whose ancestors were American Indians held in slavery, or perhaps even by someone whose ancestor was an Englishman bound to indentured servitude. On the merits, the government would contend that its compelling purpose is remedial: to provide some measure of restitution for the moral abomination of slavery and to assuage its present effects. There are several problems with this purpose. First, although morally obnoxious, slavery was not a constitutional wrong. In Jacobs, (he U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit dealt with this contention in connection with reparations to Japanese-American internees by noting that a congressional commission found unambiguously that Executive Order No. 9006 [authorizing (ho internments] and the military orders affecting Japanese Americans were the products of prejudice and demagoguery, rather than military necessity .... Congress noted that the premises relied on in Supreme Court decisions upholdhig the internment have been repudiated bv scholars, by former government officials, and more recently, by courts.4* 

