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Competitiveness High

US competitiveness increasing now—IBM and LLNL push  

Shah 6-27 (Agam, reporter for Computer World, “IBM, lab join hands to boost US competitiveness”, Computer World, http://www.computerworld.com/s/article/9228566/IBM_lab_join_hands_to_boost_US_competitiveness) GSK 
IDG News Service - IBM is joining hands with the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory to develop new technology, products and processes critical to the U.S. infrastructure in an effort to boost the global competitiveness of the country. LLNL, in Livermore, Calif., and IBM's research unit will work together and provide researchers and high-performance computing resources to solve complex technical problems facing businesses in the U.S. The goal is to make "wholesale" changes to business processes and execution, and also to make U.S. companies competitive on a global stage, said Frederick Streitz, the director of the Livermore HPC innovation center, in a video posted on YouTube regarding the project. National security is the mission of LLNL, he said. "National security takes many different guises. One of them is economic security, the ability for the American industry to compete in the global marketplace," Streitz said. The partnership expands an ongoing 20 year relationship in which IBM provides supercomputing resources to LLNL. IBM will make material contributions by assigning additional staff from its research unit with domain expertise and will also provide a dedicated supercomputer called Vulcan for the researchers to carry out complex calculations.

No decline in US competitiveness—multiple warrant 

Drezner 1-22 (Daniel, professor of international politics at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University, “Predictions about the death of American hegemony may have been greatly exaggerated”, Foreign Policy, http://drezner.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/01/22/predictions_about_the_death_of_american_hegemony_may_have_been_greatly_exaggerated) GSK   
To be honest, this sounds like a lot of pious baloney.  As Michael Beckley points out in a new article in International Security, "The United States is not in decline; in fact, it is now wealthier, more innovative, and more militarily powerful compared to China than it was in 1991." The whole article is worth a read, and a good cautionary tale on the dangers of overestimating the ease of national catch-up: The widespread misperception that China is catching up to the United States stems from a number of analytical flaws, the most common of which is the tendency to draw conclusions about the U.S.-China power balance from data that compare China only to its former self. For example, many studies note that the growth rates of China’s per capita income, value added in hightechnology industries, and military spending exceed those of the United States and then conclude that China is catching up. This focus on growth rates, however, obscures China’s decline relative to the United States in all of these categories. China’s growth rates are high because its starting point was low. China is rising, but it is not catching up. What about the future? One could point to the last few months of modestly encouraging economic data, but that's ephemeral. Rather, there are three macrotrends that are worth observing now before (I suspect) they come up in the State of the Union: 1) The United States is successfully deleveraging. As the McKinsey Global Institute notes, the United States is actually doing a relatively good job of slimming down total debt -- i.e., consumer, investor and public debt combined. Sure, public debt has exploded, but as MGI points out, that really is the proper way of doing things after a financial bubble: The deleveraging processes in Sweden and Finland in the 1990s offer relevant lessons today. Both endured credit bubbles and collapses, followed by recession, debt reduction, and eventually a return to robust economic growth. Their experiences and other historical examples show two distinct phases of deleveraging. In the first phase, lasting several years, households, corporations, and financial institutions reduce debt significantly. While this happens, economic growth is negative or minimal and government debt rises. In the second phase of deleveraging, GDP growth rebounds and then government debt is gradually reduced over many years.... As of January 2012, the United States is most closely following the Nordic path towards deleveraging. Debt in the financial sector has fallen back to levels last seen in 2000, before the credit bubble, and the ratio of corporate debt relative to GDP has also fallen. US households have made more progress in debt reduction than other countries, and may have roughly two more years before returning to sustainable levels of debt. Indeed, the deleveraging is impressive enough for even Paul Krugman to start sounding optimistic: the economy is depressed, in large part, because of the housing bust, which immediately suggests the possibility of a virtuous circle: an improving economy leads to a surge in home purchases, which leads to more construction, which strengthens the economy further, and so on. And if you squint hard at recent data, it looks as if something like that may be starting: home sales are up, unemployment claims are down, and builders’ confidence is rising. Furthermore, the chances for a virtuous circle have been rising, because we’ve made significant progress on the debt front. 2) Manufacturing is on the mend. Another positive trend, contra the Harvard Business School and the GOP presidential candidates, is in manufacturing. Some analysts have already predicted a revival in that sector, and now the data appears to be backing up that prediction. The Financial Times' Ed Crooks notes: Plenty of economists and business leaders believe that US manufacturing is entering an upturn that is not just a bounce-back after the recession, but a sign of a longer-term structural improvement. Manufacturing employment has grown faster in the US since the recession than in any other leading developed economy, according to official figures. Productivity growth, subdued wages, the steady decline in the dollar since 2002 and rapid pay inflation in emerging economies have combined to make the US a more attractive location. “Over the past decade, the US has had some huge gains in productivity, and we have seen unit labour costs actually falling,” says Chad Moutray, chief economist at the National Association of Manufacturers. “A lot of our members tell us that it sometimes is cheaper to produce in the US, especially because labour costs are lower.” Now, whether this boom in manufacturing will lead to a corresponding boom in manufacturing employment is much more debatable. Still, as The Atlantic's Adam Davidson concludes: "the still-unfolding story of manufacturing’s transformation is, in many respects, that of our economic age. It’s a story with much good news for the nation as a whole. But it’s also one that is decidedly less inclusive than the story of the 20th century." 3) A predicted decline in energy insecurity. British Petroleum has issued their Energy Outlook for 2030. The Guardian's Richard Wachman provides a useful summary: Growth in shale oil and gas supplies will make the US virtually self-sufficient in energy by 2030, according to a BP report published on Wednesday.

US competitiveness high now—“rise of the rest” helps the US 

Kagan 1-17 (Robert,  Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy at the Center on the United States and Europe, "Not Fade Away: Against the Myth of American Decline," The Brookings Institution, www.brookings.edu/opinions/2012/0117_us_power_kagan.aspx?rssid=LatestFromBrookings&utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+BrookingsRSS%2Ftopfeeds%2FLatestFromBrookings+%28Brookings%3A+Latest+From+Brookings%29) GSK
But what about the “rise of the rest”—the increasing economic clout of nations like China, India, Brazil, and Turkey? Doesn’t that cut into American power and influence? The answer is, it depends. The fact that other nations in the world are enjoying periods of high growth does not mean that America’s position as the predominant power is declining, or even that “the rest” are catching up in terms of overall power and influence. Brazil’s share of global GDP was a little over 2 percent in 1990 and remains a little over 2 percent today. Turkey’s share was under 1 percent in 1990 and is still under 1 percent today. People, and especially businesspeople, are naturally excited about these emerging markets, but just because a nation is an attractive investment opportunity does not mean it is a rising great power. Wealth matters in international politics, but there is no simple correlation between economic growth and international influence. It is not clear that a richer India today wields greater influence on the global stage than a poorer India did in the 1950s under Nehru, when it was the leader of the Non-Aligned Movement, or that Turkey, for all the independence and flash of Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, really wields more influence than it did a decade ago. As for the effect of these growing economies on the position of the United States, it all depends on who is doing the growing. The problem for the British Empire at the beginning of the twentieth century was not its substantial decline relative to the United States, a generally friendly power whose interests did not fundamentally conflict with Britain’s. Even in the Western hemisphere, British trade increased as it ceded dominance to the United States. The problem was Britain’s decline relative to Germany, which aimed for supremacy on the European continent, and sought to compete with Britain on the high seas, and in both respects posed a threat to Britain’s core security. In the case of the United States, the dramatic and rapid rise of the German and Japanese economies during the Cold War reduced American primacy in the world much more than the more recent “rise of the rest.” America’s share of the world’s GDP, nearly 50 percent after World War II, fell to roughly 25 percent by the early 1970s, where it has remained ever since. But that “rise of the rest” did not weaken the United States. If anything, it strengthened it. Germany and Japan were and are close democratic allies, key pillars of the American world order. The growth of their economies actually shifted the balance irretrievably against the Soviet bloc and helped bring about its demise. When gauging the impact of the growing economies of other countries today, one has to make the same kinds of calculations. Does the growth of the Brazilian economy, or of the Indian economy, diminish American global power? Both nations are friendly, and India is increasingly a strategic partner of the United States. If America’s future competitor in the world is likely to be China, then a richer and more powerful India will be an asset, not a liability, to the United States. Overall, the fact that Brazil, India, Turkey, and South Africa are enjoying a period of economic growth—which may or may not last indefinitely—is either irrelevant to America’s strategic position or of benefit to it. At present, only the growth of China’s economy can be said to have implications for American power in the future, and only insofar as the Chinese translate enough of their growing economic strength into military strength. 

Competitiveness high—historians are just overreacting 

Kagan 1-17 (Robert,  Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy at the Center on the United States and Europe, "Not Fade Away: Against the Myth of American Decline," The Brookings Institution, www.brookings.edu/opinions/2012/0117_us_power_kagan.aspx?rssid=LatestFromBrookings&utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+BrookingsRSS%2Ftopfeeds%2FLatestFromBrookings+%28Brookings%3A+Latest+From+Brookings%29) GSK

Some of the arguments for America’s relative decline these days would be more potent if they had not appeared only in the wake of the financial crisis of 2008. Just as one swallow does not make a spring, one recession, or even a severe economic crisis, need not mean the beginning of the end of a great power. The United States suffered deep and prolonged economic crises in the 1890s, the 1930s, and the 1970s. In each case, it rebounded in the following decade and actually ended up in a stronger position relative to other powers than before the crisis. The 1910s, the 1940s, and the 1980s were all high points of American global power and influence. Less than a decade ago, most observers spoke not of America’s decline but of its enduring primacy. In 2002, the historian Paul Kennedy, who in the late 1980s had written a much-discussed book on “the rise and fall of the great powers,” America included, declared that never in history had there been such a great “disparity of power” as between the United States and the rest of the world. Ikenberry agreed that “no other great power” had held “such formidable advantages in military, economic, technological, cultural, or political capabilities.... The preeminence of American power” was “unprecedented.” In 2004, the pundit Fareed Zakaria described the United States as enjoying a “comprehensive uni-polarity” unlike anything seen since Rome. But a mere four years later Zakaria was writing about the “post-American world” and “the rise of the rest,” and Kennedy was discoursing again upon the inevitability of American decline. Did the fundamentals of America’s relative power shift so dramatically in just a few short years? 

US still dominant—per capita GDP 

Kagan 1-17 (Robert,  Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy at the Center on the United States and Europe, "Not Fade Away: Against the Myth of American Decline," The Brookings Institution, www.brookings.edu/opinions/2012/0117_us_power_kagan.aspx?rssid=LatestFromBrookings&utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+BrookingsRSS%2Ftopfeeds%2FLatestFromBrookings+%28Brookings%3A+Latest+From+Brookings%29) GSK

The answer is no. Let’s start with the basic indicators. In economic terms, and even despite the current years of recession and slow growth, America’s position in the world has not changed. Its share of the world’s GDP has held remarkably steady, not only over the past decade but over the past four decades. In 1969, the United States produced roughly a quarter of the world’s economic output. Today it still produces roughly a quarter, and it remains not only the largest but also the richest economy in the world. People are rightly mesmerized by the rise of China, India, and other Asian nations whose share of the global economy has been climbing steadily, but this has so far come almost entirely at the expense of Europe and Japan, which have had a declining share of the global economy. Optimists about China’s development predict that it will overtake the United States as the largest economy in the world sometime in the next two decades. This could mean that the United States will face an increasing challenge to its economic position in the future. But the sheer size of an economy is not by itself a good measure of overall power within the international system. If it were, then early nineteenth-century China, with what was then the world’s largest economy, would have been the predominant power instead of the prostrate victim of smaller European nations. Even if China does reach this pinnacle again—and Chinese leaders face significant obstacles to sustaining the country’s growth indefinitely—it will still remain far behind both the United States and Europe in terms of per capita GDP. 

US competitiveness already increasing

PWC, Consulting for Economic Policy, 5/1 

(5-1-2012, Thinktank and Consulting firm for Economic Policy, "Optimism Regarding U.S. Economy Continues to Rise Among U.S. Industrial Company Manufacturers, According to PwC’s Q1 2012 Manufacturing Barometer," http://www.pwc.com/us/en/press-releases/2012/pwc-q1-2012-manufacturing-barometer.jhtml, Accessed: 7-9-12, CAS)
Looking back at the first quarter of 2012, 68 percent of U.S. industrial manufacturers surveyed believed the U.S. economy was growing, up 40 points from 28 percent reported in the fourth quarter of 2011. None believed it was declining, and 32 percent saw no change from the fourth quarter of 2011.  Thirty-six percent of the respondents marketing abroad believed the world economy was also growing, up 20 points from the fourth quarter of 2011, while 16 percent believed that the world economy was declining, off 20 points from the fourth quarter, and 48 percent said they saw no change.  Regarding own-company international revenues, U.S.-based industrial manufacturers that sell abroad noted improved upward movement in the first quarter, with 48 percent reporting an increase in worldwide sales (up 12 points), and only eight  percent reporting a decrease. Forty-four percent said sales remained about the same.

Competitiveness Low 

U.S. economy losing competitiveness

Malone, Reuters Journalist, 12

(Scott, 1-18-2012, Reuters, “U.S. economy losing competitive edge: survey,” http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/01/18/us-corporate-competitiveness-idUSTRE80H1HR20120118, Accessed 7-2-12, CAS)
BOSTON (Reuters) - The United States is becoming less economically competitive versus other nations, with political gridlock and a weak primary education system seen as the main drag, according to a survey released on Wednesday. In particular, the nation is falling behind emerging market rivals and just keeping pace with other advanced economies, according to a Harvard Business School survey of 9,750 of its alumni in the United States and 121 other countries. Seventy-one percent of respondents expected the U.S. to become less competitive, less able to compete in the global economy with U.S. firms less able to pay high wages and benefits, the study found. The findings come at a time when high unemployment is a major concern for Americans, with 23.7 million out-of-work and underemployed, and the economy the top issue ahead of November's presidential election. "The U.S. is losing out on business location decisions at an alarming rate" said Michael Porter, a Harvard Business School professor who was a co-author of the study. U.S. companies, which slashed headcount sharply during the 2007-2009 recession, have been slow to rehire since the downturn's official end and some have continued to cut. This month, Archer Daniels Midland Co (ADM.N: Quote, Profile, Research, Stock Buzz), Kraft Foods Inc KFT.N and Novartis AG NOVN.XV all said they would be cutting U.S. jobs this year. Survey respondents said they remained more likely to move operations out of the United States than back in. Of 1,005 who considered offshoring facilities in the past year, 51 percent decided to move versus just 10 percent who opted to keep their facilities in the country, with the balance not yet decided. Respondents, graduates of the prestigious business school who were polled from October 4 through November 4, were particularly concerned about how the United States was shaping up versus emerging nations such as China, Brazil and India, with 66 percent saying the United States was falling behind.

US competitiveness declining now

Martino, Foreign Policy Research Institute Senior Fellow, 7
(Rocco L., “A Strategy for Success: Innovation Will Renew American Leadership,” http://www.fpri.org/orbis/5102/martino.innovationamericanleadership.pdf, Orbis, Volume 51, Issue 2, accessed: 7-5-2012, p.267, CAS)

Much of the foreign policy discussion in the United States today is focused upon the dilemma posed by the Iraq War and the threat posed by Islamist terrorism. These problems are, of course, both immediate and important. However, America also faces other challenges to its physical security and economic prosperity, and these are more long-term and probably more profound. There is, ﬁrst, the threat posed by our declining competitiveness in the global economy, a threat most obviously represented by such rising economic powers as China and India.

US needs to pursue ways prevail over economic competitiveness challenges

Martino, Foreign Policy Research Institute Senior Fellow, 7
(Rocco L., “A Strategy for Success: Innovation Will Renew American Leadership,” http://www.fpri.org/orbis/5102/martino.innovationamericanleadership.pdf, Orbis, Volume 51, Issue 2, accessed: 7-5-2012, p.268, CAS)

There is, second, the threat posed by our increasing dependence on oil imports from the Middle East. Moreover, these two threats are increasingly connected, as China and India themselves are greatly increasing their demand for Middle East oil. The United States of course faced great challenges to its security and economy in the past, most obviously from Germany and Japan in the ﬁrst half of the twentieth century and from the Soviet Union in the second half. Crucial to America’s ability to prevail over these past challenges was our technological and industrial leadership, and especially our ability to continuously recreate it. Indeed, the United States has been unique among great powers in its ability to keep on creating and recreating new technologies and new industries, generation after generation. Perpetual innovation and technological leadership might even be said to be the American way of maintaining primacy in world affairs. They are almost certainly what America will have to pursue in order to prevail over the contemporary challenges involving economic competitiveness and energy dependence
US competitiveness down now, and still declining

Porter, Bishop William Lawrence University Professor, Rivkin, Harvard Business School Professor, 12
 (Michael E., Jan W., Bruce V. Rauner Professor of Business Administration at Harvard  Business School,

 March 2012, Harvard Business Review, “The Looming Challenge to US Competitiveness,” http://www.wedc.wa.gov/Download%20files/HBR_LoomingCompetiveness.pdf, accessed: 7-7-2012, p.5, CAS)

The U.S. remains the world’s largest recipient of foreign direct investment; however, growth in inbound FDI slowed in recent years to rates lower than those of many other large advanced economies. And although U.S. exports rose during the past decade, America’s share of world exports has declined substantially and in virtually all areas. Notably, Germany saw robust export share gains during the same period in many industry clusters, including some of its largest. 
While the data are troubling, even more worrisome is the picture painted by managers on the front lines of international competition. We recently surveyed nearly 10,000 Harvard Business School alumni to assess the trajectory of the U.S. along the two dimensions that define competitiveness: the ability of U.S.-based firms to compete successfully in the global marketplace and the ability of firms in the U.S. to support high and rising living standards in America. The vast majority of respondents, 71%, foresaw a decline in U.S. competitiveness in the coming years. Respondents also reported that when the U.S. competes with other countries to host business activities, it loses two-thirds of the time.

Outsourcing corporations has weakened America’s economy at home

Porter, Bishop William Lawrence University Professor, Rivkin, Harvard Business School Professor, 12
 (Michael E., Jan W., Bruce V. Rauner Professor of Business Administration at Harvard  Business School,

 March 2012, Harvard Business Review, “The Looming Challenge to US Competitiveness,” http://www.wedc.wa.gov/Download%20files/HBR_LoomingCompetiveness.pdf, accessed: 7-7-2012, p.7, CAS)

America’s troubles trace back, ironically, to the triumph of Western capitalism over traditional communism in the 1980s. Scores of countries that previously had closed economies, weak property rights, rampant corruption, unstable governments, and decrepit physical infrastructure quickly opened for business. Many of them pursued ambitious economic strategies to boost macro and micro competitiveness. Growing prosperity turned these countries into desirable markets, attracting foreign investment. 

At the same time, technological improvements in communication, logistics, and IT made it possible to integrate more and more countries into global supply chains. Today it is feasible, and often profitable, to do business from anywhere to anywhere. In 1990, the 20 U.S.-headquartered companies with the largest asset bases outside the U.S. had 33% of their total assets abroad; today that figure is 58%. Whereas “multinational” used to evoke an image of a large, established corporation, today we see start-ups with global reach. As emerging economies have developed, the activities conducted there have shifted from the labor-intensive and low-tech to the capital- and knowledge intensive. 

To a large extent, the proliferation of possible locations for company activities boosts global prosperity, allowing more effective specialization of resources and wider diffusion of innovation. This “rise of the rest” is potentially great news for the American economy, as prosperous emerging economies can be growth markets for U.S.-made goods, allies in supporting free and fair trade, and sources of innovation. However, as companies have become increasingly global, their connections to the communities where they operate, in America or elsewhere, have weakened.

US economy is steadily decreasing and infrastructure is continually cut from the budget

Lieberthat & O’Hanlon, Los Angeles Times, 12

(Kenneth, Michael,, 6-6-12, Fremont Tribune, “The real national security threat: America’s debt,” http://fremonttribune.com/news/opinion/columnists/the-real-national-security-threat-america-s-debt/article_52706e86-c775-11e1-8cbd-0019bb2963f4.html, accessed:7-7-12, CAS)

The United States has been running trillion-dollar deficits, resulting in a huge explosion in the country’s indebtedness. Publicly held debt now equals 70 percent of gross domestic product, a threshold many economists consider significant and highly worrisome. Making matters worse, half of our current deficit financing is being provided by foreigners. We are getting by with low interest rates and tolerable levels of domestic investment only because they find U.S. debt attractive, which may not last.

Why is this situation so serious? First, we are headed for a level of debt that within a decade could require us to spend the first trillion dollars of every year’s federal budget servicing that debt. Much less money will be left for other things. That is a prescription for a vicious cycle of underfinancing for our infrastructure, national education efforts, science research and all the other functions of government that are crucial to long-term economic growth. Robust defense spending will be unsustainable too. Once we get in this rut, getting out will be very hard.

Competitiveness low now—university funding 

WSJ 6-16 (“Panel warns university funding cuts hurt US global competitiveness”, Fox News, http://www.foxnews.com/us/2012/06/16/panel-warns-university-funding-cuts-hurt-us-global-competitiveness/) GSK 

A panel of business and academic leaders warned funding cuts to higher education are hurting the global competitiveness of U.S. research universities, the latest sign of financial strain that is intensifying battles over school leadership and has led to several high-profile departures of university presidents. U.S. research universities "are in grave danger of not only losing their place of global leadership but of serious erosion in quality," the committee of 22 academic, business and nonprofit leaders warned in a 250-page report issued Thursday. The report, commissioned by Congress, called for a combined effort among the schools, governments and corporations to reverse the decline. 

Education key to economic recovery 

Robinson 11 (2-17, Dan, **internally cites Barack Obama, “Obama: Education Key to US Competitiveness”, Voice of America, http://www.voanews.com/content/intel-chief-to-join-white-house-jobs-council-116475713/135250.html) GSK 
President Obama used a visit to the U.S. West coast this week to highlight the importance of improving education standards to ensure future U.S. competitiveness. He met with leaders of American technology companies, and visited high-tech facilities at Intel Corporation in Oregon. Obama's visit to Intel, and private talks the previous day with technology business leaders, were part of his drive to underscore the private sector role in driving economic recovery and highlight the role of education in American competitiveness. After touring Intel's advanced semiconductor facility with CEO Paul Otellini, the president returned to a major theme of his State of the Union Address - that future economic strength depends on making America's education system competitive with other nations. Even as Americans learn to "live within [their] means" in fiscal terms, Obama said, the nation has no choice but to invest in the future, and that means focusing "like a laser" on education. "We can’t win the future if we lose the race to educate our children. Can’t do it. In today’s economy, the quality of a nation’s education is one of the biggest predictors of a nation’s success. It is what will determine whether the American Dream survives." The president said education, and investment in research and development, are key to a future in which technological innovations begin in the United States rather than overseas.

Competitiveness low now—education 

Williams 6-26 (Tim, founded the Department of Economic Development for the cities of Salem and Brockton, Mass. He is also the author of "National Economic Reform and The Agenda." He is also a feature writer for the American Chronicle, “National Economic Reforms: Education Reform”, Examiner.com, http://www.examiner.com/article/national-economic-reforms-education-reform) GSK
The American educational experience from the late 1960's thru today has been a total disaster. Instead of securing our place in educational standards when the educational experience of the post World War II period up till around 1970 we have succumbed to the lowest common denominator. In the mid 1960's is where the United States was ranked first in Math and Science of all the industrialized nations; a far cry from the realities of education in America today. We have failed generations of our youth. Today, the United States has yet to climb back even into the top 25 of countries around the world. Over the past 40 years through policies, laws, and Supreme Court decisions that were supposed to improve education have done the exact opposite. A lesson in futility sort of speaking has undermined the ability of Americas to compete in the global economic community. Sure, there have been bright spots here and there but the overall educational experience in the United States from elementary thru secondary we have continued to loose sight of the aspects that what made American educational the success it was 50 years ago. Today, there are so many factors that detract ones ability to secure quality in attaining a good education. One of the biggest concerns today is the fact that there are so many single parents trying to raise a child or in many cases children. Considering the fact of the cost of living today where it is a very difficult task to say the least just to feed and cloth our children. The economics of today plays a vital role in the quality of ones educational experience. The many needless teenage pregnancies also continues to thwart ones ability to attain the education needed to keep oneself out of poverty. Most of the parents of today are also part of the generations of youth that were deprived of the opportunity to have the benefits of America's educational experience of their farther's. In essence what made public education as the meaningful and rewarding experience that the youth of the baby boomers had is no longer available. We always have to remember that when a child is born the parent or parents has a major responsibility in nurturing their newborn towards creating a lifelong thirst for knowledge. Young minds and especially infant ones are like sponges. They absorb everything. The best way to start to create that life long pursuit begins the sooner the parent gets involved. Their are many of factors that have placed major obstacles in infants and preschool age children's way to acquire the attitude, ability, and attributes in creating that life long desire for education. The United States educational systems really have failed the youth of this country. Through supreme court decisions, the relaxing of standards in school systems, and the general Dr. Spock attitude that prevailed from the late 1960's to today have under minded the educational process. Compounding this now is the employment opportunities, or in many cases the lack of all have contributed to the lack of proper funding for education in all levels. Where stagnant wages have kept the tax base from meeting their obligations to fund the necessary mandates that contribute immensely for keeping available the educational and recreational opportunities available for our youth. All of these contribute to the fact that so many of our youth are denied the opportunity and be able to take part in attaining a well rounded education. The major question now is; how to prepare our youth for the jobs of the 21st. century while regaining our stature in education among the global community?

Expensive education kills competitiveness 

Williams 6-26 (Tim, founded the Department of Economic Development for the cities of Salem and Brockton, Mass. He is also the author of "National Economic Reform and The Agenda." He is also a feature writer for the American Chronicle, “National Economic Reforms: Education Reform”, Examiner.com, http://www.examiner.com/article/national-economic-reforms-education-reform) GSK
The way student loans are now structured today has far reaching economic implications that only continue to undermine our whole economy. Today the default rate on student loans is almost triple that of the sub-prime mortgage default rate. This is a major factor in why this country is having an almost impossible task of improving our economy while increasing the profits of major financial institutions. It works like this: When banks like Bank of America, Citibank and JPMorgan Chase make federal student loans the United States Government guarantees to repay them 98 cents on the dollar if the borrower defaults. When these banks make private loans they charge interest rats of over 20% compared to federal interest rates of only 6.9%. In either case the only ones winning are the financial institutions. Students and our own government continue to loose out. When the federal government continues to ignore the plight of so many today in refusing to raise the amount equal to the costs of higher education those students have no choice but to seek the private sector financial institutions to procure the extra needed funds. In doing so they have while the cost continues to escalate only encourages the financial industry to capitalize and vigorously pursue students with promises of guaranteed acceptance in acquiring the loans needed to secure the financial obligations in their college education. With so many defaulting on their student loans obligations today much like when banks foreclose on a home these same financial institutions are finding it more profitable for students to default and home owners to undergo foreclosure rather than work out payment plans. A double edge sword is now a focal point in that if persons wanting to apply for a loan re modification to reduce their mortgages are now being denied because banks have purposely set the credit criteria higher now just to deny that loan modification. The same scenario is taking place with students who are now forced to default on their student loans. This is a national crisis. One that has been overshadowed by the mainstream media and our elected officials. The economic impact of this crisis is so huge that if not addressed and rectified now will only reduce our competitiveness in today's economic markets and the foreseeable future. It boils down to jobs. Living wage jobs, and the federal government to equate federal student loans to the true cost of higher education today. The rhetoric of today's politicians and our illustrious legislatures proves that they really still don't understand the big picture of how those many jobs were lost and the way our financial institutions continue to manipulate rules and procedures just increase their profit margins. Until the implementation of total National Economic Reform is implemented our students will continue to wallow in massive debt probably for the rest of their lives and our whole economy will continue to also, wallow in economic deprivation.

Competitiveness low now—multiple warrant 

Economist 1-21 (“Glass half empty Why businesspeople are so gloomy about America”, http://www.economist.com/node/21543169) GSK 
PROFITS may be at a record high, but American businessfolk are feeling glum. Some moan that their pipeline-postponing president, Barack Obama, doesn’t understand how business works. Others fret that America itself is becoming dysfunctional. Much of this pessimism is uncalled for, but it matters nonetheless. A survey published on January 18th offers unsettling detail. Fully 71% of the businesspeople polled expected America’s competitiveness to decline over the next three years. (National competitiveness is a slippery concept: countries do not compete in the same way that firms do. But the businessfolk in question answered some clearer questions, too.) Some 45% said that American firms will find it harder to compete in the global economy. A startling 64% said that American firms will find it harder to pay high wages and benefits. The survey is from Harvard Business School, which in October persuaded nearly 10,000 of its 78,000 alumni to complete a questionnaire. Two-thirds were based in America; the remainder were spread across 121 countries. Some 91% had worked during the past year (over half in manufacturing, finance or professional services). This being Harvard, more than a quarter described themselves as a chief executive, chairman, founder, owner or something equally exalted. Intriguingly, the Harvard alumni were gloomy about where America is headed, rather than how it is now. Some 57% felt that today the business environment in America is somewhat or much better than the global average; only 15% said it was worse. But when asked to compare its prospects with those of other industrialised economies, only 9% felt that America was pulling ahead; some 21% said it was falling behind. A striking 66% expected America to lose ground to Brazil, India and China; only 8% thought it would pull away from them. Those in globally competitive sectors were gloomiest; those who ran hotels or utilities were more cheerful.

Infrastructure Key ( Competitiveness 
Infrastructure investment required to maintain global competitiveness
Delauro, U.S. Congresswoman, 10

(Rosa, Federal News Service, HEARING OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT REVENUE MEASURES OF THE HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE , 5-13-2010, p.3, Lexis, CAS).
The signs of our infrastructure crisis are all around. In 2003, the Northeast experienced a major and widespread blackout. We will never forget the broken levees after Hurricane Katrina, or the major I-35 bridge collapse in Minneapolis. Just this month, Boston endured a catastrophic pipe break that shut off water for 2 million people. With these human costs, there are heavy economic costs. Lost opportunities for job creation and economic growth; we need to remain competitive in the 21st century. China puts 9 percent of its GDP into infrastructure, India 5 percent and rising. Here, we spend less than 2 percent of GDP, down from a time when we spent 8 percent. These other nations are investing in 21st century infrastructure while we, too often, are shoring up old legacy systems. We all know that we need to invest in our infrastructure in order to move from recovery to long term economic growth. Yet the $2.2 trillion question is, how to pay for it? That is how much the American society of civil engineers estimate that we need to spend over the next five years just to bring our infrastructureup to an adequate condition.

The US government needs to invest in infrastructure to be competitive

Tanden, Center for American Progress President, 12

(Neera, 1-6-2012, Center for American Progress, “Keeping the American Economy Competitive in the 21st Century,” http://www.americanprogress.org/events/2012/01/competes.html/, accessed: 7-5-2012, CAS)

[Obama said] the government needs to do more to help the struggling economy and its citizens, and that “America’s challenge isn’t just to strengthen the recovery—it’s to lay a new foundation for sustainable, long-term economic growth.” Bryson outlined three areas where more government investment could do just that: research, education, and infrastructure. The government needs to invest in private-sector research, which breeds many ideas and much innovation, as well as jobs, and it needs to better protect the copyrights and patents of companies. It also needs to invest in the teaching of science, technology, engineering, and mathematical fields (the so-called STEM fields), in which other countries currently have many more students—many of them studying here. And it needs to invest in publicly provided resources such as broadband Internet in order to give the country a competitive and innovative edge. He also discussed the importance of manufacturing jobs, saying that they are the biggest source of innovation in our economy, and that they allow us to sustain a strong middle class, which is essential as the country moves forward.

Transportation investment needed for competitiveness.
Puentes, Senior Fellow-Brookings Institution, 11 (Robert, 5-5-11, Council on Foreign Relations, “Infrastructure Investment and U.S. Competitiveness,” http://www.cfr.org/united-states/infrastructure-investment-us-competitiveness/p24585, accessed 7-7-12, AS). 
Infrastructure is central to U.S. prosperity and global competitiveness. It matters because state-of-the-art transportation, telecommunications, and energy networks--the connective tissue of the nation--are critical to moving goods, ideas, and workers quickly and efficiently and providing a safe, secure, and competitive climate for business operations. But for too long, the nation's infrastructure policies have been kept separate and apart from the larger conversation about the U.S. economy. The benefits of infrastructure are frequently framed around short-term goals about job creation. While the focus on employment growth is certainly understandable, it is not the best way to target and deploy infrastructure dollars. And it means so-called "shovel ready projects" are all we can do while long-term investments in the smart grid, high-speed rail, and modern ports are stuck at the starting gate.

If the US wants to be competitive, it needs transportation infrastructure investment.
Rohatyn, Special Advisor to the Chairman and CEO, Lazard Freres and Co. LLC, 11 (Felix G., 5-5-11, Council on Foreign Relations, “Infrastructure Investment and U.S. Competitiveness,” http://www.cfr.org/united-states/infrastructure-investment-us-competitiveness/p24585, accessed 7-7-12, AS). 
While America's economic competitors and partners around the world make massive investments in public infrastructure, our nation's roads and bridges, schools and hospitals, airports and railways, ports and dams, waterlines, and air-control systems are rapidly and dangerously deteriorating.

China, India, and European nations are spending--or have spent--the equivalent of hundreds of billions of dollars on efficient public transportation, energy, and water systems. Meanwhile, the American Society of Civil Engineers estimated in 2005 that it would take $1.6 trillion simply to make U.S. infrastructure dependable and safe. The obvious, negative impact of this situation on our global competitiveness, quality of life, and ability to create American jobs is a problem we no longer can ignore.
Transportation infrastructure investment needed for competitiveness.
Goldsmith, New York City Deputy Mayor for Operations, 11 (Stephen, 5-5-11, Council on Foreign Relations, “Infrastructure Investment and U.S. Competitiveness,” http://www.cfr.org/united-states/infrastructure-investment-us-competitiveness/p24585, accessed 7-7-12, AS). 
Investment in America's physical infrastructure is directly tied to economic development. Businesses and the workforces they attract consider infrastructure when deciding where to locate. Too often, however, pressed by day-to-day concerns, state and local governments fail to adequately plan and invest in infrastructure. Tight budgets make it easy for officials to rationalize the deferral of investment until a time when surpluses return. Unfortunately, this pattern has been repeated for decades, and the accumulation of deferred maintenance and deferred investment in future infrastructure has led to an unsatisfactory status quo. To ensure America's future competitiveness in the global marketplace, we must rethink our approach to the construction and financing of infrastructure. And in this policy area, many of the most promising ideas for unlocking public value involve public-private partnerships.

Transportation investment key to competitiveness-construction industry proves.

Costa and Hersh, Center for American Progress, 11 (Kristina and Adam, Sept 8 2011, Center for American Progress, “Infrastructure Spending Builds American Jobs,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/09/jobs_infrastructure.html, accessed 7-7-12, AS)

The construction sector was particularly hard hit by the Great Recession of 2007-2009 and really never quite recovered, with devastating consequences for construction workers. Unemployment in construction remains dismal. In August 2011 the unemployment rate in the construction industry stood at 13.2 percent—substantially higher than the economy-wide unemployment rate of 9.1 percent. The loss of jobs and investment in construction has been dragging down the overall U.S. economy. At the same time, the United States’ transportation and other public infrastructure is underfunded, aging, and growing increasingly inadequate to serve the needs of families and business competitiveness. Fortunately, there is something very simple the federal government can do about these problems: Put more resources into infrastructure investment. We know from very recent experience that infrastructure investments deliver the goods for job creation and business growth. Two years ago, the unemployment rate for construction workers was 17 percent—before federal government stimulus funds boosted construction and the overall economy. In 2009 Congress and the Obama administration allocated an additional $29.9 billion in transportation spending for roads, bridges, and transit systems alongside another $21.7 billion for other infrastructure investments, ranging from funds for improving drinking and wastewater systems to large-scale civil engineering projects overseen by the Army Corps of Engineers. Together, this money accounted for 6 percent of spending through the Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, directly creating 1.1 million jobs by March 2011 in the construction sector. Those 1.1 million jobs represent 17 percent higher construction employment than would have been the case without government action, according to an analysis by Daniel J. Wilson, an economist with the Federal Reserve.[1] Investments in infrastructure, of course, contribute more to the U.S. economy than simply providing much-needed construction sector jobs. Improved infrastructure reduces costs for businesses, making U.S. companies more competitive. Infrastructure and transportation investment indirectly creates jobs in other sectors of the economy, including manufacturing, because construction projects require sophisticated materials and machines. And the good middle-class incomes earned by those newly employed in infrastructure investment projects fuel spending elsewhere in the economy, thereby maintaining and increasing private-sector employment

US competitiveness depends on its infrastructure and its microeconomic conditions

Porter, Bishop William Lawrence University Professor, Rivkin, Harvard Business School Professor, 12
 (Michael E., Jan W., Bruce V. Rauner Professor of Business Administration at Harvard  Business School,

 March 2012, Harvard Business Review, “The Looming Challenge to US Competitiveness,” http://www.wedc.wa.gov/Download%20files/HBR_LoomingCompetiveness.pdf, accessed: 7-7-2012, p.6, CAS)

Macro foundations create the potential for long-term productivity, but actual productivity depends on the microeconomic conditions that affect business itself. A competitive nation exhibits a sound business environment (including modern transport and communications infrastructure, high-quality research institutions, streamlined regulation, sophisticated local consumers, and effective capital markets) as well as strong clusters of firms and supporting institutions in particular fields, such as information technology in Silicon Valley and energy in Houston. Competitive nations develop companies that adopt advanced operating and management practices. In a large country like the U.S., many of the most important drivers of competitiveness rest at the regional and local levels, not the national level. Though federal policies surely matter, microeconomic drivers tied to regions—such as roads, universities, pools of talent, and cluster specialization—are crucial.
Infrastructure investment leads to competitiveness

Slaughter, 11

(Mathew, Tuck School of Business, Dartmouth College, Spring 2011, “BUILDING

COMPETITIVENESS”, http://www.ofii.org/docs/OFII_Infrastructure_Paper.pdf, accessed 7-11-12 BLE)

Many studies have found evidence of large private sector productivity gains from public infrastructure investments, in many cases with higher returns than private capital investment. Research has shown that well designed infrastructure investments can raise economic growth, productivity, and land values, while also providing significant positive spillovers to areas such as economic development, energy efficiency, public health, and manufacturing. Today there is much uncertainty about the global competition facing American workers. Can America re-create a dynamic environment creating millions of high-productivity, high-wage jobs? It can. But achieving this critical goal will require an expansive vision in terms of both companies and policies. In terms of companies, America today has nearly 30 million businesses, ranging from millions of sole proprietorships to the largest multinational companies. Restoring American competitiveness will require job creation by all companies operating in America: large and small, young and old, U.S.-based and foreign-based. America’s global competitiveness cannot be re-established through the success of just one kind of company. In particular, as this report discusses, some of the most dynamic companies in America with a clear interest in maintaining U.S. competitiveness have long been insourcing companies, i.e., the U.S. subsidiaries of global companies.

Infrastructure key to competitiveness 
Porter, 8

(Michael, writer/co-director for World Economic Forum, studied at Harvard, 2008, “The Global Competitiveness Report 2008–2009”, https://members.weforum.org/pdf/GCR08/GCR08.pdf, accessed 7-11-12 BLE)
Extensive and efficient infrastructure is an essential driver of competitiveness. It is critical for ensuring the effective functioning of the economy, as it is an important factor determining the location of economic activity and the kinds of activities or sectors that can develop in a particular economy. Well-developed infrastructure reduces the effect of distance between regions, with the result of truly integrating the national market and connecting it to markets in other countries and regions. In addition, the quality and extensiveness of infrastructure networks significantly impact economic growth and reduce income inequalities and poverty in a variety of ways. In this regard, a well-developed transport and communications infrastructure network is a prerequisite for the ability of less-developed communities to connect to core economic activities and schools. Effective modes of transport for goods, people, and services—such as quality roads, railroads, ports, and air transport—enable entrepreneurs to get their goods to market in a secure and timely manner, and facilitate the movement of workers to the most suitable jobs. Economies also depend on electricity supplies that are free of interruptions and shortages so that businesses and factories can work unimpeded. Finally, a solid and extensive telecommunications network allows for a rapid and free flow of information, which increases overall economic efficiency by helping to ensure that decisions made by economic actors take into account all available relevant information.

Infrastructure provides the foundation for generative sectors which then shape the economy and competitiveness
Ciccantell, 01

(Paul, writer for CJS, winter, 2001, “NAFTA and the Reconstruction of U.S. Hegemony: The Raw Materials Foundations of Economic Competitiveness”, https://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&pid=gmail&attid=0.1&thid=13878ebd180c12c3&mt=application/pdf&url=https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui%3D2%26ik%3D06b6453853%26view%3Datt%26th%3D13878ebd180c12c3%26attid%3D0.1%26disp%3Dsafe%26realattid%3Df_h4j6z7kq0%26zw&sig=AHIEtbQs9tKALwP4lQJmELIvddKEGL7laQ, accessed 7-11-12 BLE)
The critical link in the nexus between nature and the world economy is transportation. Massive volumes of low value raw materials, progressively increasing distances between raw materials deposits and industrial centres, and the demand for raw materials in building transportation other infrastructure combine to make transport a very large part of total costs, providing the foundation for generative sectors: sectors that create backward and forward linkages and stimulate a much broader range of technical skills and learning, along with formal institutions designed and funded to promote them, vast and diversified instrumental knowledge held by interdependent specialists about the rest of the world, financial institutions adapted the requirements large to of sunk costs in a variety of social and political contexts, specific formal and informal relations between firms, sectors, and states, and the form of legal distinctions between public and private and between different levels of public jurisdiction(Ciccantell and Bunker, 1998 and 1999). This concept of generative sector thus incorporates both the notion of a leading sector and of the process of creating organizational and institutional templates for other economic sectors that shape economic diversification the process of economic and ascent. The role of generative sectors is clear in the economic ascent of Britain and its canal sand railroads the eighteenth and nineteenth in centuries(Mathias, 1969; Hadfield, 1986), the U.S. and its railroads in the nineteenth century (Chandler,1962 and 1977), and Japan and its development of large scale ports and bulk shipping in the second half of the twentieth century (Bunkerand Ciccantell, 1995a).

Infrastructure directly increases world competitiveness

Ciccantell, 01

(Paul, writer for CJS, winter, 2001, “NAFTA and the Reconstruction of U.S. Hegemony: The Raw Materials Foundations of Economic Competitiveness”, https://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&pid=gmail&attid=0.1&thid=13878ebd180c12c3&mt=application/pdf&url=https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui%3D2%26ik%3D06b6453853%26view%3Datt%26th%3D13878ebd180c12c3%26attid%3D0.1%26disp%3Dsafe%26realattid%3Df_h4j6z7kq0%26zw&sig=AHIEtbQs9tKALwP4lQJmELIvddKEGL7laQ, accessed 7-11-12 BLE)
The combination of very precise raw materials quality requirements and systems force exporting states and firms to tightly linked large scale transport meet these demands, or to quickly become noncompetitive and lose their markets. Neither formal imperialism nor even foreign direct investment are needed under these conditions to ensure that exporting mines and transport systems since globalization means that many real and comply with these requirements, potential competitors exist that could quickly replace those that fail to meet these requirements. The spatially uneven distribution of these costs and infrastructure contributes benefits of global transport directly to the economic and political inequalities that underlie and maintain the hierarchy of nations within the capitalist world-economy Chase-Dunn, (see 1989).Peripheral states, of firms, communities and ecosystems bear much of the burden extracting and raw transporting materials to the core, but receive only limited benefits and assume huge costs and risks to sustain core industrial production prosperity (Ciccantell and Bunker, 1999).

Infrastructure generates competitiveness

Garelli, 2

(Professor Stephane, Director of the World Competitiveness Project, April 2002, “Competitiveness of Nations: The Fundamentals”, http://members.shaw.ca/compilerpress1/Anno%20Garelli%20CN%20Fundamentals.htm, accessed 7-11-12 BLE)
Nations also manage their competitive environment by relying more heavily on assets or on processes. Some nations can be rich in assets - land, people, and natural resources - but are not necessarily competitive. This may be the case of Brazil, India and Russia. Other nations such as Singapore, Japan and Switzerland are poor in resources and have relied essentially on transformation processes. In general, the latter nations are more competitive than the former. Sometimes economists refer to "the spell of natural resources" to describe the fate of asset-rich nations that have become complacent. It is probably a factor of central importance for "economic value added" in the notion of competitiveness. It should be added that inherited assets are not necessarily only natural resources. It could be considered that infrastructure, industrial power, and even education and skills are assets that have been accumulated by past generations. They can also generate complacency in "old" nations, which confuse wealth and competitiveness.

Infrastructure key to national competitiveness

Garelli, 2

(Professor Stephane, Director of the World Competitiveness Project, April 2002, “Competitiveness of Nations: The Fundamentals”, http://members.shaw.ca/compilerpress1/Anno%20Garelli%20CN%20Fundamentals.htm, accessed 7-11-12 BLE)
Today, infrastructure cannot be considered only in the traditional terms of roads, trains, harbor facilities and even airports. Technological infrastructure is becoming a key asset for the future competitiveness of a nation. The availability of cheap and efficient telecommunication systems, connections to the Internet, and development of mobile telephony (be it traditional or linked to the Internet) are just few of the new technological priorities of nations that want to compete. Some countries, such as South Africa, Mexico or Poland, are leapfrogging some technological infrastructure, for example in focusing on mobile rather than fixed phones. Technology also impacts education. Many countries, such as the US, Britain or France have an objective to connect the entire school system to the Internet. Sweden and Finland are very advanced in providing distance learning through telecommunication or the Internet. However a shortage of IT skills remains endemic in most countries. Therefore, the priority of a competitive nation is to develop the people who will operate the new technological infrastructure and strive to be on the leading edge of future developments. Ireland has heavily invested in this field to provide local and foreign enterprises with a young and qualified labor force that has IT skills. This is one of the reasons why the country is so attractive to foreign investment. The new technological requirements of enterprises have forced countries to give a priority to technology. 

Infrastructure is a fundamental element to US competitiveness

Puentes, 11

(Robert, Senior Fellow, Brookings Institution, 4-5-11, “Infrastructure Investment and U.S. Competitiveness”, http://www.cfr.org/united-states/infrastructure-investment-us-competitiveness/p24585, accessed 7-11-12 BLE)
Infrastructure is central to U.S. prosperity and global competitiveness. It matters because state-of-the-art transportation, telecommunications, and energy networks--the connective tissue of the nation--are critical to moving goods, ideas, and workers quickly and efficiently and providing a safe, secure, and competitive climate for business operations. But for too long, the nation's infrastructure policies have been kept separate and apart from the larger conversation about the U.S. economy. The benefits of infrastructure are frequently framed around short-term goals about job creation. While the focus on employment growth is certainly understandable, it is not the best way to target and deploy infrastructure dollars. And it means so-called "shovel ready projects" are all we can do while long-term investments in the smart grid, high-speed rail, and modern ports are stuck at the starting gate. So in addition to the focus on job growth in the short term, we need to rebalance the American economy for the long term on several key elements: higher exports, to take advantage of rising global demand; low-carbon technology, to lead the clean-energy revolution; innovation, to spur growth through ideas and their deployment; and greater opportunity, to reverse the troubling, decades-long rise in inequality. Infrastructure is fundamental to each of those elements. 

AT: Infrastructure Key ( Competitiveness 

   Alt Cause – Government 

Government inefficiencies not infrastructure contribute most to US competitiveness- European financial crisis and the World economic Forum prove.

Saltmarsh, NY Times, 11 (Matthew, Sept 7 2011, The New York Times Company, “U.S. Slips to Fifth Place On Competitiveness List,” http://www.nytimes.com/2011/09/08/business/global/us-slides-singapore-rises-in-competitiveness-survey.html, accessed 7-9-12, AS).

LONDON — The United States is slipping and emerging markets are improving, but European economies still dominate the list of the most competitive economies in the world, according to a World Economic Forum report released Wednesday. For the third consecutive year, Switzerland ranked first in the forum’s annual competitiveness survey, which assesses countries based on 12 categories including innovation, infrastructure and the macroeconomic environment. The United States, which topped the list in 2008, continued its decline, also for the third year in a row, falling one place to fifth. The weaker performance was attributed to economic vulnerabilities as well as “some aspects of the United States’ institutional environment,” notably low public trust in politicians and concerns about government inefficiency. Singapore overtook Sweden to claim the second position. But perhaps surprisingly, given the crisis of confidence that continues to plague the European financial system, Western European countries dominated the survey’s top 10 economies.

   Alt Cause – Healthcare 
Healthcare puts American businesses at a competitive disadvantage, not infrastructure.
Johnson, Senior Editor/Senior Staff Writer, 12 (Toni, 4-26-12, Council on Foreign Relations, “Healthcare Costs and U.S. Competitiveness,” http://www.cfr.org/health-science-and-technology/healthcare-costs-us-competitiveness/p13325, accessed 7-9-12, AS).
The United States spent more than 17 percent of its GDP on health care, higher than any other developed nation. The nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimated in 2008 that number would rise to 25 percent by 2025 without changes to federal law (PDF). Employer-funded coverage is the structural mainstay of the U.S. health insurance system. A November 2008 Kaiser Foundation report says access to employer-sponsored health insurance has been on the decline (PDF) among low-income workers, and health premiums for workers have risen 114 percent in the last decade (PDF). Small businesses are less likely than large employers to be able to provide health insurance as a benefit. At 12 percent, health care is the most expensive benefit paid by U.S. employers, according to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. Some economists say these ballooning dollar figures place a heavy burden on companies doing business in the United States and can put them at a substantial competitive disadvantage in the international marketplace. For large multinational corporations, footing healthcare costs presents an enormous expense. General Motors, for instance, covers more than 1.1 million employees and former employees, and the company says it spends roughly $5 billion on healthcare expenses annually. GM says healthcare costs add between $1,500 and $2,000 to the sticker price of every automobile it makes. Health benefits for unionized auto workers became a central issue derailing the 2008 congressional push to provide a financial bailout to GM and its ailing Detroit rival, Chrysler.

   Alt Cause – STEM/Education 
STEM, again not infrastructure, is key to US competitiveness.
Machi, The Heritage Foundation, 9 (Ethel, 6-16-9, The Heritage Foundation, “Improving U.S. Competitiveness with K-12 STEM Education and Training,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/06/improving-us-competitiveness-with-k-12-stem-education-and-training, accessed 7-9-12, AS).
In order for the United States to be globally competitive, innovative, and prepared for new economic and security challenges, the U.S. must have a competitive and innovative educational environment that encourages entrepreneurship and excellence in STEM subjects. Doing so will require federal and state policymakers, as well as the private sector, to take the following steps:

Education cuts kill US competitiveness

Honda, US House of Representatives, 11

(Michael, March 9, 2011, “Republican Education Cuts Killing America's Economic Competitiveness,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/rep-mike-honda/republican-education-cuts_b_833353.html, Accessed: 7-11-12, CAS)

Republicans, in stark contrast, have proposed unprecedented cuts to education spending in recent resolutions. Not only are Republicans ignoring what the Federal Reserve is telling us, they are ignoring what recent scores on international competitiveness demonstrate: Investments in education are the key to our economic competitiveness.
The U.S., however, is increasingly losing its competitive edge when it comes to preparing our K-16 students in critical subjects like science, technology, engineering and math. In these subjects, our students consistently rank near the bottom in educational achievement among the world's 30 richest nations, according to the latest Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) scores.

We are being out-competed because we are being out-invested, exacerbating the mismatch in our country between the skills needed for high-growth job sectors and our students' skill sets.

When we unpack PISA scores, it becomes clear that inequity in our school system is driving us down. The scores highlight how equity/inequity in education correlates directly with global competitiveness (or lack thereof). In reading, for example, the U.S. average score of 500 lags well behind global leaders. The reason: economic inequality. U.S. schools with smaller amounts of student poverty scored as high as 551, which trumped scores from high-ranking South Korea and Singapore and put us five points behind No. 1-ranking Shanghai. As poverty increases in our schools, however, our scores steadily decrease.
These results on competitiveness should guide our policymaking. We must make every school as good as the schools in our wealthiest communities.

To do this successfully, we must invest wisely. We cannot just pour more money into systems that are not getting the job done. We have to retool the systems so that they will be effective. That is exactly why the Department of Education recently launched the Equity and Excellence Commission. This nonpartisan commission, my brainchild in partnership with Rep. Chaka Fattah (D-Pa.), is a crucial piece of the puzzle if we are really going to have our "Sputnik moment" in public education. This is our opportunity to address the broken system of education finance and develop a plan for comprehensive school finance reform that is focused on high achievement for all students. It is also an effort that is crucial to the future of working Americans.

US competitiveness most dependent on education standards—not infrastructure 

Robinson, 11

(Dan, Writer for Voice of America, 2-17-11, “Obama: Education Key to US Competitiveness “, http://www.voanews.com/content/intel-chief-to-join-white-house-jobs-council-116475713/135250.html, accessed 7-13-12 BLE)
President Obama used a visit to the U.S. West coast this week to highlight the importance of improving education standards to ensure future U.S. competitiveness. He met with leaders of American technology companies, and visited high-tech facilities at Intel Corporation in Oregon. Obama's visit to Intel, and private talks the previous day with technology business leaders, were part of his drive to underscore the private sector role in driving economic recovery and highlight the role of education in American competitiveness. After touring Intel's advanced semiconductor facility with CEO Paul Otellini, the president returned to a major theme of his State of the Union Address - that future economic strength depends on making America's education system competitive with other nations. Even as Americans learn to "live within [their] means" in fiscal terms, Obama said, the nation has no choice but to invest in the future, and that means focusing "like a laser" on education. "We can’t win the future if we lose the race to educate our children. Can’t do it. In today’s economy, the quality of a nation’s education is one of the biggest predictors of a nation’s success. It is what will determine whether the American Dream survives." 

US competitiveness reliant on diverse energy options and education

Hock, 12

(Jim, Writer forTechnet, 2012, “America’s Technology Leaders Assert Innovation Key to Nation’s Recovery and Global Competitiveness”, http://www.technet.org/america%E2%80%99s-technology-leaders-assert-innovation-key-to-nation%E2%80%99s-recovery-and-global-competitiveness/, accessed 7-13-12 BLE)

Washington, DC – Nearly 60 executives from TechNet, the bipartisan policy and political network of CEOs that promotes the growth of the innovation economy, assemble in Washington, D.C. this week for the organization’s annual CEO fly-in to meet with America’s policy leaders and advocate for innovative policy solutions to create jobs and grow the U.S. economy. The TechNet executives are meeting with senior Obama Administration officials and an array of bipartisan Congressional leaders to advocate for a robust innovation policy agenda comprised of three critical areas: improving the nation’s education system and human capital support; fostering a globally competitive business climate including comprehensive tax reform; and driving investment for clean technology and 21st century energy solutions. “To win the future, America must invest in innovation and the future discoveries that will create good paying jobs for more of our people,” said Rey Ramsey, President and CEO of TechNet. “To reach this goal, we must make the smart policy choices on R&D, education, comprehensive tax reform, high skilled immigration and protecting intellectual property. These are fundamental kitchen table issues that will help grow jobs here in America. Our message to our policy leaders is that we will work with you to ensure that America remains the world’s center of innovation and economic growth.” TechNet is committed to advancing U.S. competitiveness, economic growth and job creation. Public policies and private sector initiatives that spur our nation’s innovation-driven economy are essential to the nation’s economic recovery. By focusing our activities a few key issues, TechNet maximizes its impact on those public policy issues most affecting the national economy.

Education key component to US competitiveness—infrastructure only not sufficient enough

Epstein, 11

(Diana, Writer for Center For American Progress, 9-6-11, “Investing in Education Powers U.S. Competitiveness”, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/09/education_competitiveness.html, accessed 7-13-12 BLE)

Education is the key to American competitiveness and a strong economy, and continued federal investment in education is needed in order to support improvements in student achievement and put our economy on the path to sustained growth. The United States suffers from persistent differences in achievement between groups of students defined by race/ethnicity or family income, and our students also rank well behind those in economically competitive countries on international tests. We must continue to invest in education in order to create a system that is more equitable and that produces American students who are more competitive in the global marketplace for talent. Federal education spending needs to be protected in the congressional super committee negotiations this fall. The super committee is charged with coming up with at least $1.2 trillion in deficit reduction, which comes on top of additional caps that were imposed on future discretionary appropriations as part of the debt-ceiling deal. 

Global Competitiveness hinges on STEM fields

Holst, Juneau Economic Development Council Executive director, 09
(Brian, 10-16-2009, Juneau Empire, “STEM and the Economy,” http://juneauempire.com/stories/101609/opi_505487626.shtml, accessed: 7-9-12, CAS)

The real economic significance of this event emerges as we better understand the importance of STEM - Science, Technology, Engineering and Math - education to our economy. Our nation's continued prosperity depends greatly on our ability to excel in STEM fields.

The National Governor's Association recently noted: "America's economic growth in the 21st century will be driven by our nation's ability to generate ideas and translate them into innovative products and services. A strong consensus is emerging among scientific, business, and education leaders that America's ability to innovate and compete in the global marketplace is directly tied to the ability of our public schools to adequately prepare all of our children in STEM."

The World Economic Forum's Global Competitiveness Report from 2006-2007 showed the United States' rank in national competitiveness dropped from first to sixth. From President Bush's announcement of the American Competitiveness Initiative in his 2007 State of the Union address, to last month's announcement of President Obama's Innovation Initiative, there is clear agreement that our ability as a nation to sustain - let alone increase - our prosperity hinges on our ability to innovate and compete.
US competitiveness depends on STEM innovation

Holst, Juneau Economic Development Council Executive director, 09
(Brian, 10-16-2009, Juneau Empire, “STEM and the Economy,” http://juneauempire.com/stories/101609/opi_505487626.shtml, accessed: 7-9-12, CAS)

What is the tie between STEM education, innovation and a competitive economy? As a developed nation, our ability to maintain or enhance our prosperity is tied directly to our productivity. What drives productivity growth? The Council on Competitiveness recognizes that "innovation is the key to driving growth and prosperity ... approximately 50 percent of U.S. annual GDP growth is attributed to increases in innovation."

And what drives Innovation? Innovation results from a dose of creativity and an equally important dose of hard technical skills, largely in the STEM fields. We have a society that encourages new ideas and fresh approaches, so we are OK on the creativity side of the equation. At a time when the U.S. demand for scientists and engineers is expected to increase at four times the rate for all other occupations, how are we on the STEM side? According to the Program for International Student Assessment, U.S. students are barely in the top 25 nations in terms of science and math competencies.

Alt Cause – Fiscal Policy 
Spending and Tax Cuts kill the economy and competitiveness

Sachs, Columbia University Director of the Earth Institute, 11

 (Jeffrey, 7-23-11, “Budgetary Deceit and America’s Decline”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/jeffrey-sachs/budgetary-deceit-and-amer_b_907684.html, Accessed: 7-11-12. CAS)

The Republicans also misrepresent the costs and benefits of closing the deficit through higher taxes on the rich. Americans wants the rich to pay more, and for good reason. Super-rich Americans have walked away with the prize in America. Our country is run by millionaires and billionaires, and for millionaires and billionaires, the rest of the country be damned. Yet the Republicans and their propaganda mouthpieces like Rupert Murdoch's media empire, claim with sheer audacity that taxing the rich would kill economic growth. This trickle-down, voodoo, supply-side economics is the fig leaf of uncontrolled greed among the right-wing rich.
The truth is that we need more federal spending to create good jobs and remain globally competitive, not as some kind of short-term "stimulus" but as a long-term investment in education, job skills, science, technology, energy security, and modern infrastructure. I travel around the world as part of my job, and I can say without doubt that America has failed to modernize the economy and is steadily losing its international competitiveness. No wonder the good jobs are disappearing and the pay is stagnant, unless of course you are a CEO who can keep grabbing stock options and profits from the shareholders (who are anyway enjoying record incomes because of stagnant wages and high profits earned overseas).

   Alt Cause – Health Care

Competitiveness depends on Healthcare

Bradley, Yale School of Public Health Professor, Callahan, Health Care Cost Monitor co-editor, 11
(Elizabeth H., Daniel, 11-10-2011, Health Care Cost Monitor, “Global Competitiveness: How Other Countries Win,” http://healthcarecostmonitor.thehastingscenter.org/elizabethbradley/global-competitiveness-how-other-countries-win/, accessed: 7-9-2012, CAS)
One of them is that, by well-accepted standards of international economic competitiveness, every country that does best is also one that has both strong government-run or regulated universal health care systems and comprehensive welfare policies. The one exception to that pattern is the United States. The other fact is that nowhere in the world is there a health care system that controls costs by letting the market have its head.

   Alt Cause – Welfare 

Global competitiveness depends on strong social and welfare programs

Bradley, Yale School of Public Health Professor, Callahan, Health Care Cost Monitor co-editor, 11
(Elizabeth H., Daniel, 11-10-2011, Health Care Cost Monitor, “Global Competitiveness: How Other Countries Win,” http://healthcarecostmonitor.thehastingscenter.org/elizabethbradley/global-competitiveness-how-other-countries-win/, accessed: 7-9-2012, CAS)
The September release of the Global Competitiveness Report of the World Economic Forum for 2011–2012 (noted for its annual meeting in Davos), tells the competitiveness story. That report ranks the countries of the world for their competitiveness. Save for the U.S., every one of the top 10 are countries that have just those social policies most despised by American conservatives: Switzerland is first, followed by Sweden, Singapore, Finland, Germany, Denmark, the Netherlands, Japan, and the U.K. The U.S., once ranked first, has now dropped to fifth place. In addition to universal health care programs, the countries that rank highest for global competitiveness have notably strong social and welfare programs.

Competitiveness Solves Heg

Competitiveness is crucial to maintaining technological superiority – it’s the largest internal link to hegemony.

Morrison, United States Marine Corps Major, ’90

[Major Matt R. Morrison, USMC, 1990, GlobalSecurity.org, “The U.S. Defense Industrial Base:  Deterrence In Decline,” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/report/1990/MMR.htm, accessed 7/11/12, JTF]

In addition to those problems noted by the GAO regarding the industrial base, several other areas are currently of concern. The general lack of U.S. competitiveness in world markets in industries cited earlier, such as semiconductors, bearings, machine tools and precision optics, indicates a fundamental deterioration of manufacturing capability in this country. Numerous factors have contributed to industry erosion. The foreign acquisition of U.S. firms is cited as one factor. The extent of foreign ownership of U.S. defense industries is hard to determine since no systematic data base exists to determine this. However, the trend indicates that foreign purchases of U.S. defense firms is increasing. (11:32) In the semiconductor industry, as an example, some believe that the Japanese acquisition of U.S. manufacturers lead to the demise of the domestic industry. They believe that subsequent to gaining a foothold in the U.S. market, aggressive Japanese pricing of memory devices, including dumping of some products, eventually drove all but two domestic firms out of the market. (11:31)

The U.S., for a number of years, has depended upon its technological superiority to counter the numerical strength of its adversaries. Therefore, there is a concern that the U.S. is losing its advantage in this area also. The flow of technology from foreign acquisition of U.S. firms is cited as one factor detrimental to maintaining a technological advantage and competitiveness in the world. (11:31) The fact that some U.S. industries do not invest in sufficient research to maintain an advantage is another factor cited. In the field of microelectronics, a field pioneered by U.S. industry, the U.S. has slipped over the last two decades from a position of preeminence. The Japanese, on the other hand, are quickly moving to the front and the U.S. is losing ground rapidly in a growing number of related microelectronics fabrication technologies. The fact that U.S. firms spend fifteen percent of their sales on semiconductor research, while the Japanese spend approximately twice that amount, is considered a large factor in this shift of industry leadership. Thus it is estimated that by the year 2000, the U.S. may be completely dependent on the Japanese for key electronic components and equipment. (1:13)

Competitiveness solves hegemony NAFTA proves.

Ciccantell, Western Michigan University Sociology Professor, ’01

[Paul, Western Michigan University Sociology Professor, Winter 2001, The Canadian Journal of Sociology, “NAFTA and the Reconstruction of U.S. Hegemony: The Raw Materials Foundations of Economic Competitiveness,” pg. 79, JSTOR, accessed 7/11/12, JTF]

Raw materials supply relationships from Canada and Mexico to U.S. industries supported the rise of the U.S. to a hegemonic position in the world economy, led by generative sectors in raw materials and transport industries. NAFTA and the CUSFTA represent attempts to reconstruct U.S. hegemony by providing access to the raw materials, low cost labour, and enlarged markets that allow the U.S. to compete successfully with its major rivals, Japan and Europe. Even for the globalizing, postindustrial U.S., securing stable, low cost fuel and other raw materials remains a key strategic interest, and these agreements significantly enhanced U.S. economic competitiveness.

Economic competitiveness is key to hard power and other facets of hegemony.

Gelb, Council on Foreign Relations President, ‘10 

[Leslie H. Gelb, former New York Times columnist and senior official in the state and defense departments, is currently president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations, Summer 2010, interview with The Fletcher Forum of World Affairs, “Fashioning a Realistic Strategy for the Twenty-First Century A Conversation with Leslie H. Gelb,” http://ui04e.moit.tufts.edu/forum/archives/pdfs/34-2pdfs/Gelb.pdf, pgs. 5-6, accessed 7/11/12, JTF]

LESLIE H. GELB: Power is what it always has been. It is the ability to get someone to do something they do not want to do by means of your resources and your position. It was always that. There is no such thing in my mind as “soft” power or “hard” power or “smart” power or “dumb” power. It is people who are hard or soft or smart or dumb. Power is power. And people use it wisely or poorly. 

Now, what has changed is the composition of power in international affairs. For almost all of history, international power was achieved in the form of military power and military force. Now, particularly in the last fifty years or so, it has become more and more economic. So power consists of economic power, military power, and diplomatic power, but the emphasis has shifted from military power (for almost all of history) to now, more economic power. And, as President Obama said in his West Point speech several months ago, our economy is the basis of our international power in general and our military power in particular. That is where it all comes from. Whether other states listen to us and act on what we say depends a good deal on their perception of the strength of the American economy. A big problem for us in the last few years has been the perception that our economy is in decline.

Economic leadership is key to hegemony and stability – Britain proves. 

Ruggie, Harvard Human Rights and International Affairs professor, ’82

[John Gerard Ruggie, Spring 1982, International Organization, vol. 36, “International Regimes, Transactions, and Change: Embedded Liberalism in the Postwar Economic Order,” http://www.wto.org/english/forums_e/public_forum_e/ruggie_embedded_liberalism.pdf , Pgs. 390-1, accessed 7/11/12, JTF]

On the international side, there is little doubt that the pre-World War I gold standard functioned as it did because of the central part Great Britain played in it. In general terms, “if keeping a free market for imports, maintaining a flow of investment capital, and acting as lender of last resort are the marks of an ‘underwriter’ of an international system, then Britain certainly fulflled this role in the nineteenth-century international economy.“33 More specifically, in the domain of monetary policy it was the role of sterling as the major vehicle currency, held by foreign business, banks, and even central banks that gave the Bank of England the influence to shape international monetary conditions consistent with the fundamental commitments and dynamics of the regime. And yet, the critical issue in the stability of this regime was not simply some measure of material “supremacy” on the part of Britain, but that “national monetary authorities were inclined to ‘follow the market’ -and indirectly the Bank of England-rather than to assert independent national objectives of their own.“34 Thus, the international gold standard rested on both the special position of Great Britain and prevailing attitudes concerning the role of the state in the conduct of national monetary policy. It reflected a true “hegemony,” as Gramsci used the term.
Economic competitiveness is key to heg.

Posen, MIT Political Science Professor ’03

[Barry R., Summer 2003, the MIT Press Journal, “Command of the Commons", International Security, Vol. 28, Issue 1, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/posen_summer_2003.pdf, Pg. 10, accessed 7/11/12, JTF]

What are the sources of U.S. command of the commons? One obvious source is the general U.S. superiority in economic resources. According to the Central Intelligence Agency, the United States produces 23 percent of gross world product (GWP); it has more than twice as many resources under the control of a single political authority as either of the next two most potent economic powers— Japan with 7 percent of GWP and China with 10 percent. 14 With 3.5 percent of U.S. gross domestic product devoted to defense (nearly 1 percent of GWP), the U.S. military can undertake larger projects than any other military in the world. The specific weapons and platforms needed to secure and exploit command of the commons are expensive. They depend on a huge scientific and industrial base for their design and production. In 2001 the U.S. Department of Defense budgeted nearly as much money for military research and development as Germany and France together budgeted for their entire military efforts. 15 The military exploitation of information technology, a field where the U.S. military excels, is a key element. The systems needed to command the commons require significant skills in systems integration and the management of large-scale industrial projects, where the U.S. defense industry excels. The development of new weapons and tactics depends on decades of expensively accumulated technological and tactical experience embodied in the institutional memory of public and private military research and development organizations. 16 Finally, the military personnel needed to run these systems are among the most highly skilled and highly trained in the world. The barriers to entry to a state seeking the military capabilities to fight for the commons are very high.

Global economic competitiveness demands new levels of investment in order to maintain economic leadership which is key to heg

Miller, AIA New York Chapter Health Facilities Committee Primary Author,  Myerson, independent consulting Planning & Development, MacCleery, Urban Land Institute Vice President for infrastructure, 12 

(Jonathan D., Deborah, Rachel, 2012,Urban Land Institute and Ernst and Young, “Infrastructure 2012: Spotlight on leadership,” http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=9&ved=0CGoQFjAI&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ey.com%2FPublication%2FvwLUAssets%2FInfrastructure-2012%2F%24FILE%2FInfrastructure-2012.pdf&ei=ZzvrT_HHCMqOrAGbmJHXBQ&usg=AFQjCNGu1D_nLw_WInqHT_8LX69srgz9hg&sig2=G_q8mSkQ71LAIZ5vxZgebw, P. 32, Access 6-27-12, LS)
Infrastructure is a long-term proposition, one that has always required an understanding of future demand and trends, balanced with a realistic appraisal of available resources. Despite a very challenging economy, many leaders are forging ahead, applying innovations and trying out new ideas and approaches in an effort to bring America’s infrastructure into the 21st century. This chapter provides concrete, recent examples of how politicians, agency directors, and members of the business community are working to meet infrastructure needs in the new economic era. The six case studies in this section examine approaches that have been successfully applied in a variety of metropolitan areas across the country. Three focus on how regions are using ballot measures to fund critical infrastructure, and three showcase other examples of infrastructure leadership. Global economic competitiveness demands new kinds of regional entrepreneurship, and each of these place-based stories provides insights and inspiration for leaders seeking infrastructure solutions:

Smart technology is key to strong leadership

Miller, AIA New York Chapter Health Facilities Committee Primary Author,  Myerson, independent consulting Planning & Development, MacCleery, Urban Land Institute Vice President for infrastructure, 12 

(Jonathan D., Deborah, Rachel, Urban Land Institute and Ernst and Young, “Infrastructure 2012: Spotlight on leadership,” http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=9&ved=0CGoQFjAI&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ey.com%2FPublication%2FvwLUAssets%2FInfrastructure-2012%2F%24FILE%2FInfrastructure-2012.pdf&ei=ZzvrT_HHCMqOrAGbmJHXBQ&usg=AFQjCNGu1D_nLw_WInqHT_8LX69srgz9hg&sig2=G_q8mSkQ71LAIZ5vxZgebw, 2012, P. 32, Accessed 6-27-12, LS)
As the country’s first large-scale application of smart technology and pricing to manage parking, strong leadership from the agency in charge was critical, as was the federal funding that helped underwrite the program. But going first also raises risks, which SFMTA mitigated by tapping into the region’s wealth of knowledge and private sector technological prowess. SFpark is attracting attention: the Institute for Transportation and Developmental Policy gave San Francisco its 2012 Sustainable Transport Award, in part for the innovative parking management program.
Investment is key to international competition which is key to heg 

Abraham, member of the Council of Economic Advisors for the white House, Krueger, Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors for the White House, and Shapiro, member of the Council of Economic Advisors for the white House, 12

(Katharine, Alan, Carl, 3-23-2012, A NEW ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT, Department of the Treasury, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf, Accessed 6-23-12, p.1, LS)

By most measures, the United States is investing less in infrastructure than other nations. While there are reasons for this disparity, international comparisons can offer a useful benchmark to assess our investment decisions. We spend approximately 2 percent of GDP on infrastructure, a 50 percent decline from 1960.65,66 China, India and Europe, by contrast, spend close to 9 percent, 8 percent, and 5 percent of GDP on infrastructure, respectively.67 To be clear, these simple cross-country comparisons do not account for differences in the current public capital stock, differences in demographics and population densities, and different transportation preferences across nations. However, it is clear that persistent neglect of our infrastructure will impact America’s competitive position vis-à-vis the rest of the world. Indeed, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce noted in their Policy Declaration on Transportation Infrastructure that, “Long- 31 term underinvestment in transportation infrastructure is having an increasingly negative effect on the ability of the United States and its industries to compete in the global economy.” The Gallup World Poll indicates that compared to other OECD countries, Americans are relatively dissatisfied with their local public infrastructure systems (see Figures 5 and 6). Americans’ satisfaction with highways and public transit ranks in the middle of the pack globally. With respect to our public transit, we are tied with four other countries at rank 13 out of 32 OECD nations. We rank similarly with respect to satisfaction with our roads and highways: 15th out of 32 OECD countries. Constructions cost are low- now is economically and hegemonically key An analysis of the economic impact of transportation investment indicates that now is an optimal time to increase the nation’s investment in transportation infrastructure. Investing in transportation infrastructure would generate jobs to employ workers who were displaced because of the housing bubble. We estimate that the average unemployment rate among those who would gain employment in the jobs created by additional infrastructure investment has averaged approximately 13 percent over the past twelve months. There is also accumulating evidence that construction costs are currently low because of underutilized resources, so it would be especially cost-effective to seize this opportunity to build the quality infrastructure projects that are ready to be built. Historically, we also know that state and local governments are more prone to cut back on infrastructure spending during tough economic times, despite the growing need and demand for these projects. Americans overwhelmingly support increasing our infrastructure investment, as evidenced by consistent support for local investments on ballot initiatives. This is hardly surprising given that our report documents that the American public is less satisfied with our transportation infrastructure than residents of most other OECD nations. 

Infrastructure gap hurts U.S. competitiveness
McConaghy, Third Way Deputy Director of Economic Program, Kessler, Third Way Co Founder, 11
 (Ryan McConagy, served as Legislative Director for Representative John Hall and worked in the office of Senator Charles Schumer as the Legislative Assistant overseeing energy policy, national defense issues, foreign affairs, agriculture and other matters and Jim Kessler the Senior Vice President for Policy and a co-founder of Third Way, January 2011, The Economic Program Schwartz Initative on American Economic Policy, “A National Infrastructure Bank,” http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=5&ved=0CFYQFjAE&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.bernardlschwartz.com%2Fpolitical-initiatives%2FThird_Way_Idea_Brief_-_A_National_Infrastructure_Bank-1.pdf&ei=orjvT5eIIIvjqAHWg6iPAg&usg=AFQjCNFNX-00-096S5hYyM6jAzei74AIqA&sig2=s_5alsLqmX-ASeJwVTGmwA, , Accessed 6-27-12, LS)

The infrastructure gap also hinders America’s global competitiveness. Logistics costs for American business are on the rise, but similar costs in countries like Germany, Spain, and France are set to decrease.18 And while America’s infrastructure spending struggles to keep pace,19 several main global competitors are poised to make signi!cant infrastructure enhancements. China leads the world with a projected $9 trillion in infrastructure investments slated for the next ten years, followed by India, Russia, and Brazil.20 In a recent survey, 90% of business executives around the world indicated that the quality and availability of infrastructure plays a key role in determining where they do business.21 If America is going to remain on strong economic footing compared to its competitors, it must address its infrastructure challenges. There are too many cost overruns and unnecessary projects—but not enough funds. Cost overruns on infrastructure projects are increasingly prevalent and exact real costs. One survey of projects around the world found that costs were underestimated for almost 90% of projects, and that cost escalation on transportation projects in North America was almost 25%.22 Boston’s Central Artery/Tunnel Project (a.k.a. the “Big Dig”) came in 275% over budget, adding $11 billion to the cost of the project. The construction of the Denver International Airport cost 200% more than anticipated. The San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge retro!t project witnessed overruns of $2.5 billion—more than 100% of the original project cost— before construction even got underway.23 And of course, there are the “bridge to nowhere” earmarks that solve a political need, but not an economic one.
We need to re-evaluate our approach to financing and infrastructure in order to ensure future American competition and hegemony

Goldsmith, New York City Deputy Mayor for Operations 
Interviewer(s):, et.al, April 5, 2011

(Steven Goldsmith New York City Deputy Mayor for Operations 
Interviewer(s):LLC Richard Little, Director, Keston Institute for Public Finance and Infrastructure PolicyAuthors: Robert Puentes, Senior Fellow, Brookings Institution et. all Felix G. Rohatyn, Special Advisor to the Chairman and CEO, Lazard Freres and Co.: Jonathan Masters, Associate Staff Writer, April 5, 2011 http://www.cfr.org/united-states/infrastructure-investment-us-competitiveness/p24585,Accessed: 6/27/12, LPS)
Investment in America's physical infrastructure is directly tied to economic development. Businesses and the workforces they attract consider infrastructure when deciding where to locate. Too often, however, pressed by day-to-day concerns, state and local governments fail to adequately plan and invest in infrastructure. Tight budgets make it easy for officials to rationalize the deferral of investment until a time when surpluses return.Unfortunately, this pattern has been repeated for decades, and the accumulation of deferred maintenance and deferred investment in future infrastructure has led to an unsatisfactory status quo. To ensure America's future competitiveness in the global marketplace, we must rethink our approach to the construction and financing of infrastructure. And in this policy area, many of the most promising ideas for unlocking public value involve public-private partnerships.At a time when every dollar counts, extracting maximum public value out of infrastructure investment is crucial. The private sector can be a strong partner to government. By prioritizing long-term value creation over short-term politics, America can bridge the infrastructure divide and ensure our continued prosperity
US economy and competitiveness tied together. 

Porter, Bishop William Lawrence University Professor, Rivkin, Harvard Business School Professor, 12
 (Michael E., Jan W., Bruce V. Rauner Professor of Business Administration at Harvard  Business School,

 March 2012, Harvard Business Review, “The Looming Challenge to US Competitiveness,” http://www.wedc.wa.gov/Download%20files/HBR_LoomingCompetiveness.pdf, accessed: 7-7-2012, p.4, CAS)

America’s long-run rate of growth in labor productivity was strong relative to that of other advanced economies in the late 1990s and early 2000s, but it began to trail off before the financial crisis. Productivity has been sustained since the crisis largely by rising unemployment and falling workforce participation, ominous signs for U.S. competitiveness. Even more unsettling is the country’s job-creation picture. Long-term growth in private-sector employment has dipped to historically low levels, a trend that started well before the Great Recession. (See the exhibit “Disappearing Job Growth.”) In industries exposed to international competition, job growth has virtually stopped.

Competitiveness /=/ Key to HEG
Economic power is not zero-sum

Julius, Chairman of Chatham House, 5 

(Deanne, formerly the Royal Institute of International Affairs, Winter 2005, Harvard International Review, “US Economic Power,”vol.26, no.4, p.14-18, CAS) 

The very concept of economic power is more nebulous than that of military power. The ultimate test of military power-war-is the classic zero-sum game. If Country A has a more powerful military than Country B, then Country A is likely to win in a war between the two. And in the lead-up to war, Country B is more likely to back down. So having military superiority is clearly n good thing.

There is no parallel in economics because economic competition is not a zero-sum game. Country A may be richer than Country B, but both will be better off through trade if the other grows richer. In the general case of a free-trade agreement between a rich and a poor country (say, the United States and Mexico), the poor country gains more. Similarly, in joining a common currency such as the euro, the poorer countries will benefit more than the richer ones. European experience since 1999 supports this: Portugal and Greece have grown faster than their historical rates while Germany and France have grown more slowly. But on the economic battlefield, the success of one country does not imply the defeat of another.
AT: Competitiveness is key to hegemony

Military strength is still surviving economic decline.
Kagan, American historian, author and foreign policy commentator at the Brookings Institution, 12 ( Robert, 1-11-12, The New Republic, “Not Fade Away,” http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/magazine/99521/america-world-power-declinism?page=0,1, accessed 7-11-12, AS). 

Military capacity matters, too, as early nineteenth-century China learned and Chinese leaders know today. As Yan Xuetong recently noted, “military strength underpins hegemony.” Here the United States remains unmatched. It is far and away the most powerful nation the world has ever known, and there has been no decline in America’s relative military capacity—at least not yet. Americans currently spend less than $600 billion a year on defense, more than the rest of the other great powers combined. (This figure does not include the deployment in Iraq, which is ending, or the combat forces in Afghanistan, which are likely to diminish steadily over the next couple of years.) They do so, moreover, while consuming a little less than 4 percent of GDP annually—a higher percentage than the other great powers, but in historical terms lower than the 10 percent of GDP that the United States spent on defense in the mid-1950s and the 7 percent it spent in the late 1980s. The superior expenditures underestimate America’s actual superiority in military capability. American land and air forces are equipped with the most advanced weaponry, and are the most experienced in actual combat. They would defeat any competitor in a head-to-head battle. American naval power remains predominant in every region of the world. By these military and economic measures, at least, the United States today is not remotely like Britain circa 1900, when that empire’s relative decline began to become apparent. It is more like Britain circa 1870, when the empire was at the height of its power. It is possible to imagine a time when this might no longer be the case, but that moment has not yet arrived.
US will still be a hegemon for a long time.

Kagan, American historian, author and foreign policy commentator at the Brookings Institution, 12 ( Robert, 1-11-12, The New Republic, “Not Fade Away,” http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/magazine/99521/america-world-power-declinism?page=0,1, accessed 7-11-12, AS)
With this broad perception of decline as the backdrop, every failure of the United States to get its way in the world tends to reinforce the impression. Arabs and Israelis refuse to make peace, despite American entreaties. Iran and North Korea defy American demands that they cease their nuclear weapons programs. China refuses to let its currency rise. Ferment in the Arab world spins out of America’s control. Every day, it seems, brings more evidence that the time has passed when the United States could lead the world and get others to do its bidding. Powerful as this sense of decline may be, however, it deserves a more rigorous examination. Measuring changes in a nation’s relative power is a tricky business, but there are some basic indicators: the size and the influence of its economy relative to that of other powers; the magnitude of military power compared with that of potential adversaries; the degree of political influence it wields in the international system—all of which make up what the Chinese call “comprehensive national power.” And there is the matter of time. Judgments based on only a few years’ evidence are problematic. A great power’s decline is the product of fundamental changes in the international distribution of various forms of power that usually occur over longer stretches of time. Great powers rarely decline suddenly. A war may bring them down, but even that is usually a symptom, and a culmination, of a longer process. 

Economic decline, empirically, only ameliorates the US’ competitiveness.
Kagan, American historian, author and foreign policy commentator at the Brookings Institution, 12 ( Robert, 1-11-12, The New Republic, “Not Fade Away,” http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/magazine/99521/america-world-power-declinism?page=0,1, accessed 7-11-12, AS)
Some of the arguments for America’s relative decline these days would be more potent if they had not appeared only in the wake of the financial crisis of 2008. Just as one swallow does not make a spring, one recession, or even a severe economic crisis, need not mean the beginning of the end of a great power. The United States suffered deep and prolonged economic crises in the 1890s, the 1930s, and the 1970s. In each case, it rebounded in the following decade and actually ended up in a stronger position relative to other powers than before the crisis. The 1910s, the 1940s, and the 1980s were all high points of American global power and influence. Less than a decade ago, most observers spoke not of America’s decline but of its enduring primacy. In 2002, the historian Paul Kennedy, who in the late 1980s had written a much-discussed book on “the rise and fall of the great powers,” America included, declared that never in history had there been such a great “disparity of power” as between the United States and the rest of the world. Ikenberry agreed that “no other great power” had held “such formidable advantages in military, economic, technological, cultural, or political capabilities.... The preeminence of American power” was “unprecedented.” In 2004, the pundit Fareed Zakaria described the United States as enjoying a “comprehensive uni-polarity” unlike anything seen since Rome. But a mere four years later Zakaria was writing about the “post-American world” and “the rise of the rest,” and Kennedy was discoursing again upon the inevitability of American decline. Did the fundamentals of America’s relative power shift so dramatically in just a few short years? The answer is no. Let’s start with the basic indicators. In economic terms, and even despite the current years of recession and slow growth, America’s position in the world has not changed. Its share of the world’s GDP has held remarkably steady, not only over the past decade but over the past four decades. In 1969, the United States produced roughly a quarter of the world’s economic output. Today it still produces roughly a quarter, and it remains not only the largest but also the richest economy in the world. People are rightly mesmerized by the rise of China, India, and other Asian nations whose share of the global economy has been climbing steadily, but this has so far come almost entirely at the expense of Europe and Japan, which have had a declining share of the global economy.

America still retains competitiveness in economic crises- empirics prove.

Ferguson, Financial and economic historian, 9 (Niall, Jan/Feb 9, The American Interest LLC, “What “Chimerica” Hath Wrought,” http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=533, accessed 7-11-12, AS).
Yet commentators should hesitate before prophesying the decline and fall of the United States. It has come through disastrous financial crises before—not just the Great Depression, but also the Great Stagflation of the 1970s—and emerged with its geopolitical position enhanced. That happened in the 1940s and again in the 1980s. Part of the reason it happened is that the United States has long offered the world’s most benign environment for technological innovation and entrepreneurship. The Depression saw a 30 percent contraction in economic output and 25 percent unemployment. But throughout the 1930s American companies continued to pioneer new ways of making and doing things: think of DuPont (nylon), Proctor & Gamble (soap powder), Revlon (cosmetics), RCA (radio) and IBM (accounting machines). In the same way, the double-digit inflation of the 1970s didn’t deter Bill Gates from founding Microsoft in 1975, or Steve Jobs from founding Apple a year later. Moreover, the American political system has repeatedly proved itself capable of producing leadership in a crisis—leadership not just for itself but for the world. Both Franklin Roosevelt and Ronald Reagan came to power focused on solving America’s economic problems. But by the end of their presidencies they dominated the world stage, FDR as the architect of victory in World War II, Reagan performing a similar role in the Cold War. It remains to be seen whether Barack Obama will be a game-changing president in the same mold. But Americans voted for him in the hope that he is. Would Obama have won without the credit crunch, which destroyed what little remained of the Republican reputation for economic competence? But the most important reason why the United States bounces back from even the worst financial crises is that these crises, bad as they seem at home, always have worse effects on America’s rivals. Think of the Great Depression. Though its macroeconomic effects were roughly equal in the United States and Germany, the political consequence in the United States was the New Deal; in Germany it was the Third Reich. Germany ended up starting the world’s worst war; the United States ended up winning it. The American credit crunch is already having much worse economic effects abroad than at home. It will be no surprise if it is also more politically disruptive to America’s rivals.

Even if a China war would result in these economic times, American competitiveness still prevails.

Ferguson, Financial and economic historian, 9 (Niall, Jan/Feb 9, The American Interest LLC, “What “Chimerica” Hath Wrought,” http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=533, accessed 7-11-12, AS).
In any case, is even the fastest growing of America’s rivals really a credible alternative to the United States? Rapidly though it is growing, China is bedeviled by three serious ailments: demographic imbalance, environmental degradation and political corruption. China’s military is not remotely ready to mount a serious challenge to American dominance in the Pacific. And, crucially, it is far from clear that China is ready to wean its manufacturing sector completely off the U.S. export market. After three years of very mild renminbi appreciation, the People’s Bank of China seems to be contemplating renewed intervention to keep the currency weak relative to the dollar. That means China will continue to sell renminbi for dollars, further enlarging its already large portfolio of U.S. bonds. There is a paradox at the heart of this crisis. In many ways it is a crisis that has “Made in America” stamped all over it. Yet in the very worst moments of panic this fall, investors made it clear that they continue to regard U.S. government debt as a “safe haven” in uncertain times; hence the recent dollar rally. Huge though the costs of the current crisis may prove to be, there is a way of presenting them that may yet suffice to reassure the rest of the world that America can afford it. After all, the Federal debt in public hands remains equivalent to below 40 percent of U.S. GDP, a significantly lower figure than in many European economies or Japan. (The vastly larger unfunded liabilities of the Medicare and Social Security systems remain, fortunately, off balance sheet.)

***Competitiveness Impacts***

Impact - War

Loss of US competitiveness leads to major war

Lieberthat & O’Hanlon, Los Angeles Times, 12

(Kenneth, Michael,, 6-6-12, Fremont Tribune, “The real national security threat: America’s debt,” http://fremonttribune.com/news/opinion/columnists/the-real-national-security-threat-america-s-debt/article_52706e86-c775-11e1-8cbd-0019bb2963f4.html, accessed:7-7-12, CAS)

Alas, globalization and automation trends of the last generation have increasingly called the American dream into question for the working classes. Another decade of underinvestment in what is required to remedy this situation will make an isolationist or populist president far more likely because much of the country will question whether an internationalist role makes sense for America — especially if it costs us well over half a trillion dollars in defense spending annually yet seems correlated with more job losses.

Last, American economic weakness undercuts U.S. leadership abroad. Other countries sense our weakness and wonder about our purported decline. If this perception becomes more widespread, and the case that we are in decline becomes more persuasive, countries will begin to take actions that reflect their skepticism about America’s future. Allies and friends will doubt our commitment and may pursue nuclear weapons for their own security, for example; adversaries will sense opportunity and be less restrained in throwing around their weight in their own neighborhoods. The crucial Persian Gulf and Western Pacific regions will likely become less stable. Major war will become more likely.

When running for president last time, Obama eloquently articulated big foreign policy visions: healing America’s breach with the Muslim world, controlling global climate change, dramatically curbing global poverty through development aid, moving toward a world free of nuclear weapons. These were, and remain, worthy if elusive goals. However, for Obama or his successor, there is now a much more urgent big-picture issue: restoring U.S. economic strength. Nothing else is really possible if that fundamental prerequisite to effective foreign policy is not re-established.

AT: War Impact 
Military strength is not necessarily connected to economic power

Julius, Chairman of Chatham House, 5 

(Deanne, formerly the Royal Institute of International Affairs, Winter 2005, Harvard International Review, “US Economic Power,”vol.26, no.4, p.14-18, CAS) 

The concept of national power has both military and economic dimensions. While the two are related, they can also exist independently. The Soviet Union during the 1960s and 1970s, for example, was a military superpower but economically weak and isolated, while Japan during the 1980s was an economic superpower with a weak military. Much attention has been devoted, on both sides of the Atlantic, to the military aspect of US power and how it is exercised both in unilateral action and through alliances like NATO. By contrast, the question of economic power has been relatively neglected, perhaps because it is more difficult to define and measure. This article is an attempt to remedy the imbalance and provoke further discussion on the emerging shape of the world economy and the ability of the United States to influence it.

***Keynes Core***

*Keynes Good*

Keynes Right – Empirics 
Keynesian economics correct- Great Depression and current recession proves

Krugman, Nobel Prize in economics, econ @ Princeton, 2011

(Paul, 12/29/11, NYT, “Keynes was Right”, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/12/30/opinion/keynes-was-right.html, 7/2/12, CNW)

“The boom, not the slump, is the right time for austerity at the Treasury.” So declared John Maynard Keynes in 1937, even as F.D.R. was about to prove him right by trying to balance the budget too soon, sending the United States economy — which had been steadily recovering up to that point — into a severe recession. Slashing government spending in a depressed economy depresses the economy further; austerity should wait until a strong recovery is well under way. Unfortunately, in late 2010 and early 2011, politicians and policy makers in much of the Western world believed that they knew better, that we should focus on deficits, not jobs, even though our economies had barely begun to recover from the slump that followed the financial crisis. And by acting on that anti-Keynesian belief, they ended up proving Keynes right all over again. In declaring Keynesian economics vindicated I am, of course, at odds with conventional wisdom. In Washington, in particular, the failure of the Obama stimulus package to produce an employment boom is generally seen as having proved that government spending can’t create jobs. But those of us who did the math realized, right from the beginning, that the Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (more than a third of which, by the way, took the relatively ineffective form of tax cuts) was much too small given the depth of the slump. And we also predicted the resulting political backlash. So the real test of Keynesian economics hasn’t come from the half-hearted efforts of the U.S. federal government to boost the economy, which were largely offset by cuts at the state and local levels. It has, instead, come from European nations like Greece and Ireland that had to impose savage fiscal austerity as a condition for receiving emergency loans — and have suffered Depression-level economic slumps, with real G.D.P. in both countries down by double digits.

Austerity bad
Austerity is overly simplistic and makes things worse, government stimulus is only way to go

Byron, policy analyst at policmic,2011 (Benjamin, November 2011, “Austerity Programs Will Not Solve U.S. Economic Woes”, http://www.policymic.com/articles/austerity-programs-will-not-solve-u-s-economic-woes, 7/2/12, CNW)

If the U.S. economy was only faced with one economic problem – ballooning debt – then the choice of austerity would be reasonable. Unfortunately, ballooning debt is not the only problem currently facing the U.S. economy. The urgent, critical problems that need to be addressed are ones of low aggregate demand, depressed investment, and high unemployment. All of these issues are connected to the fallout from the financial crisis that left us with substantial household debt overhang, a figure which continues to increase as asset prices continue to fall.

The conservative narrative does nothing to alleviate the primary causes of our current economic trouble. Cutting government spending means cutting jobs, increasing unemployment, and further adversely affecting demand. Reducing tax rates means reducing government revenues, which further amplifies the supposed logic of cuts to government spending, which further increases cuts in government jobs.

The government cannot address its long-term debt crisis without first addressing the problem of near-term economic growth. Further depressing economic growth through austerity measures will cause the current malaise to grow worse and will extend the amount of time necessary for our economy to rebound. Prolonged economic slowdowns will cause the government to suffer lower revenues and can only work to increase deficits and debts, not correct them.

The conservative narrative argues, by its focus on austerity, that our primary concern should not be the current economic plight we find ourselves in, but rather the prospects for our economy 10 and 20 years into the future. In normal times, this concern would be a rational one. However, unless we address the root causes of the current economic malaise – those of weak demand and high household debt, conditions that curb business growth and lead to persistent high unemployment – our economy cannot grow, a condition necessary for any plan to address national debt to succeed.

Government cannot "cut" its way to economic growth and businesses cannot increase domestic consumer demand with higher cash flows on their balance sheets. Money flows will change from taxes and public revenues to tax breaks and corporate profits, the proceeds of which businesses will be more than happy to invest abroad, where the prospects for growth are higher.

I am not arguing for haphazard government borrowing and spending. In the near term, government spending can have a positive effect on economic growth. Interest rates on government bonds are at historic lows, which the government should take advantage of, and increase its investment over the next few years in infrastructure, energy, education, and science, and technology research. These are areas that will continue to decline in a prolonged economic slump, and, with regard to infrastructure, will only be more costly to correct later.

Austerity empirically fails-historical examples are bunk

Krugman, Nobel Prize in economics, econ @ Princeton, 2011

(Paul, 12/29/11, NYT, “Keynes was Right”, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/12/30/opinion/keynes-was-right.html, 7/2/12, CNW)

They should have known better even at the time: the alleged historical examples of “expansionary austerity” they used to make their case had already been thoroughly debunked. And there was also the embarrassing fact that many on the right had prematurely declared Ireland a success story, demonstrating the virtues of spending cuts, in mid-2010, only to see the Irish slump deepen and whatever confidence investors might have felt evaporate.
Amazingly, by the way, it happened all over again this year. There were widespread proclamations that Ireland had turned the corner, proving that austerity works — and then the numbers came in, and they were as dismal as before.

Monetarism Bad

Thatcher proves that monetarism fails and kills competiveness

Low, econ lecturer @ Damansara college, 2008 (Laurence, 12/08/08, “Margaret Thatcher & UK's Recession in 1981”, http://econsguide.blogspot.com/2008/12/british-economy-in-1970s-to-1990s.html, 7/2/12, CNW)

Thatcher’s political & economic philosophy is reduced state intervention, encouraging the working of free markets & entrepreneurialism. Also she is a Monetarist. In other word she believes that the only way to stop spiralling inflation is to reduce money supply. Only when everyone has problem of getting access to money, there will be less spending into the economy thus reducing consumption (C), the biggest component of AD. When AD shifts leftward, price level will fall thus easing the easing inflationary pressure that built up in UK economy that time But many economists felt that her extreme deflationary stance was far too much for the economy. Deflationary stance here means raising interest rates, raising taxes & reducing government expenditure (tight monetary & fiscal policy). Consistent with the AD-AS diagram that we learn, tightening stance here successfully remove the inflationary pressure in UK economy. However, it is done at the expense of worsening unemployment Many social problems arise from here, such as riots in Britain in 1981 as people are being jobless for some time. Extreme austerity measures & high unemployment later fed into the whole economy & create a devastating force called negative multiplier effect. It means an initial fall in AD that is followed by a secondary larger fall in AD. This is proven when the unemployment in UK reached as high as 3 million in 1986 As in the case of higher interest rates, pound continued to appreciate against other currencies. This caused UK to lose competitiveness because buying goods & services from UK will be more expensive. That time sterling stood against dollar at £1 to $2.50 from $1.50. The problem is exacerbated when sterling became some kind of petro-currency owing to the fact that UK does produce its own oil from the North Sea. As countries buy oil from UK, demand for pound will increase even more, thus putting immense pressure onto the competitiveness of manufacturing sector UK therefore tasted the worst effect of its recession in 1981

*Keynes Bad*

Keynes Wrong – Empirics 
Keynesianism is empirically denied and based on false principles

Daniel Mitchell - CATO, Heritage Foundation - 10 (“Keynes Was Wrong on Stimulus, but the Keynesians Are Wrong on Just about Everything” http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/keynes-was-wrong-on-stimulus-but-the-keynesians-are-wrong-on-just-about-everything/) IGM

But the thrust of Milbank’s column is wrong. He is wrong in claiming that Keynesian economics works, and he is wrong is claming that it is the only option. Regarding the first point, there is no successful example of Keynesian economics. It didn’t work for Hoover and Roosevelt in the 1930s. It didn’t work for Japan in the 1990s. It didn’t work for Bush in 2001 or 2008, and it didn’t work for Obama. The reason, as explained in this video, is that Keynesian economics seeks to transform saving into consumption. But a recession or depression exists when national income is falling. Shifting how some of that income is used does not solve the problem. This is why free market policies are the best response to an economic downturn. Lower marginal tax rates. Reductions in the burden of government spending. Eliminating needless regulations and red tape. Getting rid of trade barriers. These are the policies that work when the economy is weak. But they’re also desirable policies when the economy is strong. In other words, there is no magic formula for dealing with a downturn. But there are policies that improve the economy’s performance, regardless of short-term economic conditions. Equally important, supporters of economic liberalization also point out that misguided government policies (especially bad monetary policy by the Federal Reserve) almost always are responsible for downturns. And wouldn’t it be better to adopt reforms that prevent downturns rather than engage in futile stimulus schemes once downturns begin? None of this means that Keynes was a bad economist. Indeed, it’s very important to draw a distinction between Keynes, who was wrong on a couple of things, and today’s Keynesians, who are wrong about almost everything. Keynes, for instance, was an early proponent of the Laffer Curve, writing that, “Nor should the argument seem strange that taxation may be so high as to defeat its object, and that, given sufficient time to gather the fruits, a reduction of taxation will run a better chance than an increase of balancing the budget.”

Government fails to create demand and demand is not important in this recession

Lee, global markets @ Southern Methodist University, 2012 (Dwight R., 1/2/12, “Reducing Real Output by Increasing Federal Spending”, http://www.econlib.org/library/Columns/y2012/Leefederalspending.html#affiliation, 7/2/12, CNW) 

Although consumer spending is lower because of the recent recession than it otherwise would have been, it is not as sensitive to economic uncertainty as business investment is. Indeed, consumers are spending more today than they were before the recession began. According to the National Income and Product Accounts from the U.S. Department of Commerce, the annual rate of consumer spending was $9.8 trillion in the first quarter of 2007 and $10.68 trillion in the second quarter of 2011.12 It is investment that has declined sharply. According to a report by Robert Higgs,13 the annual rate of net business investment dropped from $463 billion in the third quarter of 2007 to $144 billion in the fourth quarter of 2010. So, despite the common view that we have to stimulate consumption to revive the economy, the real problem is to reduce the economic uncertainty that is depressing the investment upon which our future productivity depends.
And this brings us back to the primary reason that federal spending isn't stimulating economic growth by increasing aggregate demand. Effective aggregate demand is increased by productivity, not by a printing press or another round of quantitative easing. No matter how much money is created, or borrowed, to finance yet more federal spending and to hopefully increase aggregate demand, effective aggregate demand is always limited by how much has been, or will be, produced in response to that demand. No matter how much money you have, your demand means nothing without the production of goods and services worth demanding. Just ask a Zimbabwean.14 Only by increasing productivity can effective aggregate demand be increased, and the unfortunate reality is that increasing federal spending is decreasing both.
Keynesianism historically fails- Japan, current recission and Great Depression

Mitchell, senior fellow @ Cato Institute, 2009 (Daniel J., February 2009, Cato Institute, “Spending Is Not Stimulus:  Bigger Government Did Not Work for Bush, and It Will Not Work for Obama “, http://www.cato.org/pubs/tbb/tbb_0209-53.pdf, 7/5/12, CNW)

Keynesian Economics: A Track Record of Failure Real-world evidence does not support the Keynesianism perspective. In his four years, Herbert Hoover increased taxes dramatically, including a boost in the top tax rate from 25 percent to 63 percent. He imposed harsh protectionist policies. He significantly increased intervention in private markets. Most importantly, at least from a Keynesian perspective, he boosted government spending by 47 percent in just four years. And he certainly had no problem financing that spending with debt. He entered office in 1929, when there was a surplus, and he left office in 1933 with a deficit of 4.5 percent of GDP. 3 Unfortunately, other than being a bit more reasonable on trade, Roosevelt followed the same approach. The top tax was boosted to 79 percent and government intervention became more pervasive. Government spending, of course, skyrocketed—rising by 106 percent between 1933 and 1940. This big-government approach didn’t work for Roosevelt any better than it did for Hoover. Unemployment remained very high, averaging more than 17 percent throughout the 1930s, and overall output did not get back to the 1929 level until World War II. According to recent research by economists at UCLA, New Deal policies extended the Depression by seven years. 4 Other Keynesian episodes generated similarly dismal results, though fortunately never as bad as the Great Depression. Gerald Ford did a Keynesian stimulus focused on tax rebates in the mid-1970s. The economy did not improve. But why would it? After all, borrowing money from one group and redistributing it to another does nothing to increase economic output. As mentioned above, George W. Bush gave out so-called rebate checks in 2001 and 2008, yet there was no positive effect either time. And he certainly was a big spender, yet that didn’t work either. International evidence also undermines the case for Keynesianism. The clearest example may be Japan, which throughout the 1990s tried to use so-called stimulus packages in an effort to jump-start a stagnant economy. But the only thing that went up was Japan’s national debt, which more than doubled during the decade and is now even far more than Italy’s when measured as a share of GDP. The Japanese economy never recovered, and the 1990s are now known as the “lost decade” in Japan. 

Keynesianism Kills Econ

Keynesian stimulus kills growth

de Bailleul, Beacon Equity Research, 4/25, Dominique de Kevelioc (“It’s Official: Keynes Was Wrong – A Response To Henry Blodget”, http://etfdailynews.com/2012/04/25/its-official-keynes-was-wrong-a-response-to-henry-blodget/) IGM

Look at Greece; it’s austerity plan has kicked off an economic death spiral there. Lower government spending reduces GDP, which reduces tax revenue, which requires further spending cut, and so on. To right the problem requires government spending on projects designed to foster economic growth through investment, say the Keynesians. All sides of the economic debate agree on one thing, that is, avoiding the ‘liquidity trap’ in the first place, because, ultimately, someone has to pay during the Kondratiev Winter. The question, then, becomes a political one, not an economic one. Who pays? “In the aftermath of a massive debt binge like the one we went on from 1980-2007, when the private sector collapses and then retreats to lick its wounds and deleverage,” stated Blodget, “the best way to help the economy work its way out of its hole is for the government to spend like crazy. “Or, rather, if not the ‘best way,’ at least the least-worst way.” Because the amount of debt from the private sector and government sector has reach levels which strangle economic growth, job creation and real incomes, adding more debt to a system that desperately wants to deleverage is natural behavior among its participants. Therefore adding direct injections of money into a delevering economy will more likely cause consumer-price inflation and worsen the most important driver of aggregate demand, rising real income.

Keynesianism fails

Lumaj, Congressman, 5/16 (“Keynes Is Wrong Again”, http://www.lumaj2012.com/2012/05/keynes-is-wrong-again/) IGM

Keynesian Economics is the forte for those that love centralization. It’s the theory that you fight an economic downturn by pumping more money into the economy to encourage demand and create jobs. Unfortunately, it does not work! With the arrival of digital technology and the beginnings of a decentralized economy, there is no justification for political centralization. As Reagan and his economic team proved, the entire edifice of Keynesian craft has no effect on incentives. The fallacies of Keynesian economics were exposed decades ago by Friedrick Hayek, Ludwig von Mises and Milton Friedman. Keynesian thinking could not explain nor fix stagflation (high unemployment and high inflation). The entire 1970’s saw unmitigated double digit inflation, high interest rates and massive unemployment. Reagan knew that public policies and the political philosophy underwriting it were wrong. Reagan’s decision to dump Keynesian economics in favor of classical economics emphasizing personal, individual incentives gave us a 25 year economic boom. We now have 26.5 million unemployed. That’s a very conservative number given that our unemployment rate is about 18%. U.S. economic recovery will only come from private, job creating investments; as they always have! Producing long-term economic growth will require a fundamental change in public policies: lower tax rates, reliable monetary policy from the Federal Reserve, low cost energy, elimination of job-killing regulations, this is how we start any economic boom.
Obama stimulus and the New Deal show that Keynesianism is ineffective

Gold, columnist for MarketWatch and editor at large for MoneyShow.com,2012 (Howard, 6/18/12, “Where Paul Krugman, Keynes are vulnerable”, http://articles.marketwatch.com/2012-06-18/commentary/32237217_1_paul-krugman-keynesianism-financial-crisis, 7/2/12, CNW)

Still, Keynesianism must rise or fall on its success in the real world. And that brings us to the Obama stimulus plan of 2009. With the output gap at an estimated $2.9 trillion, Krugman thought the stimulus should be really, really big, and he faults the president for not pushing for more than the $800 billion he ultimately got. Krugman called for $1.2 trillion to $1.3 trillion at the time, and he never tires of reminding people of that. He also thinks the 2009 package included too many tax cuts in what he viewed as a misguided attempt to placate Republicans. (I think the whole plan should have focused on infrastructure spending.) Result? Some independent studies showed the stimulus added roughly 2.5 million jobs by its apex in late 2010, but its impact faded as federal subsidies to states ended and state and local governments laid off workers. But Keynesianism got its ultimate test during the Great Depression, when President Roosevelt and Congress created an alphabet soup of new agencies that employed millions of people doing make-work projects and building useful roads, bridges, dams and public buildings that still stand. “By almost any measure the economic surge since 1932 had been remarkable,” wrote biographer Jean Edward Smith of Roosevelt’s first term. “National income had risen by more than 50 percent, 6 million new jobs had been created and unemployment had dropped by more than a third.” Yet eight million were still unemployed in 1936 and unemployment never fell below 14% in the decade.

WWII demonstrates the infeasibility of Keynesian economics

Gold, columnist for MarketWatch and editor at large for MoneyShow.com, 2012 (Howard, 6/18/12, “Where Paul Krugman, Keynes are vulnerable”, http://articles.marketwatch.com/2012-06-18/commentary/32237217_1_paul-krugman-keynesianism-financial-crisis, 7/2/12, CNW)
It took World War II to do that, and here Krugman waxes nearly poetic. “World War II is the great natural experiment in the effects of large increases in government spending, and as such has always served as an important positive example for those of us who favor an activist approach to a depressed economy,” he wrote. Krugman appears to be saying that we could have gotten out of the Great Depression earlier if Roosevelt and Congress had spent as much domestically as we did during World War II, when deficits reached 30% of GDP. If so, he has things completely backward. Remember, the U.S. had been attacked by Japan at Pearl Harbor and faced a mortal threat from Nazi Germany. Sixteen million Americans served in the armed forces (there goes unemployment!), while companies like General Motors and Boeing converted factories to produce tanks and fighter planes (there goes idle capacity!), bringing millions of women into the labor force. War-bond drives, price controls and rationing were all part of a general mobilization of the population that could take place only in wartime. A similar level of spending during peacetime would raise fears of a huge increase in government control. That’s why massive government stimulus and bailout programs provoke such a strong reaction. So, in the real world, the checks and balances of democratic politics won’t let Keynesians test their hypotheses by allowing the government to spend without limit
Government spending through taxation is ineffective at creating employment- 5 reasons

Lee, global markets @ Southern Methodist University, 2012 (Dwight R., 1/2/12, “Reducing Real Output by Increasing Federal Spending”, http://www.econlib.org/library/Columns/y2012/Leefederalspending.html#affiliation, 7/2/12, CNW) 

Government Spending Reduces Real Output3

The first problem with government spending as a way of stimulating economic growth is the cost of raising a dollar through taxation. James Payne4 has estimated this cost at $0.65 per dollar in taxes that the federal government receives. This figure includes the excess burden of taxation; the costs taxpayers incur to comply with the federal tax code and to deal with the audits and other enforcement activities by the IRS; the costs taxpayers incur to avoid or reduce their tax payments; and the costs for funding the activities of the IRS and other federal agencies involved in administering and enforcing the tax code. Moreover, those transfers often subsidize wasteful activities—such as growing cotton in the desert, turning corn into ethanol, and producing so-called green energy in politically connected companies—that fail even with massive subsidies. Also, the opportunity for some to confiscate wealth produced by others, and the desire of others to prevent this confiscation, motivates political "rent seeking" (socially wasteful efforts to benefit one's self at the expense of others by influencing political decisions) that dissipates resources that could have been used productively. Transfers also create incentives for people to substitute government-provided income for income earned through productive effort. And because federal transfers, and the many detailed regulations that invariably accompany them, shelter people against the setbacks imposed by market discipline, they prevent or delay the adjustments required for productive economic coordination. But couldn't economic productivity be increased by targeting federal spending on hiring the unemployed either directly to work for government or by subsidizing private firms to hire them? Such an approach makes sense only if it produces more value than it costs, and there are several reasons for doubting that it does. First, with the federal government spending well over 20 percent of GDP, and most of this spending reducing economic productivity (spending additional dollars creates less value than it costs), it is unlikely that there are many government jobs left in which additional workers would add to the net productivity of the economy. Second, assuming that there are government jobs in which the right people could create more value than their opportunity costs, without reliable market prices and wages guiding political decisions, it is very unlikely that political authorities would identify those jobs and match them with the right workers. This would be a problem even if the information were available to place government workers in jobs where they would be most productive. Political influence is far more important than economic productivity when officials decide what government jobs to create and on how much to pay those who are hired. This political influence is also dominant when private firms are subsidized to reduce unemployment by hiring more workers. Those subsidies are more likely to go to firms in politically favored industries that have been generous campaign contributors. Also, workers hired for federally funded or assisted construction projects are required by the 1931 Davis-Bacon Act to be paid the prevailing union wage, which is invariably higher than the market wage. Third, hiring the unemployed is not the same as hiring people who are unproductive. Spending time looking for a job in which one's contribution is the greatest is a productive activity. Most of the unemployed could get a job quickly if they were willing to take a low enough salary, but it makes sense to pass up jobs as long as the cost of continued search (including a foregone salary) is expected to be more than offset by finding a more productive job. But when the government provides or subsidizes a low-productivity job that pays Davis-Bacon wages, many will cease their job searches, even though continuing to search is more productive than the government jobs are. And it should be noted that workers typically face less incentive to be productive in government jobs than in private-sector jobs. Fourth, even if an effort is made to hire primarily unemployed workers, many of those actually hired in response to federal stimulus spending are already employed or would have been hired soon anyway. According to a September 2011 study by the Mercatus Center,5 only 42.1 percent of those hired by organizations receiving stimulus funds from the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) were unemployed when hired. The same study also reported that 35 percent of the interviewed firms that were required to pay the Davis-Bacon prevailing wage (which required paying as much as 30 percent more) agreed with the statement that they "would... have been able to hire more workers at lower wages" and another 17 percent were not sure. The result is that fewer workers are hired and less value is created for each dollar of the stimulus funds.
AT: Multiplier Effect 
Multiplier effect fails- history and spending habits

Lee, global markets @ Southern Methodist University, 2012 (Dwight R., 1/2/12, “Reducing Real Output by Increasing Federal Spending”, http://www.econlib.org/library/Columns/y2012/Leefederalspending.html#affiliation, 7/2/12, CNW) 

Interesting stories can be told with the multiplier effect playing the lead role, and some clearly find these stories compelling. But the economic history of the late 19th century has no place in these stories for an obvious reason. For over a quarter of a century after 1865, except for the recession that began in 18737, economic growth was healthy, and yet the federal government was spending, on average, only about three percent of the GDP and running budget surpluses every year. More recent evidence against the multiplier effect comes from our post-World War II experience. From its wartime peak, in 1944, to 1948, the federal government cut spending by 75 percent. The result was an economic boom, despite Keynesian predictions that spending reductions of this magnitude would result in massive unemployment as millions were released from military duty and war-related civilian jobs. From September 1945 to December 1948, the unemployment rate averaged only 3.5 percent.8 The problem with the multiplier story is that people respond sensibly to government policy. They know that someone has to pay for government spending, even if it is financed by debt. More debt today means higher taxes in the future to pay for the mounting interest charges and to repay the principal. Of course, the government can default on at least some of the debt through inflation,9 but inflation is a tax, and taxes discourage productive activity. So, absent outright default, any benefit people receive from deficit spending not only is temporary, but also will have to be paid back one way or another. As Milton Friedman10 established, people spend far less out of temporary increases in their income, even increases that do not have to be paid back, than they do out of permanent increases. When people recognize that they will have to pay back the temporary increase, they are unlikely to spend much, if any, of it11. Furthermore, large increases in deficit spending create uncertainty about how the debt will be paid back, as well as how government expansion will affect the business climate. Such uncertainty has a negative effect on consumption and investment, with the greater negative effect being on investment.

***Free Trade***

Free Trade Good

Free trade key to economic growth and innovation

Eiras 4 (Ana, Heritage expert, “Why America Needs to Support Free Trade”, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2004/05/why-america-needs-to-support-free-trade) KA

Free trade, however, is good for America, and for a very simple reason: It allows American workers to specialize in goods and services that they produce more efficiently than the rest of the world and then to exchange them for goods and services that other countries produce at higher quality and lower cost. Specialization and free trade allow the U.S. to become more competitive and innovative. Innovation constantly provides new technologies that allow Americans to produce more, cure more diseases, pollute less, improve education, and choose from a greater range of investment opportunities. The resulting economic growth generates better-paying jobs, higher standards of living, and a greater appreciation of the benefits of living in a peaceful society. New technologies bring about change, which, as U.S. economic history shows, benefits society as a whole. In the process, however, some sectors suffer until they can adapt to the new changes and begin to benefit from them. Today, Americans are experiencing some of that "suffering" because new technologies are challenging old methods of production.

Free trade benefits both consumer and producer

Eiras 4 (Ana, Heritage expert, “Why America Needs to Support Free Trade”, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2004/05/why-america-needs-to-support-free-trade) KA
The most compelling reason to support free trade is that society as a whole benefits from it. Free trade improves people's living standards because it allows them to consume higher quality goods at less expensive prices. In the 19th century, British economist David Ricardo showed that any nation that focuses on producing goods in which it has a comparative advantage will be able to get cheaper and better goods from other countries in return. As a result of the exchange, both trading parties gain from producing more efficiently and consuming higher quality goods and services at lower prices. Trade between nations is the same as trade between people. Consider what the quality of life would be if each person had to produce absolutely everything that he or she consumed, such as food, clothing, cars, or home repairs. Compare that picture with life as it is now as individuals dedicate themselves to working on just one thing--for example, insurance sales--to earn a salary with which they can freely purchase food, a car, a home, clothing, and anything else they wish at higher quality and lower prices than if they had done it themselves. It simply makes sense for each person to work at what he or she does best and to buy the rest. As a nation, the United States exports in order to purchase imports that other nations produce more skillfully and cheaply. Therefore, the fewer barriers erected against trade with other nations, the more access people will have to the best, least expensive goods and services in the world "supermarket." Producers benefit as well. In the absence of trade barriers, producers face greater competition from foreign producers, and this increased competition gives them an incentive to improve the quality of their production while keeping prices low in order to compete. At the same time, free trade allows domestic producers to shop around the world for the least expensive inputs they can use for their production, which in turn allows them to keep their cost of production down without sacrificing quality. In the end, the results benefit both producers--who remain competitive and profitable--and consumers--who pay less for a good or a service than they would if trade barriers existed.

Free trade key to innovation and economic growth

Eiras 4 (Ana, Heritage expert, “Why America Needs to Support Free Trade”, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2004/05/why-america-needs-to-support-free-trade) KA
Innovation is the basis of progress, and competition is the best incentive to innovate. The challenge of having others producing similar products or offering similar services motivates businesses to find new technologies and better ways to provide what they produce. The need to remain competitive forces businesses to strive constantly to innovate. As a result, new technologies are born. America is perhaps the world's best example of how competition fosters innovation. Although at times the United States has become somewhat protectionist, its economy has been built primarily on the principles of a free market, private enterprise, and competition. In such a competitive environment, new technologies, from computers to medicines to machinery, have helped the economy to become increasingly more productive per unit of labor and machinery employed in the production process. Since 1948, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, multifactor productivity--a ratio of output to combined inputs--in the U.S. private business sector has more than doubled.2 (See Chart 1.) Productivity has fostered economic growth and, by lowering production costs, has given ordinary Americans the opportunity to raise their standard of living.

Free trade key to economic growth and jobs

Eiras 4 (Ana, Heritage expert, “Why America Needs to Support Free Trade”, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2004/05/why-america-needs-to-support-free-trade) KA
Economic freedom is essential to economic growth, and the true measure of economic freedom involves more than just the question of whether tariff and non-tariff trade barriers are present. It involves other barriers to commerce such as inflationary pressures, regulations that make it more difficult to do business, restrictive banking systems, whether or not property rights are protected, and the fiscal burden of government. The data presented over the past seven years in the annual Heritage Foundation/Wall Street Journal Index of Economic Freedom show clearly that the economies of countries that open their markets grow at a faster pace than the economies of countries that open their markets less or not at all. (See Chart 2.) Of the 142 nations whose economies have been observed during this seven-year period, those that opened their markets the most grew twice as fast as those that opened them the least. A growing economy increases the demand for goods and services, and as demand increases, more businesses start and expand their operations. Such expansion leads to the creation of more, better-paid jobs. The same is true when the market expands beyond borders. Gaining free access to other markets opens up new business opportunities, encouraging investment and fostering job creation.

Free trade key to infrastructure

Eiras 4 (Ana, Heritage expert, “Why America Needs to Support Free Trade”, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2004/05/why-america-needs-to-support-free-trade) KA
Free trade also promotes the improvement and expansion of infrastructure. The construction of ports, where ships and airplanes can arrive and safely unload and load merchandise, must expand to accommodate free trade. Hangars and other types of barns located at ports offer the opportunity to store merchandise temporarily. At the same time, free trade fosters the construction and preservation of roads for trucks and automobiles to transport merchandise safely to its final destination. Likewise important is the development of all sort of new businesses to support free trade, including hotels, restaurants, law firms, packaging and delivery services, software development companies, automobile factories, construction businesses, among many others.

Free trade key to international peace

Eiras 4 (Ana, Heritage expert, “Why America Needs to Support Free Trade”, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2004/05/why-america-needs-to-support-free-trade) KA
Free trade fosters an enormous chain of economic activity, the benefits of which culminate in a social desire to be at peace with neighboring and even faraway nations with which trade is conducted or might be conducted in the future. When individuals see how beneficial it is to live in an economically free society; when they see how freedom allows them to improve their lives and those of their families; when they can create new businesses, engage in commerce, or work for a decent salary or wage, adding dignity to their lives, they want peace to preserve all these good things. By contrast, when people live under economic oppression and are at the mercy of a small ruling authority that dictates every aspect of their lives and limits their ability to realize their potential, they resent the life they have and learn to hate better lives elsewhere. If they cannot enjoy the fruits of their efforts and cannot realize their potential; if they cannot feel free to do business, work freely, and trade freely; if they do not have anything to gain or to lose, they begin to feel that any change--even war--might be better. They have no incentive to desire peace with their neighbors.

Free trade key to the global economy

Bastian 10 (Tim, professor at Creighton University, “Trade is Good, Free Trade is Best”, http://manarin.com/2010/06/trade-is-good-free-trade-is-best/) KA

Trade is good, it is very good. More trade is better than less trade, more trading partners are better than fewer trading partners. The key is for producers to make what they are best at making. Too often inefficient industries lobby government for special protections, usually in the name of “protecting American jobs”. This behavior hurts our economy in two ways: 1.) consumers pay more for the products produced by the protected industry, and 2.) resources used in the protected industry are not allowed to naturally flow toward the more efficient industries, lowering profits there (not to mention available jobs in that industry). Step back for a moment and consider this: World trade allows consumers to purchase goods at the very lowest prices possible, giving them more while spending less. For producers, world trade opens up new markets with more willing buyers and allows producers to sell more of their products at the highest price possible. In other words, you get to consume more at lower prices while being able to sell more at higher prices. Could it get any better?

Free trade key to competitiveness and efficiency

Lifson 5 (Thomas, writer for American Thinker, “Free trade is good for US”, http://www.americanthinker.com/2005/06/free_trade_is_good_for_us.html) KA

Free trade keeps our economy efficient and competitive. Its opposite, protectionism, restrains us, hobbling our ability to undertake the continuous transformation necessary to remain the world's preeminent dynamo of technology, ideas, and productivity. Without the stimulus of continuous economic competition, our corporations and workers, like those everywhere, will be tempted to rest on the laurels, enjoying more leisure, not taking the extra steps to continuously improve our methods and efforts, and falling behind the hungrier bosses and workers of China (for one example), who know they have a lot of catching up to do.

Free Trade Bad

Free trade kills American jobs

Jobs Back 12 (Jobs Back, “Why is “Free Trade” bad?”, http://jobsback.com/faq-why-is-free-trade-bad/) KA

Free Trade is when goods made in one country can be brought into another country, without paying any import taxes or limiting the quantity of items being imported. With Free Trade, an American company can move a factory to China, hire cheap Chinese workers, and then bring the manufactured products back into the United States to sell at any price the Americans will pay. Once the factory has moved to China, the American factory worker no longer has a job. Free Trade can be very profitable for US corporations. Of course, there is a huge downside to Free Trade. Free Trade forces the American workers to compete directly with the workers in low-wage foreign countries such as China.. The workers in many of these third-world countries make as little as $60-100 or less per month. With Free Trade, corporations can move factories to countries like China and hire the cheap foreign workers, instead of paying the American workers $2000-4000 or more per month.. By hiring the cheap foreign workers, the corporation makes a higher profit. Of course, the corporation assumes that the American consumers will keep buying the cheap imports from China. But, common sense dictates that Americans need jobs in order to keep buying the cheap imported goods and products. When American workers lose their well-paying jobs, they have no income. They are forced to look for a new job. Many times, if they are lucky enough to get a new job, it is often a lesser-paying job. The only way to keep buying at the same level is to use a credit card, refinance their house, etc. Even this is only a short term solution. Eventually, the unemployed or underemployed worker will have to cut back on his or her spending, lowering their standard of living. Free Trade causes job losses to workers in prosperous countries like the US, and lowers living standards for American workers.

Free trade theory flawed – doesn’t assume real-world conditions

Sorscher 10 (Stan, member of Society for Professional Engineering Employees in Aerospace, “Free Trade: Flawed Theory and Bad Policy”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/stan-sorscher/free-trade-flawed-theory-_b_682707.html) KA

Support for free trade is declining for good reason. Free trade came with a promise of prosperity. However, after 20 years of experience, we have structural trade deficits and an economy that cannot create jobs. What went wrong with free trade? First of all, free trade is orthodoxy, not science. Free trade orthodoxy stands on the Theory of Comparative Advantage, a great philosophical accomplishment of the 18th and 19th centuries. Unfortunately, Comparative Advantage is highly idealized and fundamentally flawed. It ignores the real-world conditions of 21st century globalization. Comparative Advantage assumes full employment. In the real-world 21st Century global economy, we have a huge surplus of cheap labor around the world. The highly idealized theory of Comparative Advantage assumes that all investment stays within each country's domestic economy. With 21st century globalization, capital flows freely from high-wage countries to low-wage countries. New investment builds production platforms in low-wage countries, producing goods to be consumed in high-wage countries. Perversely, venture capitalists often insist that production be moved offshore as a condition for making new investments. Orthodox trade theory assumes balanced trade. However, in the real world, low-wage countries can produce at prodigious levels, while their consumption is tiny by comparison. Under real-world conditions, low-wage countries can sustain trade surpluses for my remaining lifetime, and America will experience structural trade deficits. Conventional free trade models assume workers can change jobs and occupations without loss of earning power. Assistance with retraining will resolve any friction in the labor market. In the real world, when a factory moves offshore, high-paying manufacturing jobs disappear, replaced with lower-paying service-sector jobs or long-term unemployment. Orthodox trade theory assumes that currency exchange rates adjust readily under market forces. In the real world, China manipulates its currency, and lends us money to buy goods. Furthermore, the dollar enjoys special status as the world's reserve currency, building a negative bias into our trade balance. Finally, idealized free trade theory assumes a world frozen in equilibrium, where no new products or processes are ever introduced. In the real world, we lose strategic position as our economy de-industrializes. By the same token, low-wage countries gain strategic advantage as they build up their industrial infrastructure and develop skilled workforces. American companies stopped making memory chips. We conceded production of LED's LCD's, flat screen TVs, and iPhones. Years from now, other countries will have competitive advantage for 3-D TVs or other advanced electronics. In each case, the assumptions of free trade overstate gains and understate risks.

Free trade kills American jobs while shipping jobs abroad

Wessel 11 (David, journalist for Wall Street Journal, “Big U.S. Firms Shift Hiring Abroad”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704821704576270783611823972.html) KA

U.S. multinational corporations, the big brand-name companies that employ a fifth of all American workers, have been hiring abroad while cutting back at home, sharpening the debate over globalization's effect on the U.S. economy. The companies cut their work forces in the U.S. by 2.9 million during the 2000s while increasing employment overseas by 2.4 million, new data from the U.S. Commerce Department show. That's a big switch from the 1990s, when they added jobs everywhere: 4.4 million in the U.S. and 2.7 million abroad.

Free trade bad for jobs

Buchanan 12 (Patrick J., a nationally syndicated columnist, “Global free trade a bad deal for America”, http://www.app.com/article/20120621/NJOPINION03/306210005/BUCHANAN-Global-free-trade-bad-deal-America) KA

They believe in the 14th Amendment’s equal protection of the law. U.S. wage-and-hour laws, civil rights laws and environmental laws should apply equally to factories in every state. If states wish to adopt their own right-to-work laws or abolish corporate income taxes, that is free and fair competition. Global free trade is an altogether different matter. If you move your factory to Mexico, Guatemala, Vietnam, China or Bangladesh, the 14th Amendment no longer applies. Global free trade means U.S. workers compete with Asian and Latin American workers whose wages are a fraction of our own and whose benefits may be nonexistent. Global free trade means U.S factories that relocate to Indonesia or India need not observe U.S. laws on health, safety, pollution or paying a minimum wage. Global free trade means that companies that move factories outside the United States can send their products back to the U.S. free of charge and undercut businessmen who retain their American workers and live within American laws. Instead of a trade policy crafted for the benefit of multinational corporations, we need a new trade policy that puts America and Americans first.

No Free Trade

Free trade is not actual free trade

Batemarco 97 (Robert, writer for the Freeman, “Why Managed Trade Is Not Free Trade”, http://www.thefreemanonline.org/features/why-managed-trade-is-not-free-trade/) KA

In establishing a free economic system for the United States, the Framers mandated free trade among all the states in the union. They spelled this out in Article I, Section 9, of the Constitution: No tax or duty shall be laid on articles exported from any state. No preference shall be given by any regulation of commerce or revenue to the ports of one State over those of another: nor shall vessels bound to, or from, one State, be obliged to enter, clear, or pay duties in another. At 54 words, this was the original North American Free Trade Agreement. As we shall see, the 1994 agreement that goes by that name makes a travesty of free trade. The damage done by restrictions on international trade became clear to most people during the debacle of the 1930s. Once World War II had ended, the popularity of free trade surpassed Macaulay’s fondest hopes. Yet in many ways truly free trade was not in keeping with the tenor of the postwar times. Free trade requires neither complex laws nor ponderous bureaucracies. With the establishment of the United Nations, the World Bank, and the International Monetary Fund, the world was moving in the opposite direction. So postwar governments sought managed trade rather than free trade. While the establishment of the proposed International Trade Organization was avoided, free trade was not restored. While far from the ideal, the managed-trade regime that followed World War II was a measurable improvement over the beggar-thy-neighbor protectionism which preceded that conflict. For a while even, the international bureaucracies that managed trade seemed to move the world in the right direction, generally lowering tariff rates. Managed traders seemed to resemble free traders. However, as memories of the folly of Smoot-Hawley[4] faded, politically well-connected firms sought shelter from the cold winds of international competition. As bureaucrats reverted to empire-building form, managed trade became a fig leaf for protectionism. A rundown of the major vehicles of managed trade illustrates this.

Current laws prevent real free trade from happening

Batemarco 97 (Robert, writer for the Freeman, “Why Managed Trade Is Not Free Trade”, http://www.thefreemanonline.org/features/why-managed-trade-is-not-free-trade/) KA
Free trade means the ability of producers to exchange their wares with anyone on the globe for other goods without some government standing in the way of some of those exchanges due to the country of origin of the goods involved. It requires no more laws or institutions than are necessary to provide standard protection of the property rights of all involved in the exchange. It is the application of laissez faire across international borders: nothing more, nothing less. Multivolume documents paying lip service to free trade but forbidding transactions by parties whose competitive advantages are considered by some to be unfair are the antithesis of free trade no matter how many times the words free trade appear in their pages. That managed trade proponents hide the nature of their policy preferences under the cloak of free trade reveals their utter shamelessness. It also suggests that the free trade side is winning the battle of ideas. 

No such as “free trade” – restrictions and FTAA prove

GRAIN 3 ( GRAIN, international non-profit organization helping small farmers and social movements, “No free Trade At All”, http://www.grain.org/article/entries/364-no-free-trade-at-all) KA

The Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) is a free trade agreement being negotiated by all the governments of the American hemisphere except Cuba. Its objective is to impose common rules for the entire continent to open up national activities to the free flow of global capital. This agreement will be even more wide-reaching than the World Trade Organisation. The FTAA will result in many restrictions on the rights of all citizens, but especially wage earners, small farmers and indigenous peoples. In contrast, transnational investors will receive a level of protection never before experienced. Although it is called a “free trade” agreement, the Free Trade Area of the America (FTAA) is all about restricting and controlling trade in favour of the major global enterprises. The FTAA, if approved, will not only affect trade, but also production, services and property rights over land, water and natural resources. Many economic activities, especially small farmer economies, will be put under immense stress. Civil rights and human rights, the rights of local communities, the rights of indigenous peoples, labour rights, the right to knowledge and culture and basic forms of sovereignty will be even more restricted than they are today. We will see the privatisation of remaining public spaces and activities, and we may be confronted with new forms of repression that do not exist today. If the FTAA is approved, it will have a profound impact on the economic, social and political life of American peoples.

No such thing as free trade – empirics prove

Cotto 12 (Joseph, writer for Washington Times Communities, “What's so free about free trade?“, http://communities.washingtontimes.com/neighborhood/conscience-realist/2012/jun/26/whats-so-free-about-free-trade/) KA

For a start, economic history simply does not support the proposition that free trade is best. The U.S. was an avowedly protectionist country for most of its history, during which time it turned from a Third World backwater to the greatest industrial power in history. The same pattern, rising to economic greatness under protectionism, has also been true for nations like Britain, Germany, Japan, Korea, and now China. So the hard data is against the free traders. And when you look into the economics underlying this fact, you discover pretty quickly that free trade can only really be best if the absolutely pure 100% free-market model of a successful economy is true. And that’s not something that anybody—Left, Right, or center—has practiced in domestic economics for decades now, whatever rhetoric they may employ. There’s a good reason for that: market purism doesn’t work. We don’t have a pure 19th-century laissez faire robber baron economy domestically, so why should we have one internationally? We’ve learned the hard way, most recently in the financial crisis, that too little regulation can do as much damage as too much. 

Yes Free Trade

There is free trade now – Panama and Korea prove

LA Times 10 (Los Angeles Times, “Free trade, now”, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/aug/12/opinion/la-ed-colombia-20100812) KA

Even in the gloom of an international economic crisis, there is a bright spot of hope: free trade. Successful trade pacts with Panama and Colombia and a pending agreement with South Korea will serve to accelerate investment opportunities across a broad spectrum of business and industry, including agriculture, communications technology and natural resources — for Canada, that is. As for the United States, the best that can be said is that farmers, producers and exporters here have front-row seats as they watch three-quarters of a billion dollars in potential trade flow northward. In recent weeks, however, President Obama has indicated that he intends to finalize a long-overdue free trade agreement with Colombia. We hope he means it.

Free trade now, KORUS FTA

Swire 12 (Mary, writer for Tax News, “South Korea, US Conclude First Review Of KORUS FTA”, http://www.tax-news.com/news/South_Korea_US_Conclude_First_Review_Of_KORUS_FTA____55860.html) KA

South Korea and the United States have held two days of talks in Washington looking at the progress made in implementing the South Korea-United States free trade agreement (KORUS FTA) in the three months since it entered into force on March 15 this year. The South Korean foreign ministry reported that the two countries have set up joint committees, subcommittees and working groups for goods, services and investment to check implementation of the agreement. In particular, during these talks, discussions were held on the ways that small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) could take advantage of the opportunities presented by the KORUS FTA. It was said that further talks will be held after enough time has elapsed for each side to examine the matters covered over the two days. It is expected that further discussions will also be needed shortly to resolve any changes that can be agreed to the investor-state dispute (ISD) clause in the FTA. It was reported that the matter was mentioned over the two days, but that the South Korean government still needs to clarify its own thoughts on the clause before the matter can be taken further. The parliamentary opposition had, in fact, called for the cancellation of the ISD clause, claiming that it could open South Korean companies, particularly SMEs, to attack from US companies on domestic regulations established for the protection of local industries, and the government had promised to open negotiations with the US within 90 days of KORUS FTA’s entry into force.

US has free trade now – KORUS FTA

Yonhap 6/21 (Yonhap, “KORUS, EU FTAs sustaining S. Korea's economic growth: gov't”, http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/business/2012/06/21/72/0502000000AEN20120621004400320F.HTML) KA

Free trade pacts reached with the European Union (EU) and the United States have helped sustain South Korea's growth in the midst of sluggish global economic growth, the government said Thursday. The Ministry of Strategy and Finance said the two free trade agreements (FTAs) have acted as bulwarks for the economy, which has been rocked by economic uncertainties triggered by fiscal woes in eurozone countries and slower-than-expected growth in the United States and China. While the country's overall exports fell 2.5 percent on-year for the three-month period after the FTA with the United States went into effect on March 15, shipments to the single largest economy have expanded 8.4 percent, it said. The ministry said products that directly benefited from the bilateral trade agreement, also called the KORUS FTA, shot up 16.8 percent, compared to 3.8 percent gains for goods that were not immediately affected. Demand for South Korean auto parts and refined petroleum products led the surge, with demand for certain miscellaneous household products growing by double digits as they pushed out Chinese rivals. 

US-EU free trade on the verge of passing

Moffett 6/20 (Sebastian, writer for Reuters, “EU and U.S. inch toward talks on free trade area”, http://in.reuters.com/article/2012/06/20/eu-us-trade-idINL5E8HKJIS20120620) KA

The United States and the European Union on Wednesday inched closer to starting negotiations on a long-awaited free trade deal, with the release of a report calling for wide-ranging market opening and mutual acceptance of product standards. An EU-U.S. working group said that a comprehensive free trade deal could eliminate tariffs and other barriers to trade in goods, services and investment, and enhance the compatibility of regulations and standards. It could also lower "non-tariff" barriers such as some health and safety regulations, which hinder foreign businesses without formally penalising them. "Based on our work thus far, the co-chairs of the High Level Working Group believe that a comprehensive transatlantic trade and investment agreement, if achievable, is the option that has the greatest potential for supporting jobs and promoting growth and competitiveness across the Atlantic," the report said.

Free trade now

Marowitz 6/13 (Ross, writer for the Canadian Press, “Free trade best way to create jobs, trade minister says”, http://www.canada.com/business/fp/Free+trade+best+create+jobs+trade+minister+says/6777041/story.html) KA

Free and open trade, rather than protectionism, is the best way to secure a global recovery and create jobs, International Trade Minister Ed Fast told a Montreal economic conference Wednesday. In a speech to the International Economic Forum of the Americas, Fast said Canada must improve its access to growing markets around the world, particularly in Latin America and the Asia Pacific region. Canada’s government also hopes to conclude the world’s largest free-trade agreement with the European Union by the end of this year, he added. Fast said people who deny the benefits of trade wilfully ignore the foundation of Canadian prosperity and its history. “At its very heart, the anti-trade opposition lacks faith that Canada can succeed in the global economy,” Fast told delegates to the 18th annual Conference of Montreal. “They represent a Canada that cowers in the face of competition. A Canada that lacks confidence.” Fast said they used “fear-mongering and falsehood” when they attempted to block the Canada-U.S. Free Trade Agreement, the followup NAFTA agreement that added Mexico to the mix and now Canada’s negotiations with the European Union. Historically, the outcry against free trade has diminished over the past three decades.

Yes Interdependence

Interdependence is happening now

IBM 9 (IBM, “The yin yang of financial disruption”, http://public.dhe.ibm.com/common/ssi/ecm/en/gbe03186usen/GBE03186USEN.PDF) KA

Indeed, we have entered a new period – a societal shift – an era of the interdependence. Over the past two decades, we have seen an 11.3 percent compound annual growth rate of country-to-country financial integration as measured by total equity and fixed income flows. This pace exceeds the global growth of equity and fixed income assets of 9.4 percent over the same timeframe. 22 In addition, the amount of opaque over-the-counter (OTC) derivative instruments increased to $600 trillion in notional value globally, while 88 percent of all instruments are transacted over-the-counter. 23 Unlike exchange-based models, this OTC model is not set up to provide the same level of protection, which may have increased the financial system’s vulnerability to systemic forms of risk. At the same time, cross-border banking mergers and acquisitions grew from less than 1 percent to 40 percent of total mergers and acquisitions from 1996-2006, indicating the degree to which integration of the banking market is occurring. 24

Interdependence now – US-China

Xinhua 10 (Xinhua, “Wang stresses China, US economic interdependence”,  http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/china/2010-05/24/content_9886089.htm) KA 

Chinese Vice-Premier Wang Qishan said on Monday economic interdependence between China and the United States reflects the importance of bilateral cooperation. "With increasingly close links, our two economies have become inseparable. This has been particularly true since the outbreak of the international financial crisis, and our two countries have acted together to meet the challenge," said Wang at the opening session of the second round of the China-US Strategic and Economic Dialogue (S&ED). The dialogue will conclude Tuesday. He said China-US economic ties are a cornerstone of the bilateral relationship, adding that the high economic complementarity between the two sides makes for win-win cooperation, not a zero-sum game. The world economy is at a "critical juncture," but as long as the two countries communicate with candor, enhance mutual trust and look for common ground, China and the US will overcome any future difficulty, Wang said. He said the dialogue, under the theme "Ensuring the Continuation of a Mutually Beneficial Economic Partnership," will include in-depth discussions on a number of issues including macroeconomic policy, trade and investment, financial markets' stability and the reform of the architecture of international finance. Wang said the dialogue's core objective is building a positive, cooperative and comprehensive China-US relationship for the 21st century. "The dialogue will enable us to further our cooperation, solidify the positive momentum and promote the strong, sustainable and balanced growth of the global economy," he added. Wang expressed confidence the two nations will broaden their consensus, narrow their differences, and work together for sound and steady growth in China-US relations through the talks. Wang also hailed the first round of the S&ED convened in Washington DC last July as successful and positive in enhancing cooperation. He said the it facilitated a joint response to the global financial crisis, promoting a worldwide economic recovery and global governance structures' reform. As the special representatives of Chinese President Hu Jintao, Wang and State Councilor Dai Bingguo co-chair the two-day S&ED with U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner, special representatives of US President Barack Obama. About 50 representatives from 40-plus government departments from the two countries also participated in the talks. Succeeding the China-US Strategic Dialogue and China-US Strategic Economic Dialogue, the S&ED was established on April 1, 2009, by President Hu and President Obama during their first meeting in London on the sidelines of the G20 financial summit.

Interdependence now and its important

Dervis 11 (Kemal, Global Economy and Development Brookings Institute, “Small Economies, Big Problems, and Global Interdependence”, http://www.brookings.edu/research/opinions/2011/07/19-greece-economy-dervis) KA

Greece’s GDP, at about $300 billion, represents approximately 0.5% of world output. Its $470 billion public debt is very large relative to the Greek economy’s size, but less than 1% of global debt – and less than half is held by private banks (mainly Greek). Barclays Capital estimates that only a few globally significant foreign banks hold close to 10% of their Tier 1 capital in Greek government bonds, with the majority holding much less. So, at least on paper, Greece should not be a systemically important economy. Yet there are several reasons why the Greek crisis is having substantial spillover effects. Moreover, Greece is not alone in this respect. First, in the Greek case, there is the fear of contagion to other distressed European economies, such as Portugal and Ireland, or even Spain and Italy. There are also substantial investments by American money-market funds in instruments issued by some of the exposed banks. Then there are various derivatives, such as credit-default swaps, through which banks holding Greek debt have insured themselves against non-payment. If CDSs are concentrated in particular financial institutions, these institutions could be at risk – more so than the primary purchasers of Greek debt themselves. But no one knows who is holding how much of these derivatives, or whether they reduce or magnify the risk, because CDSs are not transparently traded on open exchanges. Finally, Greece’s difficulties imply problems for managing the euro, as well as possible disorderly behavior in foreign-exchange markets, which threaten to augment uncertainty and negatively influence the already-weakening global recovery. Clearly, the world economy has a large stake in Greece’s recovery. In the same vein, consider a completely different case, that of Yemen. Greece and Yemen have no relevant similarities, except the contrast between their size and possible spillover effects. Yemen’s GDP is only 10% the size of Greece’s, representing 0.05% of global output, and its economy is not significantly linked to the international financial system. But Yemen’s population is close to that of Saudi Arabia, and its border is very hard to control. Chaos in Yemen, coupled with the growing strength of extremists, could seriously destabilize Saudi Arabia and threaten oil production. In that case, the price of oil could shoot up to $150 a barrel or more, dealing a heavy blow to the global economy. One can find other examples of this kind. Recall that the 1997 Asian crisis started in Thailand – again, not a large economy. The strong trade, financial, and natural-resource-related interconnections that have developed in the world economy turn many otherwise small countries, or problems, into global systemic risks. The implications for global economic governance need to be understood and addressed. At the Seoul G-20 summit in November 2010, the assembled leaders encouraged the International Monetary Fund to work with the Financial Stability Forum to develop an early-warning system for global financial risks, and to analyze spillover effects on “large economies” (China, the United States, the United Kingdom, Japan, and the eurozone). The spillover reports are currently being discussed by the IMF’s board. A synthetic report by the Fund’s Managing Director is to be presented to the International Monetary and Financial Committee when officials from the IMF’s member states meet in September. This step, if pursued seriously, would enable a deeper analysis of interdependence in the world economy. It could also increase the IMF’s legitimacy as an institution that is global not only in its membership, but also in its treatment of different types of members. So long as the IMF’s macroeconomic surveillance was in fact applied only to developing countries, with the G-7 and other rich countries evading a serious monitoring process, the Fund could not be perceived as fair and impartial. As these examples indicate, however, systemic importance is not just a question of size. What matters is the interconnections that link a particular country, institution, or group of institutions (for example, Lehman Brothers and AIG) to the wider world economy. Surveillance of systemic risk must proactively test and analyze these interconnections, and try to imagine the “hard to imagine.” After all, as we now know only too well, systemic risk can emerge in unexpected places. Interdependence has become much more complex than it was even a decade ago. The IMF needs to be empowered to analyze the macroeconomic and macro-financial risks that have emerged, establish an early-warning system, and propose possible preemptive policy measures. The Fund’s almost universal membership and its staff’s technical expertise should enable it to carry out effective multilateral surveillance, provided that it accelerates its own governance reforms, so that surveillance is perceived as being in everyone’s interest.

Global interdependence – G-20

Dervis and Kharas 11 (Kemal, Vice President, Global Economy and Development, The Brookings Institution, and Homi, Senior Fellow and Deputy Director, Global Economy and Development, “The Interdependence of Macroeconomic Policies and structural Reforms”, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2011/11/think%20tank%2020/11_introduction_macroeconomics_dervis_kharas.pdf) KA

If there is one common thread throughout all the essays in this volume, it is that the composition of public expenditure and taxes matters, as well as the aggregate levels . In the contributions by authors from advanced countries, questions abound whether enough attention has been paid to the long-term growth strategy . In Japan, the euro area and the United States, sluggish short-term growth is creating doubt about the path of future output . Those essays call for structural reforms to invest for the future, largely in infrastructure and education, echoing data showing that global investment as a share of global GDP is at a low point due to low investment in the advanced countries . The contributions by authors from developing countries, where growth performance is still good, emphasize the impact on social stability of a better composition of public spending . Brazil and Turkey have histories of recovering from their own crises with a mix of macroeconomic, structural and social policies that produced “fair” distributional outcomes . It is that sense of social stability that now stands these countries in good stead in dealing with the current global crisis . Each G-20 nation will pursue policies that reflect its own specific circumstances, historic memories and political constraints . But there is too much interdependence in the world economy to give up on the hope for greater coordination . Common ground can be found to develop policies that can lead to win-win solutions . We hope that the TT-20 network can contribute to such analysis and usefully accompany the official process.

America's recovery from the deepest economic crisis in living memory is grinding to a halt. That is the message from today's payrolls report, and it's bad news for the world's biggest economy, and bad news for the world. Yesterday's rash of rate cuts, from central banks in Britain, the eurozone and China, underlined the fact that policymakers everywhere fear the global economy is sliding into a synchronised downturn. Barack Obama's more aggressive approach to keeping the public spending taps turned on, combined with the Federal Reserve's everything-but-the-kitchen sink monetary policy, has helped the US to escape the worst of the chill afflicting Europe and many developing countries over the past twelve months, and the Fed could yet take yet more action – perhaps launching a third round of quantitative easing. But with just 80,000 new jobs created in June – fewer than the 90,000 expected by experts, and far too few to bring down the unemployment rate, which is stuck at 8.2%, it's become increasingly clear that the economy is slowing, even before it plunges over the "fiscal cliff" in 2013, when spending cuts and tax rises will put the squeeze on US growth. Few observers think the coming global slump is likely to be as deep or long-lasting as the recession that followed the collapse of Lehman Brothers in September 2008, as confidence collapsed just about everywhere. But that grim episode showed policymakers that in the age of globalisation, there is no such thing as "decoupling": today's economies and financial systems are so closely intertwined that if the crisis is deep enough, everyone gets dragged in. With the US also, it seems, succumbing to the collective cold, there is little hope of anything but a grim year for the world economy in 2012. China is expected to reveal next week that its growth rate has slipped; much of Europe (including the UK) is already in recession; and with Spanish and Italian bond yields back at danger-levels, the deal painstakingly assembled at last week's latest "make-or-break" euro summit appears to be falling apart. So it's hardly surprising US firms are not in the mood to hire thousands of new staff. Like politicians everywhere in the past twelve months, Obama will no doubt do his best to argue – with some justification – that America's slowdown was made overseas. But for the 8.2% of the US workforce who remain stuck on the scrap heap, that will be scant comfort — and this latest news certainly won't help smooth his path back to the White House

No Interdependence

Decreased international trade – decoupling

Kennedy 10 (Simon, writer for Bloomberg, “Wall Street Sees World Economy Decoupling From U.S.”, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-10-03/world-economy-decoupling-from-u-s-in-slowdown-returns-as-wall-street-view.html) KA

Wall Street economists are reviving a bet that the global economy will withstand the U.S. slowdown. Just three years since America began dragging the world into its deepest recession in seven decades, Goldman Sachs Group Inc., Credit Suisse Holdings USA Inc. and BofA Merrill Lynch Global Research are forecasting that this time will be different. Goldman Sachs predicts worldwide growth will slow 0.2 percentage point to 4.6 percent in 2011, even as expansion in the U.S. falls to 1.8 percent from 2.6 percent. Underpinning their analysis is the view that international reliance on U.S. trade has diminished and is too small to spread the lingering effects of America’s housing bust. Providing the U.S. pain doesn’t roil financial markets as it did in the credit crisis, Goldman Sachs expects a weakening dollar, higher bond yields outside the U.S. and stronger emerging-market equities. “So long as it doesn’t turn to flu, the world can withstand a cold from the U.S.,” Ethan Harris, head of developed-markets economic research in New York at BofA Merrill Lynch, said in a telephone interview. He predicts the U.S. will expand 1.8 percent next year, compared with 3.9 percent globally. That may provide comfort for some of the central bankers and finance ministers from 187 nations flocking to Washington for annual meetings of the International Monetary Fund and World Bank on Oct. 8-10. IMF chief economist Olivier Blanchard last month predicted “positive but low growth in advanced countries,” while developing nations expand at a “very high” rate. He will release revised forecasts on Oct. 6.

Decoupling now

Kennedy 10 (Simon, writer for Bloomberg, “Wall Street Sees World Economy Decoupling From U.S.”, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-10-03/world-economy-decoupling-from-u-s-in-slowdown-returns-as-wall-street-view.html) KA
“The world has already become partially decoupled,” Nobel laureate Joseph Stiglitz, a professor at New York’s Columbia University, said in a Sept. 20 interview in Zurich. He will speak at an IMF event this week. Sixteen months after the world’s largest economy emerged from recession, the U.S. recovery is losing momentum, with factory orders falling 0.5 percent in August and unemployment forecast to increase to 9.7 percent in September from the previous month’s 9.6 percent, according to the median estimate of 78 economists in a Bloomberg News survey. Their predictions don’t include another contraction, with growth estimated at 2.7 percent this year and some indicators showing progress. Orders for capital goods rose 5.1 percent in August and the number of contracts to purchase previously owned homes increased 4.3 percent; both were higher than forecasts.

Decoupling now – China-US

Ferguson 9 (Niall, professor of history at Harvard University, “‘Chimerica’ is Headed for Divorce”, http://www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2009/08/14/chimerica-is-headed-for-divorce.html) KA

When does a rising power become a threat? There is seldom a single moment. A century ago, AngloGerman antagonism was still a relatively new phenomenon; an alliance between the two empires seemed plausible as late as 1899. Likewise, the United States took time to identify Japan as a serious rival in the Pacific region; it was not until the 1930s that relations really soured. In both cases, the perception of a strategic threat was slow to grow. But grow it did—and ultimately it led to war. Could the same be happening to the United States and China today? Are we imperceptibly but inexorably slipping from cooperation to competition? Back in early 2007, it seemed as if China and America were so intertwined they'd become one economy: I called it "Chimerica." The Chinese did the saving, the Americans the spending. The Chinese did the exporting, the Americans the importing. The Chinese did the lending, the Americans the borrowing. As the Chinese strategy was based on export-led growth, they had no desire to see their currency appreciate against the dollar. So they intervened consistently in currency markets, and as a result, they now have international reserves totaling $2.1 trillion. About 70 percent of these are in dollar-denominated securities, and a large proportion of these are in U.S. government bonds. The unintended effect of this was to help finance the U.S. current-account deficit at very low interest rates. Without those low long-term rates, it's hard to believe that the U.S. -real-estate market would have bubbled the way it did between 2002 and 2007. For a time Chimerica seemed like a marriage made in heaven: both economies grew so fast that they accounted for about 40 percent of global growth between 1998 and 2007. The big question now is whether or not this marriage is on the rocks. America's highly indebted consumers just can't borrow anymore. The U.S. savings rate is soaring upward, and U.S. imports from China have slumped, down 18 percent between May 2008 and May 2009. Of course, that doesn't mean the Chinese are going to stop buying dollars. They dare not allow their currency to appreciate when so many jobs in the export sector are under threat. But it does mean that they are questioning the Chimerica strategy. It ' s a bit like one of those marriages between a compulsive saver and a chronic spender. Such partnerships can work for a certain period of time, but eventually the penny-pincher gets disillusioned with the spendthrift. Every time Chinese officials express concern about U.S. fiscal or monetary policy, it reminds me of one of those domestic tiffs in which the saver says to the spender: "You maxed out on the credit cards once too often, honey." Let's look at the numbers. China's holdings of U.S. Treasuries rose to $801.5 billion in May, an increase of 5 percent from $763.5 billion in April. Call it $40 billion a month. And let's imagine the Chinese do that every month through this fiscal year. That would be a credit line to the U.S. government of $480 billion. Given that the total deficit is forecast to be about $2 trillion, that means the Chinese may finance less than a quarter of -total federal-government borrowing—whereas a few years ago they were financing virtually the whole deficit. The trouble is that the Chinese clearly feel they have enough U.S. government bonds.

“Chimerica” dissolving – no interdependence

Ferguson and Schularick 9 (Niall, professor of history at Harvard University and Moritz, a professor of economic history at the Free University in Berlin, “The Great Wallop”, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/11/16/opinion/16ferguson.html?pagewanted=all) KA

For a time, Chimerica seemed not a monster but a marriage made in heaven. Global trade boomed and nearly all asset prices surged. Yet, like many another marriage between a saver and a spender, Chimerica was not destined to last. The financial crisis since 2007 has put the marriage on the rocks. Correcting the economic imbalance between the United States and China — the dissolution of Chimerica — is now indispensable if equilibrium is to be restored to the world economy. China’s economic ascent was a result of a strategy of export-led growth that followed the examples of West Germany and Japan after World War II. However, there was a key difference: China made a sustained effort to control the value of its currency, the renminbi, which resulted in a huge accumulation of reserve dollars. As Chinese exports soared, the authorities in Beijing consistently bought dollars to avoid appreciation of their currency, pegging it at around 8.28 renminbi to the dollar from the mid-1980s to the mid-’90s. They then allowed a modest 17 percent appreciation in the three years after July 2005, only to restore the dollar peg at 6.83 when the global financial crisis intensified last year. Intervening in the currency market served two goals for China: by keeping the renminbi from rising against the dollar, it promoted the competitiveness of Chinese exports; second, it allowed China to build up foreign currency reserves (primarily in dollars) as a cushion against the risks associated with growing financial integration, painfully illustrated by the experience of other countries in the Asian crisis of the late 1990s. The result was that by 2000 China had currency reserves of $165 billion; they now stand at $2.3 trillion, of which at least 70 percent are dollar-denominated. This intervention caused a growing distortion in the global cost of capital, significantly reducing long-term interest rates and helping to inflate the real estate bubble in the United States, with ultimately disastrous consequences. In essence, Chimerica constituted a credit line from the People’s Republic to the United States that allowed Americans to save nothing and bet the house on ... well, the house. Nothing like this happened in the 1950s and 1960s. At the height of postwar growth in the 1960s, West Germany and Japan increased their dollar reserves roughly in line with the American gross domestic product, keeping the ratio stable at about 1 percent before letting it move slightly higher in the early 1970s. By contrast, China’s reserves soared from the equivalent of 1 percent of America’s gross domestic product in 2000 to 5 percent in 2005 and 10 percent in 2008. By the end of this year, that figure is expected to rise to 12 percent. The Chimerican era is drawing to a close. Given the bursting of the debt and housing bubbles, Americans will have to kick their addiction to cheap money and easy credit. The Chinese authorities understand that heavily indebted American consumers cannot be relied on to return as buyers of Chinese goods on the scale of the period up to 2007. And they dislike their exposure to the American currency in the form of dollar-denominated reserve assets of close to $2 trillion. The Chinese authorities are “long” the dollar like no foreign power in history, and that makes them very nervous.

Decoupling now – US is a burden on the world economy

Chaudhary 10 (Neerai, writer for the Market Oracle, “Global Economic Decoupling Alive and Well”, http://www.marketoracle.co.uk/Article23670.html) KA

While the US economy continues to weaken (see my recent commentary: Don't Doubt the Double-Dip), many foreign economies continue to experience solid -- even spectacular -- economic growth. When the global economic crisis began in 2008, many forecasters doubted that the world economy could return to growth without the US consumer. But the world is learning what Peter Schiff has long predicted: that the US consumer is a drag on the world economy, not an engine for growth. As "decoupling" becomes more apparent, emerging economies are forming trade links among themselves, accelerating the process of decline for the United States. To get a better understanding of how decoupling works, it helps to picture a train in motion. Together, the cars and engine travel together on the track. Now imagine that last car, the caboose, detaches from the rest of the train. At first, the caboose travels at nearly the same speed as the rest of the train. The distance between the two is hardly discernable. Over time, however, the car slows down as friction and gravity take their toll. Meanwhile, the engine powers ahead. The distance between the caboose and the train gradually becomes greater and greater, until finally the engine is gone from sight, leaving the caboose sitting idle on the track. This process describes how many of the world's economies are steadily pulling away from the United States. As trade links grow between countries far from our shores (such as those being solidified between Asia and South America), the distance between the United States and the rest of the world is becoming larger, and decoupling is becoming more and more pronounced. 

Decoupling in the squo – EU and China

Olsen 10 (Robert, Forbes staff, “China's Decoupling Debate”, http://www.forbes.com/sites/china/2010/06/01/chinas-decoupling-debate/) KA

Decoupling is back, maybe. The economic crisis killed the decoupling theory, but the European Union’s sovereign-debt troubles could breathe new life into the debate. The latest financial crisis unfolding in the euro-zone will be a test for the theory that China’s economy has diversified enough through domestic consumption and trade with other markets to be insulated from Europe’s falling demand. China’s biggest overseas customer is currently the E.U., accounting for 20% of the country’s total exports, but China’s dependence on external trade has been falling, according to Credit Suisse. The investment bank said in a recent note that exports accounted for 36% of China’s GDP in 2006, but fell to 25% by 2009. If exports to the E.U. fall by 20%, Credit Suisse predicts that it would only affect China’s GDP by 1%. But, that prediction comes with a caveat. If Europe’s troubles worsen and the economy suffers another major downturn, then the impact on Chinese exports could be “huge.” China’s shipping companies have been singled out as the sector most exposed to the E.U.’s uncertainty. Credit Suisse estimates that 35% of China COSCO’s revenue and 32% of China Shipping Container Lines’ comes from the Asia-Europe line, while earnings from European trade for the country’s port operators varies between 7.3% to 34.1%.

Growth Impacts

African Stability

Economic growth promote stability and stops African conflict

Sirleaf and Radelet 8 (Ellen Johnson and Steven, writers for Center for Global Development, “The Good News Out of Africa: Democracy, Stability, and the Renewal of Growth and Development”, http://www.cgdev.org/content/publications/detail/15416/) KA

The past 30 years have been disastrous for most of the people of Africa. While the Asian Tigers experienced some of the fastest growth rates and reductions in poverty recorded in world history, most of Africa remained mired in poverty. But things are changing for the better in some parts of the continent. A growing group of sub-Saharan countries are embracing democracy and good governance, instilling stronger macroeconomic management, and benefiting from significant debt relief. These countries are beginning to experience faster economic growth, the beginnings of poverty reduction, and improvements in health and education. At the same time, some of the most protracted conflicts around the continent have come to an end, including in Angola, the Democratic Republic of Congo, and Sierra Leone. Liberia, after 14 years of some of the most brutal conflict on the planet, is now at peace, and is beginning the long road towards economic recovery and development. This CGD Essay, by Liberian president Ellen Johnson Sirleaf and CGD senior fellow Steven Radelet, looks at the growth of democracy and economic activity in sub-Saharan Africa, particularly the case of Liberia, and offers recommendations for how progress can be sustained and consolidated.

Economic growth key to sustain African security

Bouchat 10 (Clarence, SECURITY AND STABILITY IN AFRICA:

A DEVELOPMENT APPROACH, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub964.pdf) KA

The problems that Africans face come down to two fundamental challenges well within Africans’ ability to control: establishing good political governance and sustainable economic development— both of which are part of the foundation of the stability and security they need. 42 Internal and regional security and stability enable the formation of proper governance and development, but good governance and economic improvement also directly contribute to stability and security. However, political governance and economic development are the structures upon which other problems will be solved. For policymakers, especially military ones looking to assist Africa, the security aspects are relatively well understood, but the economic and political sides are less well known, and need to be emphasized because they are crucial. For that reason, this paper surveys economic and political aspects of Africa’s condition and their ties to security and stability, so as to better understand and achieve U.S. national interests and Africa’s common goals.

Deforestation

Globalization causes tropical deforestation

Kramer et al 9 (Daniel Boyd Kramer, researcher of the social, economic and policy aspects of the conservation of biodiversity with a PhD and assistant professor at MSU, Gerald Urquhart, tropical ecologist and an assistant professor of biology at Michigan State University with a PhD, and Kristen Schmitt, PhD of economics, 3 August 2009, “Globalization and the connection of remote communities: A review of household effects and their biodiversity implications”, http://globalchange.msu.edu/nicaragua/Publications/Globalization%20and%20the%20Connection%20of%20Remote%20Communities.pdf SC)

Globalization's manifestations are increasingly penetrating the remote human settlements of the world and are profoundly affecting the local use of natural resources in complex ways (Dietz et al., 2003). […] Production technologies can substitute for land, labor, or capital and have been associated with increased resource extraction and land conversion (Panayotou and Sungsuwan, 1994; Deininger and Minten, 1999). In a review of the causes of tropical deforestation, technology was identiﬁed in 70% of cases (Geist and Lambin, 2002). In the agricultural sector, new plant varieties, pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, irrigation, storage, mechanized equipment, and shipment technologies increase the production value of land for agriculture relative to timber and agroforestry uses and therefore increase deforestation rates (Van Soest et al., 2002; Shively and Pagiola 2004). For instance, vehicle usage may reduce household travel times to farms and encourage intensiﬁed production and land clearing (Entwisle et al., 2008). Similarly, certain technologies may contribute to the unsustainable harvest of ﬁsh and wildlife. On the other hand, the introduction of some technologies may allow for more efﬁcient and sustainable production. In Honduras, for example, the use of chemical herbicides and new plant varieties for rice cultivation was associated with a reduction in rainforest clearance (Godoy et al., 1997).

That kills global biodiversity and causes extinction

AIRR 2000 (Amazon International Rainforest Reserve, 2K, "The Amazon Stands As A Wonderous Testimony To Its Glorious Creator," www.amazonrainforest.org/community/articles/article2.asp)

The Amazon Rainforest, the largest and richest ecosystem on earth, has stood inviolate for thousands if not milions of years since its creation. The profusion and variety of life forms present in the rainforest and its critical role in supplying the world with air has resulted in its being called the "Heart and Lungs" of the planet. Indeed, the majority of the world's oxygen is supplied by its dense foliage and teeming plant life which upon first inspection, seems boundless and industructible. A recent study by the Smithsonian Institute indicates that about 90% of all the plant and animal species existant in the world today reside in the Amazon Rainforst and depend upon its complex ecology. Unlike the forests of temperate zones that are populated by stands of a single or double species of tree, the tropical rainforest will in a two and half acre plot harbor as many as 283 tree species. With certain trees growing to a height of 150 ft. or more, the rainforest is mulitleveled with an emergent tree level, upper and lower canopy and understory. Each level harbors a particular constellation of plant and animal life. Human beings have only begun to catalog and name the creatures that live here. Home to thousands of varieties of flowering plants, the rainforest supports endless varieties of hummingbirds, butterflies and insects such as the rhinocerous beetle and the army ant. It is also home to the spider monkey, pink and gray dolphins, Amazon river otter, piranha, anaconda, jaguar, blue and yellow macaw, toucan, harpy eagle, fishing bat, tapir sloth, tarantula, caymen crocidile, manatee, etc. In addition to serving as the "Heart and Lungs" of the planet, the Amazon Rainforest constitutes the world's largest "pharmacy" yielding thousands of previously unknown substances found no where else. Compounds from tropical flora relieve headaches, help treat glaucoma and provide muscle relaxants used during surgery. The Amazon Rainforest has also yielded quinine for the treatment of malaria and periwinkle for the treatment of leukemia. Given the rainforest's teeming biological diversity, its value to humanity as a laboratory of natural phenomena and as a medical storehouse is priceless. Conversely, if the rainforest disappears, researchers fear that plants with wonder-drug potential will be lost forever. In addition to these functions, the Amazon Rainforest attracts huge volumes of precipitation from the Atlantic ocean, releasing it in endless cycles of rain and tropical downpours that give the rainforest its name. Averaging from 80 to 120 inches annually, the Amazon Rainforest channels and provides drainage for the Amazon River, the world's largest river and source of 25% of the world's fresh water supply. Moreover, the rainforest is home to some one hundred thousand Indian people, the remnant of innumerable tribes which have held out against the ravages of five hundred years of conquest and colonization by Europeans. Since Europeans first appeared in Brazil, nearly 90% of Amazonian Indian people have disappeared. In the last ten years alone, the Yanomani Indian homeland has been reduced by government decree from 36,000 to 800 square miles in response to an invasion of 45,000 gold prospectors into their territory. When the invasion began, there were about 9000 Yanomani. Today they are dying in large numbers from tuberculosis, hepatitis, malaria and venereal disease. Like the rainforest itself, its indigenous inhabitants offer something unique to the world, for they are the repository of an ancient, intimate and all encompassing understanding of the natural world of which they are a part. With the loss of the rainforest and its original inhabitants, humankind loses a unique and valuable organ for knowing itself and its ecosystems. As an example, the Yanomani, the largest group of unassimilated Indians in Brazil, speak a language unrelated to any other spoken in the Amazon basin or anywhere else on earth. Their world view is synonymous with the Rainforest itself. As the greatest repository of nature's treasures and most significant source of air, the Amazon Rainforest is crucial to the survival of all life on the planet and to human beings' understanding of their place in the web of life. In the words of Guatama Buddha, "The forest is a peculiar organism of unlimited kindness and benevolence that makes no demands for its sustenance and extends generously, the products of its like and activity. It affords protection to all living beings."
Democracy

Studies prove economic growth positively impacts democracy

Huber, Rueschemey, and Stephen 93 (Evelyne, Professor of Political Science, University of North Carolina, Dietrich, Professor of Sociology, Brown Univer- Sity, John D., Professor of Political Science and Sociology, University of North Carolina, “The Impact of Economic Development on Democracy”, The Journal of Economic Perspectives 7(3), p. 71-72) KA

One seminal work in the cross-national quantitative research program was Seymour Martin Lipset's (1959) essay on "Some social requisites of democracy: economic development and political legitimacy." These studies assembled a narrow range of aggregate data on development and democracy for many countries, converted them into standardized numerical values, and performed increasingly sophisticated statistical analyses of this material. Their theoretical interpretations were first inspired by modernization theory-a conception in which society, economy and polity are systematically interrelated, integrated by an overarching value consensus, and subject to increasing specialization and differentiation of social structures-while later research focused more on spe- cific hypotheses and refrained from broader theoretical assumptions. Even though these studies used a variety of indicators for development and democ- racy and examined different samples of countries, they consistently arrived at one major result: the level of economic development correlated positively with democracy. The interpretation of this result offered in these studies put primary emphasis on the spread of communication and education and the growth of the middle classes, all of which were supposed to lead to greater political interest and tolerance among growing numbers of citizens, thus creat- ing the behavioral basis for democratic governance.

Democracy and economics are directly related; increase in economics means increase in democracy

Huber, Rueschemey, and Stephen93 (Evelyne, Professor of Political Science, University of North Carolina, Dietrich, Professor of Sociology, Brown Univer- Sity, John D., Professor of Political Science and Sociology, University of North Carolina, “The Impact of Economic Development on Democracy”, The Journal of Economic Perspectives 7(3), p. 71-72) KA
In sum, the growth of democracy cannot be read off from the economic development and its effect on the development of the class structure alone. Both Central American and Caribbean countries started from roughly similar levels of development, similar economic structures, and similar world market niches. What emerges as critical in this comparison of the emergence of democracy in the West Indies and its absence in Central America is the nature of state-class relations, especially the critical contribution of British colonialism.

Capitalism and economic growth key to democracy

Lipset 94 (Seymour Martin, senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, “The Social Requisites of Democracy Revisited: 1993 Presidential Address”, American Sociological Review 59(1), p. 2) KA

In the nineteenth century, many political theo- rists noted the relationship between a market economy and democracy (Lipset 1992: 2). As Glassman (1991) has documented, "Marxists, classical capitalist economists, even monar- chists accepted the link between industrial capi- talism and parliamentary democracy" (p. 65). Such an economy, including a substantial inde- pendent peasantry, produces a middle class that can stand up against the state and provide the resources for independent groups, as many twentieth century scholars such as Weber (1906:346 ff), Schumpeter (1950), Moore (1966), Skocpol (1979), and Berger (1986; 1992) have also concluded. Schumpeter (1950) held that, "modern democracy is a product of the capitalist process" (p. 297). Moore (1966), noting his agreement with the Marxists, con- cluded, "No bourgeois, no democracy" (p. 418).

Economic prosperity key to democracy

Lipset 59 (Seymour Martin, senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, “Some Social Requisites of Democracy: Economic Development and Political Legitimacy”, The American Political Science Review 53(1), p. 75) KA

Perhaps the most widespread generalization linking political systems to other aspects of society has been that democracy is related to the state of eco- nomic development. Concretely, this means that the more well-to-do a nation, the greater the chances that it will sustain democracy. From Aristotle down to the present, men have argued that only in a wealthy society in which relatively few citizens lived in real poverty could a situation exist in which the mass of the population could intelligently participate in politics and could develop the self-restraint necessary to avoid succumbing to the appeals of irresponsible demagogues. A society divided between a large impoverished mass and a small favored elite would result either in oligarchy (dictatorial rule of the small upper stratum) or in tyranny (popularly based dictatorship). And these two political forms can be given modern labels: tyranny's modern face is Communism or Peronism; oligarchy appears today in the form of traditionalist dictatorships such as we find in parts of Latin America, Thailand, Spain or Portugal. 

Disease

Economic growth stops spread of disease

Phys 9 (Phys, “Economic downturn will have severe, far-reaching effects on global health”, http://phys.org/news163993567.html) KA

The world economy is currently in the midst of the most significant recession since the 1930s. The crisis has proved devastating for national economies, and the effects on health care will be felt worldwide as health spending falls, unemployment rises, and international aid is cut. “Health care, already precarious in many developing countries, is likely to decline further as aid dries up and government expenditure falls, with millions more forced into poverty and malnutrition,” says Robertson, Director of Disaster Management, Regulation and Planning at the Department of Health for Western Australia, in the article. “The consequences have been seen before.” Children, the disabled, and the elderly are likely to be worst hit, particularly in developing countries where poverty and malnutrition will increase demand for already strained health services. Women and girls may also disproportionately suffer. The Asian financial crisis in 1997 saw industries employing women affected first; and spending on women's health care fell, including antenatal and maternity services. There are concerns that the financial crisis has already hit tuberculosis control, which has global ramifications, says Robertson. “There are already indications that funding for TB diagnosis and management is decreasing in developing countries and a surge of new cases there may flow onto the US and other countries,” he says. Healthcare in developed countries will also suffer if budgets are cut and incomes fall. Fewer people are accessing private health services in the USA, which will increase the burden on public health services. Resources for disease surveillance are often cut back during difficult economic times, jeopardising the systems we rely on to identify and deal with emerging diseases - including the current swine flu epidemics.

Unstable economic conditions cause the spread of disease; growth solves

Keenan and McDonagh 9 (Fr. James, the Founders Professor of Theology at Boston College, and Enda, Professor of Moral Theology at the Pontifical University at Maynooth, Ireland, “Instability, structural violence and vulnerability”, http://www.progressio.org.uk/sites/default/files/HIV+instability_2009_0.pdf) KA

Moreover, the virus particularly thrives where there is instability, a notion that we believe is extremely important. Those who are viewed as being ‘marginalised’ in any society are also commonly described as those most at risk for acquiring HIV infection, but we would contend that this characterisation doesn’t quite get to the core of vulnerability to becoming infected with HIV. HIV breeds specifically where there is social instability, whether that means, for example, those who are affected by civil strife, military incursions or liberation armies such as those in Uganda, Haiti, Sudan, or the Congo; those who are refugees in any part of the world; those in the prisons of Russia; those married to South African or Indian truck drivers who themselves live in very unstable worlds; those in debt-ridden nations on the verge of economic collapse; heads of families forced to migrate for employment, and those at home who await them; those who are drug users whose own apprehension of themselves is itself unstable; those who are forced into sexual activity to support their children, their families, or their school fees; those who are overseas workers and fishermen; those who engage in clandestine homosexual activities in homophobic societies or settings; or those girls and young women who are faithful to their marriages or to other stable sexual relationships but whose husbands or partners put them at risk because of external sexual liaisons. In short, if we want to find persons who are at risk of becoming infected by the virus, or already are infected, they are not simply marginalised people. They are people who are vulnerable precisely because their lives and their social settings lack the means and stability needed to live safely in a time of HIV. 2

Environment/BioD

Growth degrades environment short-term but its key to long-term environmental sustainment

Ansaloni et. al 10 (Gian Paolo, “Economic Growth and the Environment”, Defra Evidence and Analysis Series, p. 16-17 http://www.defra.gov.uk/publications/files/pb13390-economic-growth-100305.pdf) KA

The Environmental Kuznets Curve (EKC) is often used to describe the relationship between economic growth and environmental quality 26 . It refers to the hypothesis of an inverted U-shaped relationship between economic output per capita and some measures of environmental quality (see figure 2.1) 27 The shape of the curve can be explained as follows: As GDP per capita rises, so does environmental degradation. However, beyond a certain point, increases in GDP per capita lead to reductions in environmental damage.

Growth is key to save the environment

Panayotou 3 (Theodore, Director of the Environment and Sustainable Development Program, Center for International Development at Belfer Center, “ECONOMIC GROWTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT”, Economic Survey of Europe 2, p.45) KA

At the other extreme, are those who argue that the fastest road to environmental improvement is along the path of economic growth: with higher incomes comes increased demand for goods and services that are less material intensive, as well as demand for improved environmental quality that leads to the adoption of environmental protection measures. As Beckerman puts it, “The strong correlation between incomes, and the extent to which environmental protection measures are adopted, demonstrates that in the longer run, the surest way to improve your environment is to become rich”. 58 Some went as far as claiming that environmental regulation, by reducing economic growth, may actually reduce environmental quality. 59

Growth is key to biodiversity in the long term

Brock and Taylor 4 (William, Department of Economics at University of Wisconsin, and M. Scott, Department of Economics at University of Calgary, “ECONOMIC GROWTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT: A REVIEW OF THEORY AND EMPIRICS”, http://www.nber.org/papers/w10854.pdf?new_window=1) KA

Overall these data tell three stories. The first is that by many measures the environment is improving at least in developed countries. The level of emissions for regulated pollutants is falling, and the quality of air in cities is rising. The U.S. and other advanced industrial countries have seen secular improvements in the quality of their environments over the last 30 years. To a large extent cities are cleaner than in the past, emissions of health-threatening toxics are reduced, and in some cases the changes in environmental quality are quite dramatic. The second feature of the data is that pollution control measures have been both relatively successful and relatively cheap. While there are severe difficulties in measuring the full cost of environmental compliance most methods find costs of at most 1-2% of GDP for the U.S. Comparable figures from OECD countries support this finding. 7 The last feature of the data is that there is a tendency for the environment to at first worsen at low levels of income but then improve at higher incomes. This is the so-called Environmental Kuznets Curve. We first present raw emission data drawn from the U.S. and then briefly review the empirical literature on the Environmental Kuznets Curve that relies on cross-country comparisons. The raw data from the US are unequivocal, while the cross-country empirical results are far less clear but generally supportive of the finding.

Globalization kills biodiversity

Kramer et al 9 (Daniel Boyd Kramer, researcher of the social, economic and policy aspects of the conservation of biodiversity with a PhD and assistant professor at MSU, Gerald Urquhart, tropical ecologist and an assistant professor of biology at Michigan State University with a PhD, and Kristen Schmitt, PhD of economics, 3 August 2009, “Globalization and the connection of remote communities: A review of household effects and their biodiversity implications”, http://globalchange.msu.edu/nicaragua/Publications/Globalization%20and%20the%20Connection%20of%20Remote%20Communities.pdf SC)

Globalization's manifestations are increasingly penetrating the remote human settlements of the world and are profoundly affecting the local use of natural resources in complex ways (Dietz et al., 2003). Remote communities, those lying at the periphery of global market, migration, and technology networks, are increasingly becoming less remote. Here, human impacts are less, and resources are relatively abundant and intact (Sanderson et al., 2002). Biodiversity hotspot countries, those with at least 100,000 ha of hotspots (Fisher and Christopher, 2007), meaning areas with at least 1500 endemic plant species having lost at least 70% of their original habitat extent, have larger and faster growing rural populations, have more emigration, and are less connected in terms of infrastructure and technology than non-hotspot countries (Table 1). These metrics will change with connection. The proximity of remote human settlements to biodiversity hotspots (Fig. 1) suggests that the effects of global connection are of great importance for conservation. […] Market access affects biodiversity through changes in households' production and consumption of natural resources; transitions to cash and credit-based economies; livelihood diversiﬁcation; and changes in income and income inequality. We have distilled these effects into two causal pathways: 1) household economies and 2) social networks (Fig. 2). 2.1. Market access and household economies- Market access to remote human settlements is limited by underdeveloped transportation networks. Infrastructure development reduces transportation costs (Edmonds, 2002) and therefore costs for production inputs like fertilizers, pesticides, equipment, and technologies while raising prices for local outputs like crops, timber, ﬁsh, and wildlife (Jacoby, 2000). As a result, market access affects households' production decisions. Farmers may intensify production or increase their land holdings through deforestation with the associated effects of habitat loss, nutrient runoff, pollution, and species decline (Geist and Lambin, 2002). Households may shift from traditionally produced food crops and harvested species to those better-suited for export with often harmful ecological consequences (Amadi, 1988). Decreased transportation costs to rural Indonesian villages led to the growth of rubber monocultures (Miyamoto, 2006). In Cameroon, farmers facing rising plantain prices switched from cocoa and subsequently increased forest clearing (Gockowski, 1997). Farmers nearer the Trans-Amazon Highway transitioned to cattle and perennials from food crops (Walker et al., 2002).

Loss of biodiversity causes extinction—agriculture collapse, disease, and warming

Mmom 8 (Dr. Prince Chinedu Mmom, University of Port Harcourt in Negira, African Institute of Environmental Policy, 2008, “Rapid decline in biodiversity: a threat to survival of humankind”)

An intelligent question that would arise giving the state of our biodiversity would be: What values do biodiversity possess? Or better still, why conserve biodiversity? How useful is biodiversity? Biodiversity could be described as the basis of human existence. This is true insofar as mankind would continue to need food, medicines, raw materials to fashion his material culture. On a general note, it is not easy to classify the values of biodiversity, but economists have been able to do a general classification of biodiversity values into two categories as follows: Use values, Non-use values. The use value further subdivided into: Direct use values, indirect use values, option values and quasi-option use value (see table below). Type of values of Biodiversity Value type Subtype Example Use Values (a) Direct Consumptive, productive & Non consumptive Variety of home consumed forest fruits, plant breeding & tourism. (b) Indirect Ecological processes ( c) option Future values of drugs, etc. (d) Quasi-option Values of being able to ascertain option value Non-use values Existence value of Elephants. Culled from ODA (1991) However, for the purpose of the readership of this article, the values of Biodiversity are broadly listed as follows: Provision of food, drinks, medicine, meat, milk, fabric, raw materials for industries, plant /animal breeding (Genetic Engineering), for recreation/tourism, aesthetics, psychological satisfaction ( pride). It would be pertinent to note here that over 90% of our food intake is from biodiversity. International Food Policy Research Institute (2004) showed that the diversity of agricultural production—comprising cultivated and gathered products such as fruits, vegetables, and multiple varieties of rice—was important to ensuring food security. Homestead food production focused on a wide variety of fruits and vegetables and integrated with animal husbandry enables households to diversify and increase the quality of their diet. Agro-biodiversity used and conserved in a livelihood context can directly contribute to nutrition, health, and income generation. Health and prosperity linked to robust socio-cultural institutions, in turn, help individuals and populations make healthy behavioural choices, and help institutions develop public policies that maintain the diversity and health of ecosystems (Mmom, 2009). Agro-biodiversity could be more effectively utilized to improve diets and nutrition. Eight hundred million people in the world have diets insufficient in energy and some 2 billion suffer from micronutrient deficiencies. In Ghana, three out of four people look to wildlife for most of their proteins. Improving accessibility to a range of crops would offer nutritional benefits to both the rural and urban poor. Researches have also shown that over 70% of our antibiotics are from extracts from plants. Traditional medicine that is making wave in Africa is based on plants and animals extracts. Traditional medicine forms the basis of primary health care for about 80% of people in developing countries; one-fourth of all prescriptions dispensed in the United States contain active ingredients extracted from plants, and over 3000 antibiotics are derived from micro-organisms. (Reid and Miller,1989). In fact, man shall continue to depend on plants as a source of both traditional and orthodox medicines. Man is able to fashion his material culture from biodiversity as they provide raw materials for our clothing, shelter, and industries. Economic benefits from wild species alone make up an estimated 4.5 % of the Gross Domestic Product of United States. Genetic Engineering to produce superior quality of plants and animals to forestall crop failure and famine is made possible with biodiversity. Biodiversity helps to maintain ecological processes; plants act as carbon sink and maintaining Greenhouse Effect through carbon sequestration. Ecotourism is the major stay of several economies. Worldwide nature tourism generates as much as $12billions in reserve each year. In fact, biodiversity offers aesthetics in nature and earns man some psychological satisfaction. From the foregoing, it becomes obvious that the survival of Humankind depends on the continuous existence and conservation of biodiversity. In other words, a threat to biodiversity is a serious threat to the survival of Human Race. To this end, biological diversity must be treated more seriously as a global resource, to be indexed, used, and above all, preserved. Three circumstances conspire to give this matter an unprecedented urgency. First, exploding human populations are degrading the environment at an accelerating rate, especially in tropical countries. Second, science is discovering new uses for biological diversity in ways that can relieve both human suffering and environmental destruction. Third, much of the diversity is being irreversibly lost through extinction caused by the destruction of natural habitats due to development pressure and oil spillage, especially in the Niger Delta. In fact, Loss of biodiversity is significant in several respects. First, breaking of critical links in the biological chain can disrupt the functioning of an entire ecosystem and its biogeochemical cycles. This disruption may have significant effects on larger scale processes. Second, loss of species can have impacts on the organism pool from which medicines and pharmaceuticals can be derived. Third, loss of species can result in loss of genetic material, which is needed to replenish the genetic diversity of domesticated plants that are the basis of world agriculture (Convention on Biological Diversity). Overall, we are locked into a race. We must hurry to acquire the knowledge on which a wise policy of conservation and development can be based for centuries to come. 

Famine

Economic downturns cause famine – Africa proves

Graham 12 (Lindsey, writer for Urban Times, “What if We Could End Famine?”, http://www.theurbn.com/2012/05/what-if-we-could-end-famine/) KA

Today, May 25th, marks the worldwide celebration of Africa Day.  It is a day to explore African diversity and celebrate the cultural and economic potential that exists. Amidst the celebration, there exists a need to increase awareness of the hardships and challenges that remain.  West Africa and South Sudan continue to experience drought, collapsed local markets and heightening local conflicts.  Drought and poor economic growth continue to exacerbate poverty and famine. In the Sahel region of West Africa, up to 16 million people are in need of assistance and one million children are at risk of malnutrition.

Stagnating economy causes famine

Chatterjee 4+ (Nilesh, writer for Diet, “Famine”, http://www.diet.com/g/famine) KA

When inadequate food supply in a region causes excessive mortality, the region is in a state of famine. Economic, political, and social forces contribute to the situation. that even with relatively small changes in the food supply, famine has been caused by other economic factors. Each person has an economic "entitlement," a range of different goods that can be acquired with an individual's resources, according to Sen. People starve when their entitlement is not enough to procure the food required to survive. How much the food is available to people depends on income distribution and the ability to provide services that others are willing to pay for. However, this does not mean that the supply of food is irrelevant in the cause of famine. A scarcity of food will usually increase the competition among people to acquire it, and thereby increase its price. For those already close to the margin of hunger and poverty, this may drive them to the point of starvation.

Economic decline leads to famine

Ethiopian Development Website 8 (Ethiopian Development Website, “Addressing the root cause of famine and poverty in Ethiopia.”, http://ethioforum.org/wp-content/uploads/2008/09/root_cause_of_poverty_in_ethiopia.pdf) KA

It is well established that there is a strong correlation between famine and economic development or growth. Economic growth leads to development and reduction in poverty and famine. Real economic growth embracing and benefiting all the citizens of a country produces safety mechanisms which are of vital importance in alleviating or avoiding displacements and live destruction emanating from famine. The suffering and significant loss of lives resulting from persistent famines which are hitting Ethiopia could not be avoided or even mitigated owing to the shrinking economy or increasing poverty in the country.

Hegemony

Economic prosperity key to heg

Hunt 7 (Michael H., Emerson Professor in the History Department at the University of North Carolina, “Empire, Hegemony, and the U.S. Policy Mess”, http://hnn.us/articles/37486.html) KA

If in the U.S. case empire is genetic, hegemony is an acquired characteristic. Hegemony was made possible by a rate of economic growth over the course of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries that had no precedent in human history. This achievement created the preconditions for a U.S.-inspired, designed, and regulated international system that took shape during the first two thirds of the twentieth century. American economic and cultural clout remade societies and reshaped the practices of daily life around the world.

Middle East Stability

Unsustained economy causes political instability 

Mabro 92 (Robert, Department of Economics, Oxford University, The Political Instability of the Middle East and Its Impact on Oil Production and Trade, Energy Studies Review 4(1), p.46) KA

The causes of political instability in the Middle East are many. The first is economic underdevelopment. All countries in North Africa, the Levant, the Arabian Peninsula and the rest of Western Asia are underdeveloped. Oil wealth has not removed this feature. It may have raised standards of living in parts of the region and created a small number of very rich families. But even those Gulf states where per capita incomes are higher than anywhere else in the world are still underdeveloped. Their manpower resources are limited and poorly endowed with technical and professional skills. Their institutions are bureaucratic and inefficient. These economies depend entirely on a single commodity, and lack, therefore, the diversified productive structures capable of sustained economic growth.

Low economic growth breeds conflict

Lesser, Nardulli, and Arghaven 98 (Ian O., writer for RAND, Bruce R. Senior Political Scientist at the RAND Corporation, Lori A., writer for RAND, “Sources of Conflict in the Greater Middle East”, Sources of Conflict in the 21st Century p. 179-180, http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monograph_reports/MR897/MR897.chap4.pdf) KA

Demographic changes along these lines will continue to be a source of friction within Middle Eastern societies as old political arrangements and ethnic compacts lose their relevance. For this reason among others, ethnic and separatist conflicts are likely to be a feature on the regional scene over the next decades. Population size and growth will be a factor in the power and potential of states. In the Middle East, however, large populations can be a source of vulnerability when coupled with low economic growth rates and the pressures noted above. The most stable and powerful states in the future may be those where demographic pressures and economic performance have been brought into line, allowing regimes to devote additional resources to investment, development of defense industries, and the acquisition of modern military forces without risking domestic chaos. The ability to control corrosive demographic trends is also likely to play a key role in determining the relationship of Middle Eastern states to the “rich” societies on their periphery, above all the European Union (Israel, as a “rich” regional state, is in a special category of its own). The EU, even those members with a keen awareness of the consequences for their own security of instability in the south, will be reluctant or unable to provide aid and investment if the case seems hopeless

Proliferation

Economic growth prevent states from proliferating

MIT Press (MIT Press, “Going Nuclear: Nuclear Proliferation and International Security in the 21st Century”, http://mitpress.mit.edu/books/chapters/026252466Xpref2.pdf) KA
Solingen argues that regimes that seek economic growth through outwardlooking policies and integration into the world economy are less likely to seek nuclear weapons than those that rely on inward-looking policies. 10 Thus changes in the external security environment may have little impact on nuclear decisions. Changes in domestic political coalitions matter much more. Solingen’s explanation sheds new light on Japan’s decision to renounce nuclear weapons, which others have attributed to the legacy of Hiroshima and Nagasaki or to Japan’s reliance on the U.S. nuclear umbrella.

Economic downturn causes prolif – growth solves

MIT Press (MIT Press, “Going Nuclear: Nuclear Proliferation and International Security in the 21st Century”, http://mitpress.mit.edu/books/chapters/026252466Xpref2.pdf) KA

Solingen is also mildly optimistic that the world is not on the verge of a wave of nuclear proliferation. She, like Hymans, sees little evidence of proliferation chain reactions. States make decisions based on their own domestic and international interests, and those interests vary from state to state. Solingen, however, is concerned that regional or global dynamics—such as a global economic downturn—could undermine liberalizing coalitions and accelerate proliferation.

Space

Economic growth is key to space development – history proves

Oleson 12 (Gary, writer for Space Review, “NewSpace is in the American tradition”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/2099/1) KA

Critics of commercial space enterprises do not understand that “NewSpace,” as this new industry is often called, is grounded in a long history of exploration and economic growth. It is space done the way Americans have always developed new geographic and industrial frontiers. New space is old America—it follows America’s traditional winning formula for developing new frontiers. From the beginning, the American formula was for private enterprise—with support from government—to develop new frontiers. European governments built the ships and funded the voyages that explored the New World. Private enterprises then founded the trading posts and settlements—often with financial support from government. As soon as the American Revolution was won, the new federal government began vigorous programs to advance economic growth, trade, and industrial development. The nation explored its western frontiers and provided military support for traders and settlers who followed the explorers. Federal and state governments supported the construction of roads, then canals, then railroads. They also took an active role in supporting new industries and financing new industrial technologies. In the last century, the American government successfully supported the growth and viability of the aviation industry via the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics (NASA’s predecessor) and other agencies. The Internet is another example of a new frontier where government-supported development yielded a successful, revolutionary industry that has created new jobs and new wealth.

Strong economy is key to space development

Elhefnawy 8 (Nader, writer for Space Review, “Economic growth and space development over the long haul”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1220/1,%20dw:%209-29-8,%20da:%206-23-2011) KA

No less important is the expansion of the economic base that would have to support such endeavors, a point which rarely gets much attention. There is an obvious reason why that approach is often ignored: the common claim that the limits to growth on Earth mandate a turn to the exploitation of space. (Such arguments are not exclusive to the writers of the 1970s. John S. Lewis posits that the failure to do so will mean “civilization collapses to subsistence agriculture by 2030” in his 1996 book Mining the Sky.) However, this is far from being the only reason. The plain truth is that relying on terrestrial economic expansion to endow us with the resources for eventual space expansion will mean admitting the most exciting things are further off than we would like, outside the time frame of “meaningful” discussions of what public policy should be or what private business can do. Besides, it makes for a less compelling and attractive story than the idea of a technological revolution just over the horizon that opens up the heavens to all of us—especially if one is a market romantic when it comes to these matters (see “Market romanticism and the outlook for private space development”, The Space Review, September 2, 2008).

Terrorism

Globalization makes terrorism more deadly

J.A.V. 11 (J.A.V., cites Thomas Friedman, Noam Chomsky, John Norberg and Joseph Nye among others, 3 May 2011, “GLOBAL TERROR: Globalization and Terrorism”, http://www.infobarrel.com/GLOBAL_TERROR_Globalization_and_Terrorism SC)

Globalization and terrorism are undeniably linked. Globalization provides an easy instrument for global terrorism most importantly, through the exploitation of technological advances and economic integration. Osama bin Laden and his al Qaeda network is the ultimate expression of a global society. Douglas Farah and Peter Finn from the Washington Post call this new wave of terrorism “Terrorism Inc.”, as Al Qaeda Franchises their Brand of Violence to Groups Across World.[80] Although terrorism is a centuries-old scourge, it has adapted and evolved itself to our new, globalized world with frightening results. Al Qaeda exemplifies how terrorist networks have warped the benefits and conveniences of our increasingly open, integrated, and modernized world to serve their own destructive agenda.[81] The al Qaeda network continues to remain dependent on the world they purport to hate and could only have developed with globalization. “Both Globalization and al Quaeda advanced dramatically during the 1990’s”[82] and globalization provided a means for the attacks of September 11th to take place.
That guarantees escalation and global nuclear war

Hellman ‘8 (Martin E. Hellman* * Martin E. Hellman is a member of the National Academy of Engineering and Professor Emeritus at Stanford University. His current project applies risk analysis to nuclear deterrence)

Nuclear proliferation and the specter of nuclear terrorism are creating additional possibilities for triggering a nuclear war. If an American (or Russian) city were devastated by an act of nuclear terrorism, the public outcry for immediate, decisive action would be even stronger than Kennedy had to deal with when the Cuban missiles first became known to the American public. While the action would likely not be directed against Russia, it might be threatening to Russia (e.g., on its borders) or one of its allies and precipitate a crisis that resulted in a full-scale nuclear war. Terrorists with an apocalyptic mindset might even attempt to catalyze a full-scale nuclear war by disguising their act to look like an attack by the U.S. or Russia. 

US-China War

Economic decline would exacerbate tensions between China and the US

Symonds 10 (Peter, writer for World Socialist Website, “The dangers of mounting US-China rivalry”, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2010/aug2010/pers-a12.shtml) KA

The US has responded to its own historic economic decline by using its military might to try to secure domination in the energy-rich regions of Central Asia and the Middle East, and to counter China through alliances and partnerships stretching from Japan and South Korea through South East Asia to India, Pakistan and Afghanistan. The global economic crisis that erupted in 2007-08 has greatly exacerbated the rivalries between the two powers. Initially, faced with the danger of a financial meltdown, the Obama administration sought assistance from Beijing. As the world’s largest debtor, the US is heavily dependent on the inflow of funds from China. But as the financial turmoil temporarily eased, Washington began to press Beijing on a range of issues, including the revaluation of the Chinese currency, trade and climate change initiatives. At the same time it started to actively intervene within the Asia Pacific region.

Declining relations lead to global war

Friedburg 5 (Aaron L., deputy assistant for national-security affairs and director of policy planning under the Vice President, “The Future of U.S.-China Relations”, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/is3002_pp007-045_friedberg.pdf) KA

The answers to these questions are of enormous importance. If tensions between the two Paciªc powers worsen, the whole of Eastern Eurasia could become divided in a new cold war, and the prospects for confrontation and conflict would seem certain to rise. On the other hand, a deepening U.S.-China entente could bring with it increased possibilities for sustained worldwide economic growth, the peaceful resolution of outstanding regional disputes, and the successful management of pressing global problems, including terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Whether for good or ill, the most significant bilateral international relationship over the course of the next several decades is likely to be that between the United States and the PRC.

Economic decline leads to US-China war

May 5 (Michael, a senior fellow with the Institute for International Studies at Stanford University, “The U.S.-China Strategic Relationship”, Strategic Insights 4(9), http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2005/Sep/maySep05.html) KA

From an economic viewpoint, China and the United States have become significantly interdependent, an interdependence that also includes investors and managers throughout East Asia and suppliers of raw materials and component parts from all over the world. Some 80 percent of the value of Chinese exports to the United States is added in other countries and a majority of the exporting firms have non-Chinese partners. Any U.S. economic decline will affect China and its many suppliers and investors around the world negatively, not positively, and vice-versa. In marked contrast with the U.S.-Soviet situation during the Cold War, economic interdependence has developed between China and the U.S., this interdependence affects much of the rest of the world, and, with few exceptions, as either fares, so to some extent the other will fare. However important and beneficial this interdependence may be from an economic point of view, it is not likely to be a significant factor for strategic stability. Famously, economists before World War I sounded clear warnings that Europe had become economically interdependent to an extent that war there would ruin Europe. The war was fought nevertheless, Europe was duly ruined, and the ensuing political consequences haunted Europe to the end of World War II. Other cases exist. Modern war has been an economic disaster. Economic realities, including economic interdependence, play little role in whether a country goes to war or not. Economic myths certainly do and they usually affect strategic stability quite negatively. This is another reason why domestic perceptions matter: they determine which myths are believed. While economic interdependence probably does not help stabilize the strategic relationship, a breakdown in global trade and the ensuing economic setbacks to all countries would help destabilize it. The forces to limit global trade are strong in the United States. Should they prevail, the recession or depression that would likely follow would make it politically profitable to blame some external actor, and China is a large and well-known external economic actor.

US-Russia War

Economic growth prevents Russia-US conflict

Filger 9 (Sheldon, founder of GlobalEconomicCrisis.com, “Russian Economy Faces Disastrous Free Fall Contraction”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/sheldon-filger/russian-economy-faces-dis_b_201147.html) KA

In Russia, historically, economic health and political stability are intertwined to a degree that is rarely encountered in other major industrialized economies. It was the economic stagnation of the former Soviet Union that led to its political downfall. Similarly, Medvedev and Putin, both intimately acquainted with their nation's history, are unquestionably alarmed at the prospect that Russia's economic crisis will endanger the nation's political stability, achieved at great cost after years of chaos following the demise of the Soviet Union. Already, strikes and protests are occurring among rank and file workers facing unemployment or non-payment of their salaries. Recent polling demonstrates that the once supreme popularity ratings of Putin and Medvedev are eroding rapidly. Beyond the political elites are the financial oligarchs, who have been forced to deleverage, even unloading their yachts and executive jets in a desperate attempt to raise cash. Should the Russian economy deteriorate to the point where economic collapse is not out of the question, the impact will go far beyond the obvious accelerant such an outcome would be for the Global Economic Crisis. There is a geopolitical dimension that is even more relevant then the economic context. Despite its economic vulnerabilities and perceived decline from superpower status, Russia remains one of only two nations on earth with a nuclear arsenal of sufficient scope and capability to destroy the world as we know it. For that reason, it is not only President Medvedev and Prime Minister Putin who will be lying awake at nights over the prospect that a national economic crisis can transform itself into a virulent and destabilizing social and political upheaval. It just may be possible that U.S. President Barack Obama's national security team has already briefed him about the consequences of a major economic meltdown in Russia for the peace of the world. After all, the most recent national intelligence estimates put out by the U.S. intelligence community have already concluded that the Global Economic Crisis represents the greatest national security threat to the United States, due to its facilitating political instability in the world.

War

Growth prevents conflicts

Humphreys 3 (Macartan, Harvard University, “Economics and Violent Conflict”, http://www.unglobalcompact.org/docs/issues_doc/Peace_and_Business/Economics_and_Violent_Conflict.pdf) KA

It begins by considering the economic factors that make some societies susceptible to conflict. One of the main factors is poverty, though this is mostly a feature in civil wars, not international ones. Economic growth is also associated with lower levels of conflict. Thus, policies that aim to promote growth in developing countries are, in effect, also likely to act as agents for conflict prevention.

Growth prevents conflicts, local and regional

Humphreys 3 (Macartan, Harvard University, “Economics and Violent Conflict”, http://www.unglobalcompact.org/docs/issues_doc/Peace_and_Business/Economics_and_Violent_Conflict.pdf) KA
Whatever the reason, the figures suggest that growth oriented initiatives and conflict prevention initiatives are mutually reinforcing. And the figures provide a rationale for those who say that it is in the interest of wealthy nations to promote economic growth in poor countries in order to avoid the spillover effects of likely conflicts there. In terms of policy implications, the analysis suggests that the greatest gains in conflict prevention are to be made by focusing development efforts on the very poor rather than on countries of intermediate wealth. 15

Economic collapse leads to war – growth solves

Mead 9 (Walter Russell, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2.)

So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 

***Impact Defense***
US not key to global econ

China’s urbanization and growing middle class will save the global economy.
Chan, University of Washington, 12 (Kam Wing, 6-23-12, East Asia Forum, “Can China’s urbanisation save the world?,” http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2012/06/23/can-china-s-urbanisation-save-the-world/, accessed 7-5-12, AS).
In 2012 China’s urbanization became even more significant for the global economy, with Europe’s debt crisis and the US and Japan struggling to maintain growth leading many to regard Asia as the saviour of the world economy. Today the ‘China dream’ is more vivid than ever, with another 300–400 million people expected to relocate to China’s cities in the next 15 years. This urbanisation is presaged to cause a surge in Chinese consumers, and countries like Canada and Australia are increasingly betting their future on selling their commodities to China. Assertions about the huge potential of the Asian market are based on the assumption of a rapidly rising middle class, and have fuelled hopes for a global rebound. It is widely claimed that by 2030 Asia’s middle class will total 2.5–3 billion people, about 50 per cent more than the entire global middle class today.

Emerging economies will continue to grow and help the global economy despite US’ financial crisis.

Wolf, chief economics editor of the Financial Times, 12 (Martin, 1-10-12,  The Financial Times Ltd., “Hopes in emerging countries,” http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/b4366e38-3afb-11e1-b7ba-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1zo80QqAS, accessed 7-5-12, AS.)
Between 2007 and 2012, the Chinese economy will expand by close to 60 per cent. Emerging Asia as a whole will grow by almost 50 per cent. Over the same period, economies of high-income countries will grow by a mere 3 per cent. Who can doubt that the world is undergoing a profound transformation? The speed of convergence in incomes per head is driving extraordinary divergence in growth between incumbents and newcomers. Moreover, this has continued despite the weak growth of high-income countries discussed last week. Huge shocks, such as those of 2008, do affect the growth rates of emerging economies. The same would probably be true if the eurozone imploded. But the effect does not seem to last (see charts below). If we look at emerging economies’ growth in detail, we see that Asia is the most dynamic region, and the one least affected by the global crisis in 2008 and 2009. Sub-Saharan Africa came second to Asia, on both points. Latin America and central and eastern Europe were less dynamic and more vulnerable to adverse external shocks.

US economic downturn does not cause global economic downturn.

Merrill Lynch, 6 (Sept 18 6, Business Wire, “Merrill Lynch: U.S. Downturn Won't Derail World Economy,” http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20060918005753/en/Merrill-Lynch-U.S.-Downturn-Wont-Derail-World, accessed 7-2-12, AS).

LONDON & NEW YORK--(BUSINESS WIRE)--Sept. 18, 2006--A sharp slowdown in the U.S. economy in 2007 is unlikely to drag the rest of the global economy down with it, according to a research report by Merrill Lynch's (NYSE: MER) global economic team. The good news is that there are strong sources of growth outside the U.S. that should prove resilient to a consumer-led U.S. slowdown. Merrill Lynch economists expect U.S. GDP growth to slow to 1.9% in 2007 from 3.4% in 2006, but non-U.S. growth to decline by only half a percent (5.2% versus 5.7%). Behind this decoupling is higher non-U.S. domestic demand, a rise in intra-regional trade and supportive macroeconomic policies in many of the world's economies. Although some countries appear very vulnerable to a U.S. slowdown, one in five is actually on course for faster GDP growth in 2007. Asia, Japan and India appear well-placed to decouple from the U.S., though Taiwan, Hong Kong and Singapore are more likely to be impacted. European countries could feel the pinch, but rising domestic demand in the core countries should help the region weather the storm much better than in previous U.S. downturns. In the Americas, Canada will probably be hit, but Brazil is set to decouple. U.S. slowdown will be consumer-led The much-vaunted housing market correction, which has finally hit the U.S. economy, has the potential to pull the U.S. to the brink of recession by early 2007. Judging by past experience, housing starts decline by 50% peak-to-trough and the correction lasts well over two years. This time around, the correction has the added twist that housing has become extremely overvalued - by 20% at least and perhaps as much as 40%. Merrill Lynch expects an outright decline in housing prices of about 5% next year. The combination of the decline in home prices and the slowing in the growth of housing stock is expected to reduce housing wealth by more than U.S.$ 1 trillion in 2007. This, in turn, will likely mean that U.S. consumers will spend 1% less for most of next year and double that figure if house price falls are more severe. The only bright spot is business investment, which is set to be robust due to healthy profit margins, high productivity growth and strong corporate balance sheets. Japan is global star Japan appears better able to withstand a U.S. slowdown than any other country. For the first time in over a decade, the country's financial system is flush with capital, and banks are eager to lend to corporations and households alike. Japan's export markets are far less reliant on the U.S. than they were in the 1990s, with 78% of its goods and services directed towards China and the rest of Asia. In addition, managers are re-investing in their businesses for growth, which should sharply boost domestic demand. At the same time, Japanese companies are investing heavily in their workforce, forcing down the already low unemployment rate. Household consumption will probably be further boosted by low interest rates and a steady rate of income tax. The rest of Asia is more closely linked to the fortunes of the global economy. Taiwan and - to a lesser extent - Hong Kong and Singapore, could find it hard to escape the effects of a U.S. slowdown. However, the relative robustness of the non-U.S. economy, coupled with supportive macroeconomic policies in the larger Asian countries, should help the region weather slower U.S. growth, especially if the U.S. capex cycle is resilient. Even China, where U.S. exports amount to 8% of GDP, could be resilient if its leaders opt for an aggressive policy response.

Rise of China means a global economy not dependent on the US.

Schuman, Time, 11 (Michael, 6-7-11, Time, “Why do we fear a rising China?,” http://business.time.com/2011/06/07/why-do-we-fear-a-rising-china/, accessed 7-2-12, AS)

It’s hard to argue that the rise of China, taken on the whole, is anything but good for the global economy. New wealth for China’s 1.3 billion people means 1.3 billion more people who can buy stuff from the rest of the world, creating jobs from American research labs to Japanese industrial zones to Brazilian mines. A global economy no longer solely dependent on the U.S. consumer for growth is potentially more stable and prosperous. Yet few people see China that way. Many don’t acknowledge China’s positive role in the world economy at all. Instead, they focus on the competition China has created, especially for the developed world, or the jobs many believe China has “stolen.” However, even those who realize, or even directly benefit from, China’s advance still can’t but feel uneasy about that advance. But why is that? Why do we fear a rising China in a way we don’t a rising India? Or why is an economically powerful China less acceptable than, for example, a stronger Europe? The conflicting emotions many have about China’s rise are the subject of my latest TIME magazine story, focused on Australia’s relationship with the Middle Kingdom. What’s happening Down Under is a glimpse into the future for all of us. And for me, reporting there got me thinking about why so many of us – and not just in the West, but out here in Asia as well – are having so much trouble coming to terms with the idea of China as a superpower. There are few countries in the world that have benefited more from China’s rapid economic growth than Australia. The boom in exports Australia has enjoyed due to surging Chinese demand, especially for raw materials, is a key reason – perhaps the determining factor – why the country avoided a recession after the 2008 financial crisis. Trade with China is also spurring investment and creating jobs.”

Global economy can withstand US economic struggles. 

Kennedy, Bloomberg, 10 (Simon, Oct 4 2010, Bloomberg, “Wall Street Sees World Economy Decoupling From U.S.,” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-10-03/world-economy-decoupling-from-u-s-in-slowdown-returns-as-wall-street-view.html, accessed 7-2-12, AS).

Wall Street economists are reviving a bet that the global economy will withstand the U.S. slowdown. Just three years since America began dragging the world into its deepest recession in seven decades, Goldman Sachs Group Inc., Credit Suisse Holdings USA Inc. and BofA Merrill Lynch Global Research are forecasting that this time will be different. Goldman Sachs predicts worldwide growth will slow 0.2 percentage point to 4.6 percent in 2011, even as expansion in the U.S. falls to 1.8 percent from 2.6 percent. Underpinning their analysis is the view that international reliance on U.S. trade has diminished and is too small to spread the lingering effects of America’s housing bust. Providing the U.S. pain doesn’t roil financial markets as it did in the credit crisis, Goldman Sachs expects a weakening dollar, higher bond yields outside the U.S. and stronger emerging-market equities. “So long as it doesn’t turn to flu, the world can withstand a cold from the U.S.,” Ethan Harris, head of developed-markets economic research in New York at BofA Merrill Lynch, said in a telephone interview. He predicts the U.S. will expand 1.8 percent next year, compared with 3.9 percent globally.

US isn’t key to global economy-emerging economies will take over.

Kennedy, Bloomberg, 10 (Simon, Oct 4 2010, Bloomberg, “Wall Street Sees World Economy Decoupling From U.S.,” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-10-03/world-economy-decoupling-from-u-s-in-slowdown-returns-as-wall-street-view.html, accessed 7-2-12, AS).

Even so, emerging markets are showing more strength. Manufacturing in China accelerated for a second consecutive month in September, and industrial production in India jumped 13.8 percent in July from a year earlier, more than twice the June pace. “It seems that recent economic data help to confirm the story of emerging-markets outperformance,” said David Lubin, chief economist for emerging markets at Citigroup Inc. in London. The gap in growth rates between the developing and advanced worlds is widening, he said. Emerging economies will account for about 60 percent of global expansion this year and next, up from about 25 percent a decade ago, according to his estimates. The main reason for the divergence: “Direct transmission from a U.S. slowdown to other economies through exports is just not large enough to spread a U.S. demand problem globally,” Goldman Sachs economists Dominic Wilson and Stacy Carlson wrote in a Sept. 22 report entitled “If the U.S. sneezes...”

US economic trouble still leaves the global economy with lots of life. 

Kennedy, Bloomberg, 10 (Simon, Oct 4 2010, Bloomberg, “Wall Street Sees World Economy Decoupling From U.S.,” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-10-03/world-economy-decoupling-from-u-s-in-slowdown-returns-as-wall-street-view.html, accessed 7-2-12, AS).

Take the so-called BRIC countries of Brazil, Russia, India and China. While exports account for almost 20 percent of their gross domestic product, sales to the U.S. compose less than 5 percent of GDP, according to their estimates. That means even if U.S. growth slowed 2 percent, the drag on these four countries would be about 0.1 percentage point, the economists reckon. Developed economies including the U.K., Germany and Japan also have limited exposure, they said. Economies outside the U.S. have room to grow that the U.S. doesn’t, partly because of its outsized slump in house prices, Wilson and Carlson said. The drop of almost 35 percent is more than twice as large as the worst declines in the rest of the Group of 10 industrial nations, they found. The risk to the decoupling wager is a repeat of 2008, when the U.S. property bubble burst and then morphed into a global credit and banking shock that ricocheted around the world. For now, Goldman Sachs’s index of U.S. financial conditions signals that bond and stock markets aren’t stressed by the U.S. outlook. The break with the U.S. will be reflected in a weaker dollar, with the Chinese yuan appreciating to 6.49 per dollar in a year from 6.685 on Oct. 1, according to Goldman Sachs forecasts. The bank is also betting that yields on U.S. 10-year debt will be lower by June than equivalent yields for Germany, the U.K., Canada, Australia and Norway. U.S. notes will rise to 2.8 percent from 2.52 percent, Germany’s will increase to 3 percent from 2.3 percent and Canada’s will grow to 3.8 percent from 2.76 percent on Oct. 1, Goldman Sachs projects. Goldman Sachs isn’t alone in making the case for decoupling. Harris at BofA Merrill Lynch said he didn’t buy the argument prior to the financial crisis. Now he believes global growth is strong enough to offer a “handkerchief” to the U.S. as it suffers a “growth recession” of weak expansion and rising unemployment, he said. Giving him confidence is his calculation that the U.S. share of global GDP has shrunk to about 24 percent from 31 percent in 2000. He also notes that, unlike the U.S., many countries avoided asset bubbles, kept their banking systems sound and improved their trade and budget positions. A book published last week by the World Bank backs him up. “The Day After Tomorrow” concludes that developing nations aren’t only decoupling, they also are undergoing a “switchover” that will make them such locomotives for the world economy, they can help rescue advanced nations. Among the reasons for the revolution are greater trade between emerging markets, the rise of the middle class and higher commodity prices, the book said. Investors are signaling they agree. The U.S. has fallen behind Brazil, China and India as the preferred place to invest, according to a quarterly survey conducted last month of 1,408 investors, analysts and traders who subscribe to Bloomberg. Emerging markets also attracted more money from share offerings than industrialized nations last quarter for the first time in at least a decade, Bloomberg data show. Room to Ease Indonesia, India, China and Poland are the developing economies least vulnerable to a U.S. slowdown, according to a Sept. 14 study based on trade ties by HSBC Holdings Plc economists. China, Russia and Brazil also are among nations with more room than industrial countries to ease policies if a U.S. slowdown does weigh on their growth, according to a policy- flexibility index designed by the economists, who include New York-based Pablo Goldberg. “Emerging economies kept their powder relatively dry, and are, for the most part, in a position where they could act countercyclically if needed,” the HSBC group said. Links to developing countries are helping insulate some companies against U.S. weakness. Swiss watch manufacturer Swatch Group AG and tire maker Nokian Renkaat of Finland are among the European businesses that should benefit from trade with nations such as Russia and China where consumer demand is growing, according to BlackRock Inc. portfolio manager Alister Hibbert. “There’s a lot of life in the global economy,” Hibbert, said at a Sept. 8 presentation to reporters in London.

Economy Resilient

Global economy is resilient- oil shocks prove.
Farchy, Financial Times, 12 (Jack, 5-28-12, The Financial Times, “World more resilient to oil price rises,” http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/11c38c74-a8e4-11e1-b085-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1zo80QqAS, accessed 7-5-12, AS).
The world economy has become more resilient to rising oil prices, according to the International Monetary Fund, although it warned that a supply shock could still derail global growth. In new research published on its website, the IMF argued that the world had become less sensitive to a jump in oil prices thanks to more proactive monetary policy, increasing energy efficiency and greater diversity of energy sources among importing countries. More “During the current economic downturn, the price of oil hit over $100 a barrel and prices rose close to levels only seen in the 1970s [in real terms],” the IMF said. “But the increases have not triggered global recessions as they did in the 1970s and 80s.”

Empirics prove- economy is resilient and still will be b/c of the G20.

Myung-Bak, president of South Korea, 6-14 (Lee, 6-14-12, University of Toronto, “Maintaining momentum towards growth,” http://www.g8.utoronto.ca/newsdesk/loscabos/lee.html, accessed 7-5-12, AS).
In my time in office I have dealt with a series of economic challenges, beginning with the global financial crisis in 2008 and, more recently, the European sovereign debt crisis in 2011. In our increasingly interconnected global economy, risks were felt throughout the world; difficulties within advanced economies were acutely felt in many emerging and developing economies. We lost more than 20 million jobs and youth unemployment is now a global concern. In such a world, the role of the G20 remains crucial. Although some say the eurozone may have avoided the worst and that the United States is showing signs of an economic recovery, we must maintain our sense of urgency. Uncertainty persists and the situation could deteriorate quickly if confidence in the market wanes. Subdued growth in advanced and emerging economies is raising concerns about a prolonged recession. We must stay vigilant because challenges, including high and volatile oil prices, deleveraging by multinational banks and increasing geopolitical risks, have yet to be resolved. The G20 must remain committed to achieving sustainable and balanced growth. The collective leadership of the G20 helped the global economy step away from the brink of a depression by fostering effective policy coordination through fiscal expansionary measures and a standstill on protectionist measures and by urging financial regulatory reforms. Now the G20 is helping Europe overcome its sovereign debt crisis. At the 2011 Cannes Summit, all the G20 members agreed to work together to prevent contagion of the eurozone crisis and support global recovery. Subsequent agreements to strengthen the firewalls of the European Stability Mechanism and International Monetary Fund show strong commitments. Building on these achievements, G20 leaders will be able to deliver meaningful outcomes at the Los Cabos Summit in Mexico. The key role of the G20 is to lead international collaboration to promote sustainable growth, prevent crises and strengthen global economic resilience. In the short term, and in this still-fragile global economy, we must maintain the recovery momentum and secure strong growth engines. In the long term, the G20 must go from being a 'crisis manager' to a 'global economic architect'.

Global economy is resilient.

Plessis, Investment Professional, 11 (Prieur, 5-16-11, Investment Postcards, “Global economy – resilience, rebalancing and repression,” http://www.investmentpostcards.com/2011/05/16/resilience-rebalancing-and-repression/, accessed 7-2-12, AS).

We don’t share these doubts: Our big-picture view on growth remains unchanged from last month. We are constructive on economic growth; we think the global economy is quite resilient to the shocks we’ve seen; and we think that this recovery will be quite sustainable because of global rebalancing. Being constructive on growth does not mean we are blindly bullish. We don’t believe that global GDP will continue to grow at the 5% snapback pace we saw in 2010. Rather, we expect GDP to moderate to a little over 4% this year (4.2% to be precise) and we look for 4.6% next year. The important point is that we look for global growth to be above its long-term trend rate, which is 3.6% for the last 40 years. Too young to die: Keep in mind that this global recovery is only two years old – it only started in the middle of 2009. On average, recoveries in the global economy have lasted a little more than six years. The shortest one over the past 40 years took place in the second half of the 1970s and lasted only four years. The longest one was in the 1980s and ended after eight years. Recoveries typically end when major imbalances in an economy have developed and become unsustainable – such as overinvestment in the late 1990s or overconsumption in the late 2000s – and when monetary policy becomes very tight. Neither is true now. The global economy is relatively resilient: Despite the oil price shock, initial conditions are favourable because household and corporate balance sheets have improved since the financial crisis. Balance sheet clean-up and repair in the private sector has partly come at the expense of the public sector balance sheet, but that’s another story. Personal savings rates have increased in former bubble economies like the US and the UK, and corporate profit margins have widened to record highs. This implies that the capacity of both households and companies to absorb shocks from higher oil and commodity prices has increased.

Global economy is resilient- oil spikes prove. 
International Energy Agency, 11 (2-10-11, oil market report.org, February volume: pg 5, accessed 7-2-12, AS)

The recent surge in the prices of oil and other commodities has resurrected a lively debate – which last raged in 2008 – on both its causes and consequences. With regard to oil, some observers argue that this price increase is entirely due to ‘speculation’ because the market is relatively well supplied. Still others contend that the global economy is resilient enough to absorb $100/bbl oil – and, by implication, that current production levels are adequate. However, as this report has emphasised, global oil market fundamentals began to tighten in 3Q 2010, although the ensuing price impact has been cushioned by ample spare capacity, both upstream and downstream. Meanwhile, as much as oil prices tend to follow economic growth, as seen over the past two years, overly sharp price rises resulting from strong demand amid supply lags can also contribute to slow down economic activity, under a complex cycle of iterations that sets a temporary demand/supply equilibrium, before a new cycle begins.

The currency crises prove the global economy is resilient.

Guthrie, Dow Newswire, 11 (Amy, 5-31-11, Date Hookup, “Mexico's Peso Strengthens Vs Dollar On Weak US Economic Data,” http://www.datehookup.com/Thread-684043.htm, accessed 7-2-12, AS) 

MEXICO CITY (Dow Jones)--Mexico's peso strengthened against the U.S. dollar Tuesday as investors fretted about the sputtering U.S. economy. Infosel quoted the peso closing at MXN11.5580 versus the dollar, compared with MXN11.6145 at the close Monday. Declines in consumer confidence and housing prices in the U.S. sent the dollar down versus the yen, while risk-related currencies gained against the greenback on hopes for a Greek debt bailout. Prices for commodities and oil rose, while Mexico's key IPC stock index advanced 0.5%. Mexico's central bank projects that the Mexican economy will expand by as much as 5% this year, building on 5.4% growth in 2010. Yet with 80% of exports heading to the U.S., a sluggish U.S. economy could curb Mexico's economic expansion. "Concerns about a soft patch in the global economic recovery are growing," economists with Credit Suisse said in a note, adding that they "believe that the global economy is resilient to the series of shocks with which it has been contending." The Credit Suisse economists also said that the Mexican peso's strength versus the U.S. dollar has contributed to Mexico's benign inflation readings of late. In Mexico Tuesday, yields on Mexican government securities were mixed at the Bank of Mexico's primary auction, with longer-dated yields falling after the central bank left rates unchanged at last week's policy meeting. Also, the Bank of Mexico sold $600 million in dollar put options that can be exercised in June on days when the peso is stronger than its 20-day moving average. The Bank of Mexico auctions $600 million in options each month, using the system to accumulate additional foreign reserves when the peso is strengthening against the U.S. dollar. 

Economy resilient

Main Wire 8 (Reporting the Congressional Budget Office Summer Report on Economic Assessments, “FOMC Seen Hiking FFR Through '09,'10”, 9-9, Lexis)

However, the economic outlook could also improve sooner than CBO is currently forecasting. During the past 25 years, the economy has been resilient in the face of adverse shocks; since 1983, it has experienced only two relatively mild recessions, and inflation has been much more contained than in earlier years. Some economists attribute that long period of relative stability to a number of developments -- for example, less economic regulation, greater competition in labor and product markets (including globalization), and more-effective monetary policy. They argue that the economy has become more competitive and more flexible, able to respond to shocks because prices can adjust more quickly to reflect relative scarcities. (According to that view, scarce goods and services can be quickly redirected to their most valued uses, and a price shocks negative effect on output will be muted.) The current turbulence in the financial markets is testing that argument, but up to now, the economy has coped with the severe shocks of the past year relatively well. In particular, in a distinct contrast to events following the shocks of the 1970s, the lack of a steady surge in core inflation and unit labor costs, and the degree to which the consumption of petroleum products has declined, indicate an efficient response by businesses and households to skyrocketing oil prices. (For example, initial estimates indicate that the consumption of petroleum products during the second quarter of this year was about 4 percent lower than it was a year ago, even though real GDP was 1.8 percent higher. In contrast to responses to earlier oil price shocks, the reduction in the use of petroleum per unit of GDP has occurred without causing major disruptions.) Moreover, the apparent restraint in core inflation has given the Federal Reserve more latitude to try to mitigate the downturn in the economy. Also, some of the negative effects that the shortage of credit has had on businesses' investment spending may have been alleviated by the relatively healthy balance sheets of nonfinancial corporations.

Global economy is more resilient than ever.
Nanavaty, President, Cracker and Polymers Sector, Reliance Industries Limited, 7 (Kamal P, Sept 27 7, Young and Partners LLC, “Petrochemicals: Developments in Asia,” http://youngandpartners.com/conferences/chemical/2007summary.pdf, accessed 7/2/12, AS).

The global economy is resilient today so that even if America slows down, the world won’t stop. We hear about the possible slowdown of the U.S. economy, the high cost of energy, the subprime mortgage crisis but notwithstanding all are unlikely to lower the global growth, unlike what we have experienced in the past. We believe the global economy is probably much more resilient than ever been before. We believe this resiliency has a profound impact on our industry as well. The fundamentals of our industry, which are crude price and operating rates, really determine the supply/demand balance and the operating rate which, in turn, determines the price. The crude prices are further dependent on world economy, the geopolitical situation, and of course the most important aspect is the sentiment which plays a very important role in determining prices. A couple of fundamental changes have happened. Both crude and gas prices have been consistently rising. The healthy demand of global economic growth has really caused the price of energy products to be constantly on the rise. Prices of both crude oil and natural gas have at times reached unprecedented levels. On the other hand, however, the ME gas continues to be at a steady pace and this has really attracted a steady amount of new investments. On the other side, there is a risk premium on oil that we believe will continue. We have had some weather related accidents in North America and other places, pipeline sabotage in Chechnya and Iraq, Iran and the confrontation over nuclear weapons and possible UN sanctions, infrastructure sabotage in Saudi Arabia, labor and ethnic tensions in Nigeria. These are some of the factors that cause crude prices to wobble as we have seen. The perceived geopolitical risks are also reflected in the oil premium that the oil producing countries are extracting today. So the crude cocktail is really nothing but economy plus politics and the fundamentals that go into it. The increased E&P costs and the low replacement costs produce difficult results. There has been no major discovery for many years. On the other hand, the demand has remained strong.

Circuit Breakers

Circuit breakers are key to market stability.

Donohue, CEO of the CME Group, 12 (Craig S., 1-25-12, SEC, “Re:  Market-Wide Circuit Breakers: Comments Regarding Release,”http://www.sec.gov/comments/sr-bats-2011-038/bats2011038-6.pdf, accessed 7-5-12, AS).
CME Group offers a broad suite of equity index futures and futures options on benchmark indexes such as the S&P 500, the Dow Jones Industrial Average and the NASDAQ 100, which are, of course, closely interconnected with the cash securities and related derivative markets. Given the degree of interconnectedness between these markets and the fact that economic events tend to be most rapidly reflected in futures market prices, there are important cross-market implications for how volatility mitigation tools such as market-wide circuit breakers are implemented and coordinated. Since the events of May 6, 2010, CME Group has consistently advocated for a recalibration of coordinated, market-wide circuit breakers which we believe are critical to promoting market stability, protecting the markets’ infrastructure and sustaining investor confidence.

Circuit breakers work- Apple crisis prove.
Hilzenrath, Washington Post, 10 (David S, May 2010, Washington Post, “SEC’s new safety mechanism contains fallout from trading glitches on BATS,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/secs-new-safety-mechanism-contains-fallout-from-trading-glitches-on-bats/2012/03/26/gIQAivGvcS_story.html, accessed 7-3-12, AS) 

The potential fallout was contained in part because when Apple’s share price plunged, it tripped a circuit breaker that the SEC put in place in response to the 2010 flash crash. Trading in Apple stock was halted for five minutes, after which it resumed as if nothing unusual had happened. Three trades that would have delivered too-good-to-be-true bargains for buyers of Apple stock were later unwound. According to BATS, those “erroneous trades” spanned 12 seconds and involved a total of 300 shares. Even as BATS was issuing a full-throated mea culpa, it gave credit to the SEC’s new safety mechanism, saying the results proved “recent improvements in the U.S. equity market structure are working as intended.”

Circuit breakers empirically tested- stops economic volatility.

Hilzenrath, Washington Post, 10 (David S, May 2010, Washington Post, “SEC’s new safety mechanism contains fallout from trading glitches on BATS,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/secs-new-safety-mechanism-contains-fallout-from-trading-glitches-on-bats/2012/03/26/gIQAivGvcS_story.html, accessed 7-3-12, AS) 

It was far from the first test of the circuit breaker. According to the SEC, in February alone the mechanism was tripped 15 times by unusually sharp price fluctuations. Although some market observers initially suspected that the type of high-frequency trading employed by hedge funds contributed to Friday’s problems, BATS traced the trouble to a bug in its software. Another stock affected by the bug was BATS itself. The exchange was conducting its own initial public offering Friday, making its debut as a publicly traded company. But it stumbled right out of the gate when the exchange’s software for handling IPOs failed, BATS spokesman Randy Williams said. The bug affected one of 32 computer servers that the BATS exchange uses to match buy and sell orders, Williams said. Given their alphabetical proximity, shares of Apple and BATS were handled by the same server. Though its software had been tested, Friday was the first time BATS had tried to use it for an actual IPO, Williams said. BATS ended up canceling its IPO. “We sincerely apologize to the industry and investing public for our failure,” Joe Ratterman, chief executive of BATS Global Markets, said in a statement. At the SEC, the nation’s premier stock market regulator, Friday’s events were no cause for panic. The action was playing out at BATS, and there was little if anything for regulators to do except monitor the updates BATS was providing and stay in touch with the exchange. Asked if SEC officials went to battle stations, a person familiar with the situation said the question was based on a wrong assumption. For the regulators, there was no battle to be fought. 

New limit up-limit down makes circuit breakers efficient.

SEC, 12 (4-19-12, SEC, “Circuit Breakers and Other Market Volatility Procedures,” accessed 7-3-12, AS)
Proposed Limit Up-Limit Down Mechanism - In May 2011, the SEC published for comment a plan filed by the markets to implement a “limit up-limit down” mechanism. If approved, the proposed plan would enhance the single-stock circuit breaker rules. Because circuit breakers are triggered only after a trade occurs outside of the applicable percentage threshold, there has been a propensity for the circuit breakers to be triggered by erroneous trades. In contrast, a limit up-limit down mechanism is intended to help to prevent erroneous trades from occurring in the first place by preventing trades in individual securities from occurring outside of a specified price band, and would be coupled with a trading pause mechanism to accommodate more fundamental price moves. The price limit bands would generally be 5%, 10% or 20%, depending on the stock and the time of day – over a five-minute period. If the stock’s price does not naturally move back within the price limits within 15 seconds, there would be a five-minute trading pause.

Circuit Breakers work- even industry is optimistic.

Chapman, Traders Magazine Online News, 12 (5-31-12, Traders Magazine Online News, “SEC Expected to Greenlight Anti-Volatility Measures,” http://www.tradersmagazine.com/news/sec-volatility-measures-limit-up-limit-down-circuit-breakers-110038-1.html, accessed 7-3-12, AS)

The first is the so-called 'limit up, limit down' mechanism for individual securities that will confine trades to a pre-determined price range. It replaces an existing system that halts trading when stocks trade outside a given price range. The second is a proposal to revise a mechanism that halts trading in all stocks. This market-wide circuit breaker has been in effect since 1988 and triggers when the market drops by a certain percentage. Both changes stem from the events of the May 6, 2010, 'flash crash,' when the market abruptly flip-flopped. The crash jolted the industry and its regulators to call for the single stock circuit breakers and a revamp of the market-wide circuit breaker, which did not trigger that day. In general, the industry supports the new mechanisms, but still harbors concerns over their operation, especially that of limit up, limit down. "We're cautiously optimistic," Mike Corrao, chief compliance officer at Knight Capital Markets, told Traders Magazine, in reference to limit up, limit down. "It's a unique approach that tries to take into consideration the trading characteristics of a security. It forces the industry not to trade when a stock reaches the price where you don't want it to trade. Theoretically, it's a smarter test than the single-stock circuit breakers."

Circuit breakers are good- multiple warrants.
Supervision of Markets Division of the Securities and Futures Commission, 2001 (Autumn 2001, Supervision of Markets Division of the Securities and Futures Commission, “Circuit Breakers: International Practices and Effectiveness,” accessed 7-3-12, AS) 

Those who support circuit breakers argue that circuit breakers: provide investors with "cooling off" period to calm fears or provide time to digest news when there are steep declines in the markets;  reduce market volatility and protect investors from excessive market volatility;  provide time to restore the equilibrium between buyers and sellers; and provide the opportunity for increased information flow.

Circuit breakers prevent market crashes and failures.
Gomber and Lutat, University of Frankfurt and University of Frankfurt - Chair of e-Finance, 12 (Peter and Marco, 4-7-12, Social Science Electronic Publishing, “Circuit Breakers in Fragmented Markets – An Assessment,” http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2017621, accessed 7-7-12, AS).

Since the May 6th, 2010 flash crash in the U.S., appropriate measures ensuring safe, fair and reliable markets become more relevant from the perspective of investors and regulators. Circuit breakers in various forms are already implemented for individual markets to ensure price continuity and prevent potential market failure and crash scenarios. However, coordinated inter-market safeguards have been partly adopted only, but are essential in a fragmented environment to prevent situations, where main markets stop trading but stock prices decline as trading continues in satellite markets. The objective of this paper is to provide insight into recent circuit breaker implementations, their individual specifications and potential coordination between venues. We analyze trades during primary market halts and find no migration of trading activity to alternative venues. Moreover, our data provides no evidence of changes to the market participant structure in the alternative venue.

No Conflict

Economic decline doesn’t cause war

Ferguson, Professor of History – Harvard University 6 (Niall, September/October 2006, “The Next War of the World,” Lexis, AS)

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

Miller, Economist, Adjunct Professor in the Faculty of Administration – University of Ottawa, 00 (Morris, “Poverty as a Cause of Wars?,” Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Winter, p. 273, AS)
The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis – as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semidemocracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).

Economic decline does not cause war- no resources, no support. 

Duedney, Hewlett Fellow in Science, Technology, and Society – Princeton University, 91 (Daniel, April 91, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists “Environment and Security: Muddled Thinking?,” date accessed 7-3-12, AS)
Poverty wars.  In a second scenario, declining living standards first cause internal turmoil, then war. If groups at all levels of affluence protect their standard of living by pushing deprivation on other groups, class war and revolutionary upheavals could result. Faced with these pressures, liberal democracy and free market systems could increasingly be replaced by authoritarian systems capable of maintaining minimum order.9 If authoritarian regimes are more war-prone because they lack democratic control, and if revolutionary regimes are war-prone because of their ideological fervor and isolation, then the world is likely to become more violent. The record of previous depressions supports the proposition that widespread economic stagnation and unmet economic expectations contribute to international conflict.  Although initially compelling, this scenario has major flaws. One is that it is arguably based on unsound economic theory. Wealth is formed not so much by the availability of cheap natural resources as by capital formation through savings and more efficient production. Many resource-poor countries, like Japan, are very wealthy, while many countries with more extensive resources are poor. Environmental constraints require an end to economic growth based on growing use of raw materials, but not necessarily an end to growth in the production of goods and services. In addition, economic decline does not necessarily produce conflict. How societies respond to economic decline may largely depend upon the rate at which such declines occur. And as people get poorer, they may become less willing to spend scarce resources for military forces. As Bernard Brodie observed about the modern era, “The predisposing factors to military aggression are full bellies, not empty ones.” The experience of economic depressions over the last two centuries may be irrelevant, because such depressions were characterized by under-utilized production capacity and falling resource prices. In the 1930s increased military spending stimulated economies, but if economic growth is retarded by environmental constraints, military spending will exacerbate the problem.

No war because of econ decline- too long to prepare.

Russett, Dean Acheson Professor of International Relations and Political Science – Yale University, 83 (Bruce, 4-27-83, International Studies Quarterly “Prosperity and Peace: Presidential Address”, p. 384, AS)

The ‘optimism’ argument seems strained to me, but elements of Blainey’s former thesis, about the need to mobilize resources before war can be begun, are more plausible, especially in the 20th century. Modern wars are fought by complex organizations, with complex and expensive weapons. It takes time to design and build the weapons that military commanders will require, and it takes time to train the troops who must use them. Large bureaucracies must plan and obtain some consensus on those plans; and even in a dictatorship the populace in general must be prepared, with clear images of who are their enemies and of the cause that will justify war with them. In short, preparations for war take time. Just how long a lag we should expect to find between an economic downturn and subsequent war initiation is unclear. But surely it will be more than a year or two, and war may well occur only after the economy is recovering. 

Even EU crisis will not cause war…
Dowdall, Policy Analyst at SecEUR (Security Europe), 11 (Jonathan, October 11, Mic Network Inc., “Because of Euro Crisis, Will Europe Be at War in 10 Years?” http://www.policymic.com/articles/1819/because-of-euro-crisis-will-europe-be-at-war-in-10-years,accessed 7-3-12, AS).
Polish finance minister Jan Vincent-Rostowski recently said “after all these political shocks, economic shocks, it is very [unlikely] indeed that in the next 10 years we could avoid a war.” This warning, given to assembled European delegates, has starkly illustrated just how far influential experts are considering the “worst case” scenario in the current Euro-Crisis. But is he right? By raising the possibility of mass urban protests, internal unrests and radical politics emerging from the current crisis, the minister has highlighted valid concerns. However, his prediction would require a far greater break-down of European unity then is currently imaginable. Without such deterioration, the cost-benefit calculations of war make no sense for Europe. For context, Vincent-Rostowski’s remarks were not groundless political scare-mongering. They were a calculated assessment of a recent UBS report, the crux of which is simple: that historically, extreme financial crisis’ and the resultant political break-downs lead to radical political movements, militarism, and conflict. One probably does not need to look beyond the Great Depression in Europe to realize which case study the Polish Minister is drawing upon. Neither this report nor Vincent-Rostowski are wrong about what lies in store for “Austerity Europe.” Many are now convinced that — even with a new bail-out plan — the euro zone will face a steep rise in unemployment and taxation. Such conditions have been noted to increase the likelihood of social unrest and rioting, as seen in Greece and Britain this summer. Moreover, worsening social conditions and mass unemployment are key variables in the rise of extreme politics — either through promises of social redistribution, the rhetoric of “restoring former glory” or scapegoating ethnic minority communities. Internal stability, long taken for granted in Europe, could be called into question if such trends continue. However, does this presage war — open armed conflict between political entities? Here the linkages seem more tenuous. For a start, the political and economic unity of the European Union is the strongest pan-Continental pact ever seen. These linkages are multi-layered; from open-borders to fiscal union, to shared foreign policy goals. For this to break down to the point of military hostilities would require current relationships to unravel unimaginably far. As all EU member states are both democracies and “rule of law” governments, they lack the ideological conflicts that could induce war. Many social scientists doubt that democracies can even go to war with each other, seen in the “Democratic Peace Theory.” And, even if, say, one nation ceased to be a democracy due to a militarist coup, EU member states are also active UN members, and likely to turn to multilateral solutions rather than war. All of this stacks the cost-benefit equation in Europe in favor of peace, not war. The underlying strategic logic that sees a state try to gain a tangible political objective through armed confrontation simply does not apply to a continent whose political unity, democratic governance, and multilateralist outlook would mean they have more to lose than gain by fighting.
