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States CP

1NC 
Only the states solve – the plan and permutation are ineffective and take too long

Holler 12 – Communications Director for Heritage Action for America (Dan, 04/04, “Thinking Outside the Beltway,” http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2012/04/paying-for-it.php#2190872)

When it comes to the problem of how to pay for our nation’s transportation needs, the temptation in Washington is to view Washington as the solution. After tens of billions in Highway Trust Fund bailouts and nine short-term extensions, it is clear Washington does not hold the answer. The real answer is outside the beltway. Former Pennsylvania Governor Ed Rendell recently scoffed at the idea of looking beyond Washington for transportation funding solutions, saying proponents of such a move “haven’t looked at any of the state budgets recently.” But the Governor misses the point. It is not that states are awash in cash (the federal government isn’t either), but rather that states are much more efficient. Last year, Indiana Governor Mitch Daniels explained his state “can build in 1/2 the time at 2/3 the cost when we use our own money only and are free from the federal rulebook.” Literally just outside the Washington Beltway, a private company is adding four high-occupancy toll lanes for half the cost the government projected, and the lanes are better designed, too. Instead of looking for an innovative solution, too many in Congress prefer to debate various funding mechanisms for months on end knowing they will settle for a gimmick that ensures insolvency. There is a better way; lawmakers just need to know where to look.

The counterplan is key to spur federalism - 
Horowitz 3/21/12 (Daniel, “A Real Solution to the Gridlock Over the Highway Bill” The Red State Online”) 

Instead of proposing yet another “pale-pastel” alternative to the Senate highway bill, let’s opt for a bold contrast and rally behind Tom Grave’s Transportation Empowerment Act (H.R. 3264). This bill would gradually transition gas tax revenue to the states over a period of four years. By 2017, every state would keep 14.7 cents of the current federal gasoline tax, leaving 3.7 cents in the hands of the DOT for the purpose of national projects. That way, each state can have a fair debate about their transportation needs and fund their priorities accordingly. If states conclude that they need more money for infrastructure, as the special interest groups have suggested, then it will become obvious to the local residents that the individual state needs to raise their gas tax or prioritize their spending in a different way. With 50 states that are diverse in geography and population, Tom Grave’s devolution bill represents true federalism at work. If we can’t coalesce behind federalism in transportation issues, then what will we ever devolve to the states? Liberals want to maintain federal control over transportation spending to they can implement their social engineering, urban planning, and environmental regulations. It’s time for Republicans to block highway spending from being used as the conduit for the statist agenda.

Transportation is the critical issue in spurring federalism 
McDowell and Edner 2 (Bruce, Intergovernmental Management Associates, Sheldon Edner, George Mason University, “Introduction: Federalism and Surface Transportation” Winter 2002) 
During the past two decades, American federalism has been anything but static. Efforts at reform have been many; taking the pulse of the system has been difficult. Contending political agendas in and between presidential administrations and Congress have wrought significant changes in the character and direction of federalism. Presidents Jimmy Carter, Ronald Reagan, George Bush, and Bill Clinton each sought reforms to simplify the intergovernmental relationships and return some responsibilities for the states, but these efforts remain a work in progress. Coupled with continuing cross currents in congressional actions, these presidential efforts have combined to further stir the batter in America’s marble cake federalism. The outcomes have been hard to characterize with clarity. Transportation is one of the policy areas that has been a bellwether in characterizing the status of federal-state relationship. 

The impact is escalating warfare

Calabresi 95 – Assistant Professor, Northwestern University School of Law (Steven G., December, “Reflections on United States v. Lopez: ‘A GOVERNMENT OF LIMITED AND ENUMERATED POWERS’: IN DEFENSE OF UNITED STATES v. LOPEZ,” Lexis)

Small state federalism is a big part of what keeps the peace in countries like the United States and Switzerland. It is a big part of the reason why we do not have a Bosnia or a Northern Ireland or a Basque country or a Chechnya or a Corsica or a Quebec problem. 51 American federalism in the end is not a trivial matter or a quaint historical anachronism. American-style federalism is a thriving and vital institutional arrangement - partly planned by the Framers, partly the accident of history - and it prevents violence and war. It prevents religious warfare, it prevents secessionist warfare, and it prevents racial warfare. It is part of the reason why democratic majoritarianism in the United States has not produced violence or secession for 130 years, unlike the situation for example, in England, France, Germany, Russia, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Cyprus, or Spain. There is nothing in the U.S. Constitution that is more important or that has done more to promote peace, prosperity, and freedom than the federal structure of that great document. There is nothing in the U.S. Constitution that should absorb more completely the attention of the U.S. Supreme Court.

**Solvency**
2NC – Generic – Wall
States can boost transportation infrastructure investments and keep them intact

Politico 12 (03/19, “GOP paves way for states to retake road funding,” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0312/74196.html)

Congress may be on the road to re-upping the transportation bill, but there’s still a cadre of lawmakers who say it’s not too late to get the federal government out of the road-building and gas tax business. If anything, some Republicans say they are excited about finally getting some votes on what has long been a conservative dream. Sen. Jim DeMint (R-S.C.) got a vote last week on his amendment to the Senate-passed bill that would send many transportation policy and funding decisions back to the states. The amendment was the first time in years senators got a serious chance to weigh in on the issue, and 30 senators (all Republicans) supported the long-shot attempt. A second devolution offering from Sen. Rob Portman (R-Ohio) failed but also got 30 votes. In the House, GOP Reps. Tom Graves of Georgia, and Jeb Hensarling and Kevin Brady, both of Texas, hope to vote on a similar amendment whenever the House takes up a highway bill. “We’re going to continue the debate in the House,” Graves told POLITICO. “It’s going to be a new debate about how you fund transportation. Do you continue [a program] that adds to the deficit or do you do one that empowers the states? Conservatives see DeMint’s vote and Graves’s offering as good starting points, reminiscent of the long-fought battle over earmarks, now banned for the 112th Congress. Dan Holler, communications director of Heritage Action for America, said the conversation has been changed already. “A floor of 30 senators is a great place to start,” he said. Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), who took the lead on both selling and writing the two-year Senate bill, acknowledged, “That vote was too close for my liking.” DeMint says his amendment would cut government redundancy while keeping services intact and efficiently returning spending to the states. “Every time we have a bureaucracy and an administration [in Washington], every state duplicates that. Fifty state highway departments following federal rules and then their own,” DeMint said in an interview. “We can begin to downsize that. So the point is, if we ever want to balance our budget, the way to do it is not to just cut a little, but off every federal function.”

Federal transportation funding kills innovation and effectiveness and slows the economic prosperity of the highways

Shatz et. al 11 (Howard J., RAND Corpoeration, “Highway infrastructure and the economy”: Implications for Federal Policy”) 
The processes by which federal funds are disbursed suggest one of the main weaknesses of national transportation policy and are symptomatic of how federal highway investments may be only loosely linked to ensuring large economic beneits. Programs and formulas have become complex and change substantially from one transportation bill to the next. Although programs proliferated to create balanced attention to many competing interests, the current mix of programs constitutes “stovepipes” that stymie innovation and prevent rational, integrated, comprehensive planning. hat is, although a region may need a mix of maintenance, public transit, and highway investments, these federal programs are funded separately using diferent formulas, and decisionmaking is dominated by cleverly navigating the funding structures rather than by adhering to logical regional or metropolitan plans. The proliferation of programs and the stovepiping make it diicult to fashion investments that clearly meet any federal transportation goals, let alone increasing national economic performance. 
Federal funding for transportation is subject to interests groups and lobbying that complicate effectiveness – 

McDowell and Edner 2 (Bruce, Intergovernmental Management Associates, Sheldon Edner, George Mason University, “Introduction: Federalism and Surface Transportation” Winter 2002) 
The state of American federal system, as reflected in the transportation programs, has not been more uncertain and ambiguous for over 200 years. Although the huge amount of funding is extraordinarily attractive, the purpose to which it should be put may become increasingly poorly defined in the heat of legislative debate. The future of the program may not be determined by the outcome of the substantive debate over the purpose and function of federal transportation funding but rather on the more generalized concern of what overall federal funding, spending, and budgeting should be. As we look at the state of American federalism, the pending reauthorization of the surface-transportation program presents a reflection of the increasingly complex political tug-of-war for control of the policy agenda. Traditional stakeholders, such as the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials and the American Public Transportation Association, find themselves struggling with policy initiatives from new aspirants to federal funding. It has not been uncommon for these organizations to lament the loss of their traditional “special relationships” with the FHWA and the FTA. Special interest lobbying also has fueled the earmarking process as a means ot building coalitions that can achieve passage of a bill (authorization or appropriation). Increasing earmarks, add-ons, special studies, and expanded eligibilities are symptomatic of both a growing diffusion of the public purpose and federal role in transportation policy agenda. 
2NC - Highways – Wall 
A. Devolving responsibility to the states ensures efficiency and saves costs

Poole 96 (Robert, President of the Reason Foundation, Former Advisor for the White House and the President’s Commission on Transportation, “Defederalizing Transportation Funding”) Policy Study No. 216, October 1996)
Airports, highways, and mass transit systems are primarily state and local responsibilities. They are developed and operated by state and local governments (with increasing private-sector involvement) and funded primarily from state and local sources. Yet the federal government, by collecting transportation user taxes and using them to make grants for these systems, both raises the costs and exerts significant control over these state and local activities. Congress should devolve transportation infrastructure funding and responsibilities to cities and states, ending federal grant programs and their accompanying restrictions. Cities and states have been open to privatization, and most would welcome the flexibility and freedom from costly federal regulations which devolution would give them. Devolving transportation funding would lead to more-productive investment, greater intermodalism, more innovation, and new capital from the private sector. Conventional wisdom suggests that 21 states are net donors to the federal highway program and the rest are net recipients. But this paper's analysis, taking into account the real costs of federal funding and regulations, concludes that 33 states get back less than they contribute in highway taxes and would be better off if the funds were left in their states to begin with. By adding such major states as Illinois, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, and Virginia to the donor-state category, this assessment could change the political dynamics in favor of devolution.

B. It’s key to innovation and local ownership

Poole 96 (Robert, President of the Reason Foundation, Former Advisor for the White House and the President’s Commission on Transportation, “Defederalizing Transportation Funding”) Policy Study No. 216, October 1996)
There are three principal reasons for considering the devolution of transportation investment to lower levels of government. First, the responsibility for building, owning, and operating these systems is primarily regional or local, not national. Now that the Interstate highway system has been completed, the federal role in highways can be dramatically reduced, and the federal role in aviation is primarily concerned with the national air traffic control system, not local airports. There is no national interest (as apart from a regional or local interest) in whether San Francisco extends its BART system to the airport or whether Boston puts its Central Artery underground. Second, there are major disadvantages with the centralized federal trust-fund approach to funding transportation infrastructure, as will be discussed below. Third, it is cities and states not the federal government that have been most innovative in seeking new and better ways to invest in infrastructure and improve its performance, by making use of public-private partnerships

Highways – Advocate

State governments should have the authority to fund highway projects

DeMint 12 (Jim, Republican Senator for South Carolina, Wall Street Journal, “Ready for another Rotten Highway Bill?”) http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204795304577223421060960612.html
According to the Heritage Foundation, Davis-Bacon cost taxpayers nearly $11 billion in 2011—money that should be going to fix bridges, not line the pockets of union bosses. It's no wonder Democrats support Davis-Bacon: It's a congressionally mandated kickback to unions that funnels millions to Democratic campaigns every year. But why do Republicans lack the courage to stand up against wasteful regulations and spending? Our nation's fiscal situation is perilous. At $15.3 trillion, our national debt (as measured by the Treasury Department) has already overtaken our national economy, which at the end of 2011 came in at $14.95 trillion (according to the Congressional Budget Office). Bipartisan compromises on spending got us into this mess, and we'll never get out of it if Republicans don't offer a fiscally responsible alternative to the out-of-control spending that Democrats endorse. We should devolve the federal highway program from Washington to the states. We can dramatically cut the federal gas tax to a few pennies, which would be enough to fund the limited number of highway programs that serve a clear national purpose. In return, states could adjust their state gas taxes and make their own construction and repair decisions without costly Davis-Bacon regulations and without having to funnel the money through Washington's wasteful bureaucracy and self-serving politicians. In order to avert a fiscal catastrophe in the near future, we're going to have to get a lot more serious about curtailing unnecessary federal spending. These highway bills—both Democrat and Republican—are anything but serious.

Highways – Efficiency - Ext
State funding streamlines and creates efficiency – avoids the shortfalls of pork barrel politics 
Poole 96 (Robert, President of the Reason Foundation, Former Advisor for the White House and the President’s Commission on Transportation, “Defederalizing Transportation Funding”) Policy Study No. 216, October 1996)
Federal transportation grant programs be they airport, mass transit, or highway are plagued by the problem of pork barrel spending. Members of Congress traditionally derive great benefits from earmarking projects for their districts, regardless of cost-benefit ratios or the relative value of the project compared with alternate uses of the funds. Since trust fund dollars are always limited, this means that every bad project which jumps the queue at the behest of a member of Congress necessarily displaces a better project (better in terms of adding real economic value). Thus, this process systematically wastes scarce transportation infrastructure resources.
Highways – Innovation Ext. 
State driven infrastructure projects are critical to adopting innovations 

Poole 96 (Robert, President of the Reason Foundation, Former Advisor for the White House and the President’s Commission on Transportation, “Defederalizing Transportation Funding”) Policy Study No. 216, October 1996)
Public agencies tend to be risk-averse and oriented to the status quo. Hence, they are slow to adopt innovations. It is the private sector which is pioneering the introduction of congestion pricing on highways. It is the private sector which is taking full advantage of electronic toll collection to develop the world's first toll road without any toll booths. And it is likely to be the private sector that introduces Asmart highway@ technology, targeting upscale customers who desire in-car navigation and two-way communications as a niche market willing to pay for valueadded services. Airports, air traffic control, and highways fail to make use of state-of-the-art technology because they are operated by input-oriented public agencies rather than user-friendly service businesses. These fundamental problems lend support to the idea of changing the infrastructure paradigm to one that, as much as possible, relies on user funding, dedicated revenues, and market pricing. Devolving transportation infrastructure responsibilities to lower levels of government would hasten the adoption of the new infrastructure paradigm
Highways – Local Ownership Ext. 
State programs are more efficient, save money, and are critical to local ownership of projects 
DeMint 3/13/12 (Jim, US Senator South Carolina, “67 Senators Oppose Reforming Highway Program & Empowering States”) 
“It’s disappointing that Senate Democrats were joined by some Republicans in defeating a commonsense reform that would empower states and remove costly regulations,” said Senator DeMint. “Our nation is $15 trillion in debt because politicians from both parties have passed bipartisan spending bills like this bloated highway bill. Taxpayers have already bailed out the federal highway trust fund with $35 billion, and this highway bill would force them to provide another $13 billion bailout. We’ve got to stop the bipartisan spending spree and the federal government has to start letting go of programs that can be done better, faster, and less expensively at the state level. If we devolved the federal highway out of Washington, the large majority of states would have more money to spend on roads and bridges, and they could set their own priorities.”

**Answers To**
AT: States Can’t Fund

States already have the money for the counterplan

Slone 8 – transportation policy analyst at The Council of State Governments (Sean, “TRANSPORTATION & INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCE,” PDF)

The commission points out that any funding mechanism is unlikely to score well on all the criteria, so the choice of an optimal approach will require value judgments to be made by policymakers on the goals they most want to advance.12 Ultimately, the most significant item in this list for many policymakers may be political viability. Regardless of how a funding mechanism may look on paper, decisions about how to enhance revenue to fund transportation are never made in a vacuum. Political considerations always play an important role in determining the direction a state ultimately takes. Nevertheless, drawing on important lessons learned over the years in many states, a consensus appears to have emerged about the steps necessary to successfully propose and enact new or enhanced revenue measures to fund transportation. As the Transportation Research Board’s National Cooperative Highway Research Program points out in a 2007 report, most funding initiatives come about either through legislative actions or through ballot initiatives and referenda. But regardless of how they are generated, the same steps are required to achieve success. They include: Developing a consensus on the scope of current and future transportation needs and on the importance of acting to address them; Developing a specific plan and program of investments for which additional funding is needed and demonstrating what benefits are expected from the proposed investments; Identifying clearly established roles, responsibilities and procedures for executing the plan and implementing the proposed improvements; Describing the revenue sources in detail and providing the rationales for their use; Designing and carrying out a public education and advocacy plan and campaign; Developing sustained leadership and demonstrable, sustained support; and Planning for and laying out a clear and reasonable timetable.23 Assessing the political landscape, researching the options, educating the electorate and implementing new revenue-enhancing measures will occupy a substantial amount of time for state governments in the next few years. The choices and the efforts they make will determine whether our nation’s transportation system ends up on the road to success.

The states are comparatively better at transportation investment – they can raise revenue

Horowitz 12 – Madison Project (Daniel, 05/03, “Devolution of Transportation Authority is Solution to Earmark Problem,” http://madisonproject.com/2012/05/devolution-of-transportation-authority-is-solution-to-earmark-problem/)

There is no doubt that many localities are in need of some infrastructure updates. But there is an obvious solution to this problem. Let’s stop pooling the gas tax revenue of all 50 states into one pile for the inane and inefficient process of federal transportation policy. Every state, due to diverse topography, population density, and economic orientation, has its own transportation needs. By sucking up all the money into one pile in Washington, every district is forced to beg with open arms at the federal trough. Moreover, a large portion of the transportation funds are consumed by federal mandates for wasteful projects, mass transit, Davis-Bacon union wages, and environmental regulations. This is why we need to devolve most authority for transportation projects to the states. That way every state can raise the requisite revenue needed to purvey its own infrastructure projects. The residents of the state, who are presumably acquainted with those projects, will easily be able to judge on the prudence of the projects and decide whether they are worth the higher taxes. If they want more airports, mass transit, or bike lanes, that’s fine – but let’s have that debate on a local level.

AT: 50 State Fiat
Forces a USFG key warrant – this is the only check on affirmatives which do not justify the agent of the resolution

Predictable – this is the states counterplan – you should be prepared to debate this – the literature base is proven by this arguments longevity 

Reciprocal – the affirmative gets the USFG we should get the reciprocal agent – which is the states – this reciprocity is key to competitive equity 

Rejection is the wrong remedy – drop the counterplan not the team 

Potential abuse isn’t a voting issue – they can’t articulate any in round abuse which is a reason we shouldn’t be rejected 

Competition checks- net benefits prove that policy options are different, which means we’re not stealing their plan

Search for the best policy option should frame the debate-- key to education on the topic and plan action 

Literature checks- solvency advocate proves that the CP is germane and predictable

Increases Education- We learn about different methods about implementations, and which work better

AT: Perm Do Both 
1. The permutation creates a notion of federalism that leads to chronic preemption of state and local governments

Chemerinsky, Alston & Bird Professor of Law and Political Science at Duke University, 06

(Erwin, Stanford Law Review, "Looking Backward, Looking Forward: The Legacy of Chief Justice Rehnquist and Justice O'Connor," 4-06, Accessed 7-7-8)
Less obvious, though, is that these varying approaches to federalism reflect two very different underlying views about the structure of American government. One, which I will call federalism as empowerment, sees the genius in having multiple levels of government and in having multiple actors to deal with social problems. If one level of government fails to require cleanup of nuclear wastes or to protect women from violence, another can step in. The benefit of having many levels of government is that there are multiple power [*1767] centers capable of acting. Federal and state courts, from this view, both should be available to protect constitutional rights. Federal, state, and local legislatures should have the authority to deal with social problems, such as unsafe nuclear wastes, guns near schools, and criminals owning firearms. Seeing federalism as empowerment means a broad conception of Congressional power unconstrained by the concerns of federalism. Congress's power under provisions such as the Commerce Clause and Section 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment are expansively interpreted, limited primarily by the political process and the judicial protection of other parts of the Constitution, such as separation of powers and individual rights. The Tenth Amendment is not interpreted as an independent basis for invalidating federal laws. Seeing federalism as empowerment also means maximizing the availability of both federal and state courts to hear constitutional claims. Rather than using federalism to limit federal court authority, the empowerment view uses federalism to open the doors of both federal and state courts to those asserting federal, and especially constitutional, claims. Finally, viewing federalism as empowerment, rather than as limits, leads to an enhancement in state and local power. The doctrine of preemption is repeatedly used to limit actions by these levels of government in the name of federalism. Removing the shackles of federalism would produce a much more limited preemption doctrine, with courts finding preemption only when it is based on an express congressional declaration of a need to serve an important governing interest. 

2. The perm fails – federal investment guts solvency – the states must act independently

Roth 10 – civil engineer and transportation economist. He is currently a research fellow at the Independent Institute. During his 20 years with the World Bank, he was involved with transportation projects on five continents (Gabriel, June, “Federal Highway Funding,” http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding)

Today, the interstate highway system is long complete and federal financing has become an increasingly inefficient way to modernize America's highways. Federal spending is often misallocated to low-value activities, and the regulations that go hand-in-hand with federal aid stifle innovation and boost highway costs. The Department of Transportation's Federal Highway Administration will spend about $52 billion in fiscal 2010, of which about $11 billion is from the 2009 economic stimulus bill.1 FHWA's budget mainly consists of grants to state governments, and FHWA programs are primarily funded from taxes on gasoline and other fuels.2 Congress implements highway policy through multi-year authorization bills. The last of these was passed in 2005 as the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). Congress will likely be reauthorizing highway programs in 2011, and it is currently pursuing many misguided policy directions in designing that legislation. One damaging policy direction involves efforts to reduce individual automobile travel, which will harm the economy and undermine mobility choice. Another damaging policy direction is the imposition of federal "livability" standards in transportation planning. Such standards would federalize land-use planning and pose a serious threat to civil liberties and the autonomy of local communities. Finally, ongoing federal mandates to reduce fuel consumption have the serious side effect of making road travel more dangerous. The federal government pursues these misguided goals by use of its fiscal powers and regulatory controls, and by diverting dedicated vehicle fuel taxes into less efficient forms of transportation. This essay reviews the history of federal involvement in highways, describing the evolution from simple highway funding to today's attempts to centrally plan the transportation sector. It describes why federal intervention reduces innovation, creates inefficiencies in state highway systems, and damages society by reducing individual freedom and increasing highway fatalities. Taxpayers and transportation users would be better off if federal highway spending, fuel taxes, and related regulations were eliminated. State and local governments can tackle transportation without federal intervention. They should move toward market pricing for transportation usage and expand the private sector's role in the funding and operation of highways.

AT: Spending DA 
Savings generated by the CP could be enough to offset current federal spending - 

Poole 96 (Robert, President of the Reason Foundation, Former Advisor for the White House and the President’s Commission on Transportation, “Defederalizing Transportation Funding”) Policy Study No. 216, October 1996)
Abundant evidence now exists that federal transit programs have stimulated investment in unviable rail systems and have needlessly boosted transit system operating costs. The flexibility created by repeal of federal transit regulations would permit changes (such as competitive contracting of transit operations) that could save enough to offset much of the loss of federal operating subsidies. It would be up to cities and states to decide whether to continue to Ainvest@ in non-cost-effective rail transit.

**Net Benefits **
**Federalism**
Uniqueness
Transportation power is shifting to the states now

Kilcarr 5/16 – senior editor, Fleet Owner (Sean, “Marking the “devolution” of highway funding,” http://fleetowner.com/regulations/marking-devolution-highway-funding)

As Congress continues to debate a variety of surface transportation funding bills – most notably the two-year Senate sponsored Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) – several groups believe such federal-directed efforts are almost becoming moot as highway funding issues are increasingly “devolving” to the states. At a briefing on Capitol Hill this week, a panel of experts led by Marc Scriber, land-use and transportation policy analyst with the Competitive Enterprise Institute (CEI), argued that near-default status of the Highway Trust Fund (HTF) due to inadequate fuel tax revenues and policy gridlock at the federal level is increasingly pushing states and localities to figure out ways to generate the funds required to build and maintain U.S. bridges and roads. “We’ve argued in the past that responsibility for generating highway funds should ‘devolve’ to the states, but now that’s a largely ‘defacto reality’ as declining HTF revenues are forcing the states to look for new ways to generate the monies they need,” Scriber told Fleet Owner.

Federalism is strengthening – the states are stepping up

Katz 12 – Vice President and Director, Metropolitan Policy Program, Global Cities Initiative (Bruce, 03/18, “Will the Next President Remake Federalism?” http://www.brookings.edu/research/articles/2012/03/18-federalism-katz)

The genius of American federalism is that it diffuses power among different layers of government and across disparate sectors of society. States are the key constitutional partners, because they have broad powers over such market-shaping policy areas as infrastructure, innovation, energy, education and skills training. But other sub-national units - particularly major cities and metropolitan areas - also are critical, because they concentrate and agglomerate the assets that drive prosperity and share leadership with actors in the corporate, civic, university and other spheres. When the federal government becomes polarized and fails to act on critical issues of national importance, states and metros can step in to take on larger roles. With Washington mired in partisan gridlock, the states and metropolitan areas are doing just that. With federal innovation funding at risk, metros like New York City and states like Ohio and Tennessee are making sizable commitments to attract innovative research institutions, commercialize leading-edge research and grow innovation-intensive firms. With the future of federal trade policy unclear, metro areas like Los Angeles, San Francisco and Minneapolis/St. Paul and states like Colorado and New York are reorienting their economic development strategies toward exports and the attraction of innovative foreign companies and skilled immigrants. With federal energy policy in shambles, metro areas like Seattle and Philadelphia are cementing their niches in energy-efficient technologies, and states like Connecticut are experimenting with green banks to help deploy clean technologies at scale. State green banks can play a crucial role in financing clean energy projects by combining scarce public resources with private investment, and then leveraging the funds to make each public $1 support $5 or $10 or even more dollars of investment. With federal transportation policy in limbo, metro areas like Jacksonville and Savannah and states like Michigan are modernizing their air, rail and sea freight hubs to position themselves for an expansion of global trade. What unites these disparate efforts is intent. After decades of pursuing fanciful illusions (e.g., becoming the next Silicon Valley) or engaging in copycat strategies, states and metros are deliberately building on their special assets, attributes and advantages using business-planning techniques honed in the private sector. The bubbling of state and metro innovation offers an affirmative and practical counterpoint to a Washington that has become increasingly hyper-partisan and overly ideological and gives the next president an opportunity to engage states and metropolitan areas as true working partners in a focused campaign for national economic renewal.

Link Wall 

Federal action blocks the current shift to state ran transportation infrastructure programs

Puentes 11 (Robert, The Brookings Institution, “State Transportation Reform: Cut to Invest in Transportation to Deliver the Next Economy”) http://www.bafuture.org/sites/default/files/State%20Transpo%20Reform%20Brookings%202.11.pdf
Infrastructure—along with human capital and innovation—is one of the assets that will drive the next economy and is of paramount importance to maximizing growth and opportunity. Yet in the United States, transportation and infrastructure policy is at a crossroads. The current system is both broke and broken, most recently illustrated by delays in reauthorizing federal transportation laws. Though infrastructure was a prominent feature of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (the stimulus package) no consensus over the next generation of transportation policy has yet emerged in Washington. In the absence of federal action, the debate on transportation policy will shift to the state level. Few areas of policy are as critical to states’ long term economic health. Transportation is also a relatively significant portion of most states’ budgets. At 7.9 percent of general state expenditures, “transportation” generally ranks third among state spending categories after only “education” and “public welfare,” though this varies quite a bit among the states (Alabama ranks last at 3.1 percent; Nevada ranks first at 16.7 percent. Missouri is the median at 10.7 percent).1

The counterplan is key to spur broader federalism

McGuigan 11 – Editor of the Free Congress Family, Law & Democracy Report and the author of The Politics of Direct Democracy (Patrick B., 07/29, “CapitolBeakOK: Transportation Federalism -- and Flexibility -- Proposed in New Bill from Coburn, Lankford,” http://lankford.house.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=756&Itemid=100023)

In his statement, sent to CapitolBeatOK, Sen. Coburn said, “Washington’s addiction to spending has bankrupted the Highway Trust Fund. For years, lower-priority projects like earmarks have crowded out important priorities in our states, such as repairing crumbling roads and bridges. “Instead of burdening states and micromanaging local transportation decisions from Washington, states like Oklahoma should be free to choose how their transportation dollars are spent. I have no doubt that Oklahoma’s Transportation Director Gary Ridley will do a much better job deciding how Oklahoma’s transportation dollars are spent than bureaucrats and politicians in Washington.” Lankford applauded Coburn's leadership in the matter, observing, “This has been one of my top priorities since coming to Congress, and I’m happy to join Senator Coburn in this effort. This bill is a giant step for states by increasing transportation flexibility while improving efficiency. “By allowing states to opt-out of the federal bureaucracy, they will be able to take more control of their own resources. It will free Oklahoma to keep our own federal gas taxes and to fund new projects at our own discretion.” Joel Kintsel, executive vice president at OCPA, told CapitolBeatOK, "I am so proud of the leadership shown by Senator Coburn and Congressman Lankford. Hopefully, this is the beginning of a broader effort by Congress to return to federalism and withdraw from areas of activity rightfully belonging to the States.” Sen. McCain, the 2008 Republican nominee for president, said, “As a Federalist, I have long advocated that states should retain the right to keep the revenue from gas taxes paid by drivers in their own state. This bill would allow for this to happen and prevent Arizonans from returning their hard earned money to Washington. Arizonans have always received 95 cents or less for every dollar they pay federal gas taxes. This continues to be unacceptable, and for that reason I am a proud supported of the State Highway Flexibility Act.” Sen. Vitter asserted, “It’s very apparent how badly Congress can mismanage tax dollars, especially the Highway Trust fund which has needed to be bailed out three times since 2008. The states know their transportation needs better than Congress, so let’s put them in the driver’s seat to manage their own gas tax.” Hatch contended, “The federal government’s one-size-fits all transportation policies and mandates are wasting billions of taxpayer dollars and causing inexcusable delays in the construction of highways, bridges and roads in Utah and across the nation.

Economy Impact

Federalism is key to the economy

McGinnis 96 – Professor of Law at Yeshiva University (December, “THE DECLINE OF THE NATION STATE AND ITS EFFECT ON CONSTITUTIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC LAW: CONTRIBUTION: THE DECLINE OF THE WESTERN NATION STATE AND THE RISE OF THE REGIME OF INTERNATIONAL FEDERALISM,” Lexis)

Economists today have explained that the original Constitutional design of a federalist free trading system was at the heart of the United States' steady rise in becoming an economic superpower by the beginning of the twentieth century. 47 However, federalism was more than just a political engine of economic expansion; it was perhaps the Framers' most important contribution to solving the greatest dilemma of political theory: although a government needs to be powerful enough to protect property rights, a government sufficiently powerful to accomplish this end is also powerful enough to expropriate the wealth of its citizens. 48 As both Professors Barry Weingast and Friedrich von Hayek have suggested, federalism provides a structural solution to this dilemma. 49 Forcing state governments to compete for the capital and skills of a national citizenry imposes substantial limits on a state government's ability to expropriate. [*916] Like the federal government in the original constitutional order, the international structures arising from GATT and Bretton Woods perform the important but essentially limited function of maintaining a free trade zone. The resulting competition for trade and capital among nation states imposes limitations on their regulatory power not unlike the limitations imposed on the power of states in nineteenth-century America. Government's ability to redistribute wealth and hamper enterprise is again restrained--this time on a global scale. Viewed as a new political order, the regime of international federalism is an important impetus behind the program of regulatory relief and the dismantling of government agencies occurring in the West, particularly in the United States. 50 Over the last several decades, the free trade regime has silently strengthened antiregulatory interest groups because businesses in the global marketplace have become acutely aware of regulations that disadvantage them at home and of the greater opportunities that they now have to exit if they do not receive relief. 51 Free trade and open markets simultaneously raise the cost of producer group inaction with respect to burdensome regulations, and give such groups more leverage to force changes in the regime's rules.

The impact is extinction

Weekly Press 8 ( Philadelphia Community Newspaper (10/22, “What to do when the economy crashes: Thoughts from KATHY CHANGE,” http://weeklypress.com/what-to-do-when-the-economy-crashes-thoughts-from-kathy-change-p941-1.htm)

Soon the economy will collapse. As you know, America relies upon Japan and other foreign investors to prop up its dollar. We are a bankrupt nation. Much profit could be made from the collapse of the U.S. economy. U.S. land and industries will be up for sale at bargain basement prices for foreign capital. At this point Americans will lose control of their whole country and the U.S. will become like a third world nation, with its starving and homeless population standing by watching its wealth being shipped abroad for the benefit of its foreign investors. Our political system and economic system are all figments of the collective imagination. We can dissolve them instantly with just a moment of unanimous disbelief... Our deadline, the last possible chance to do it before we are swept away inexorably to our doom, is when the economy collapses. At that time there will be skyrocketing inflation, and quite possibly the flow of food to the cities could be disrupted. Large-scale rioting and civil war would be likely to break out. Martial law would be declared and then the military would be in total control of our society. Our democratic civil rights would be suspended and we would be powerless to stop the government from launching into that final global nuclear war which would obliterate our country and much of the rest of the world.
Free Trade Impact

Federalism sustains free trade

Calabresi 95 – Assistant Professor, Northwestern University School of Law (Steven G., December, “Reflections on United States v. Lopez: ‘A GOVERNMENT OF LIMITED AND ENUMERATED POWERS’: IN DEFENSE OF UNITED STATES v. LOPEZ,” Lexis)

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

That solves multiple scenarios for extinction

Panzner 8 – faculty at the New York Institute of Finance, 25-year veteran of the global stock, bond, and currency markets who has worked in New York and London for HSBC, Soros Funds, ABN Amro, Dresdner Bank, and JPMorgan Chase (Michael, “Financial Armageddon: Protect Your Future from Economic Collapse,” p. 136-138)

Continuing calls for curbs on the flow of finance and trade will inspire the United States and other nations to spew forth protectionist legislation like the notorious Smoot-Hawley bill. Introduced at the start of the Great Depression, it triggered a series of tit-for-tat economic responses, which many commentators believe helped turn a serious economic downturn into a prolonged and devastating global disaster. But if history is any guide, those lessons will have been long forgotten during the next collapse. Eventually, fed by a mood of desperation and growing public anger, restrictions on trade, finance, investment, and immigration will almost certainly intensify. Authorities and ordinary citizens will likely scrutinize the cross-border movement of Americans and outsiders alike, and lawmakers may even call for a general crackdown on nonessential travel. Meanwhile, many nations will make transporting or sending funds to other countries exceedingly difficult. As desperate officials try to limit the fallout from decades of ill-conceived, corrupt, and reckless policies, they will introduce controls on foreign exchange. Foreign individuals and companies seeking to acquire certain American infrastructure assets, or trying to buy property and other assets on the cheap thanks to a rapidly depreciating dollar, will be stymied by limits on investment by noncitizens. Those efforts will cause spasms to ripple across economies and markets, disrupting global payment, settlement, and clearing mechanisms. All of this will, of course, continue to undermine business confidence and consumer spending. In a world of lockouts and lockdowns, any link that transmits systemic financial pressures across markets through arbitrage or portfolio-based risk management, or that allows diseases to be easily spread from one country to the next by tourists and wildlife, or that otherwise facilitates unwelcome exchanges of any kind will be viewed with suspicion and dealt with accordingly. The rise in isolationism and protectionism will bring about ever more heated arguments and dangerous confrontations over shared sources of oil, gas, and other key commodities as well as factors of production that must, out of necessity, be acquired from less-than-friendly nations. Whether involving raw materials used in strategic industries or basic necessities such as food, water, and energy, efforts to secure adequate supplies will take increasing precedence in a world where demand seems constantly out of kilter with supply. Disputes over the misuse, overuse, and pollution of the environment and natural resources will become more commonplace. Around the world, such tensions will give rise to full-scale military encounters, often with minimal provocation. In some instances, economic conditions will serve as a convenient pretext for conflicts that stem from cultural and religious differences. Alternatively, nations may look to divert attention away from domestic problems by channeling frustration and populist sentiment toward other countries and cultures. Enabled by cheap technology and the waning threat of American retribution, terrorist groups will likely boost the frequency and scale of their horrifying attacks, bringing the threat of random violence to a whole new level. Turbulent conditions will encourage aggressive saber rattling and interdictions by rogue nations running amok. Age-old clashes will also take on a new, more heated sense of urgency. China will likely assume an increasingly belligerent posture toward Taiwan, while Iran may embark on overt colonization of its neighbors in the Mideast. Israel, for its part, may look to draw a dwindling list of allies from around the world into a growing number of conflicts. Some observers, like John Mearsheimer, a political scientist at the University of Chicago, have even speculated that an “intense confrontation” between the United States and China is “inevitable” at some point. More than a few disputes will turn out to be almost wholly ideological. Growing cultural and religious differences will be transformed from wars of words to battles soaked in blood. Long-simmering resentments could also degenerate quickly, spurring the basest of human instincts and triggering genocidal acts. Terrorists employing biological or nuclear weapons will vie with conventional forces using jets, cruise missiles, and bunker-busting bombs to cause widespread destruction. Many will interpret stepped-up conflicts between Muslims and Western societies as the beginnings of a new world war.

Hegemony Impact

Federalism is key to heg

Rivlin 92 – Brookings Institution (Alice, Reviving the American Dream: The Economy, The States, and the Federal Government)

The inexorably rising frequency and complexity of U.S. interaction with the rest of the world add to the stress on federal decisionmaking processes and underline the need for making those processes simpler and more effective.  If the United States is to be an effective world leader, it cannot afford a cumbersome national government overlapping responsibilities between the federal government and the states, and confusion over which level is in charge of specific domestic government functions.  As the world shrinks, international concerns will continue threatening to crowd out domestic policy on the federal agenda.  Paradoxically, however, effective domestic policy is now more crucial than ever precisely because it is essential to U.S. leadership in world affairs.  Unless we have a strong productive economy, a healthy, well-educated population, and a responsive democratic government, we will not be among the major shapers of the future of this interdependent world.  If the American standard of living is falling behind that of other countries and its government structure is paralyzed, the United States will find its credibility in world councils eroding.  International considerations provide additional rationale, if more were needed, for the United States to have a strong effective domestic policy.  One answer to this paradox is to rediscover the strengths of our federal system, the division of labor between the states and the national government.  Washington not only has too much to do, it has taken on domestic responsibilities that would be handled better by the states.  Revitalizing the economy may depend on restoring a cleaner division of responsibility between the states and the national government.

That solves multiple scenarios for extinction

Brzezinski 12 – Professor of American Foreign Policy at Johns Hopkins University's School of Advanced International Studies, scholar at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, and a member of various boards and councils,  national security advisor under Jimmy Carter, (Zbigniew, 01/11, “After America”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/01/03/after_america?page=full)

For if America falters, the world is unlikely to be dominated by a single preeminent successor -- not even China. International uncertainty, increased tension among global competitors, and even outright chaos would be far more likely outcomes.

While a sudden, massive crisis of the American system -- for instance, another financial crisis -- would produce a fast-moving chain reaction leading to global political and economic disorder, a steady drift by America into increasingly pervasive decay or endlessly widening warfare with Islam would be unlikely to produce, even by 2025, an effective global successor. No single power will be ready by then to exercise the role that the world, upon the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991, expected the United States to play: the leader of a new, globally cooperative world order. More probable would be a protracted phase of rather inconclusive realignments of both global and regional power, with no grand winners and many more losers, in a setting of international uncertainty and even of potentially fatal risks to global well-being. Rather than a world where dreams of democracy flourish, a Hobbesian world of enhanced national security based on varying fusions of authoritarianism, nationalism, and religion could ensue. 

 The leaders of the world's second-rank powers, among them India, Japan, Russia, and some European countries, are already assessing the potential impact of U.S. decline on their respective national interests. The Japanese, fearful of an assertive China dominating the Asian mainland, may be thinking of closer links with Europe. Leaders in India and Japan may be considering closer political and even military cooperation in case America falters and China rises. Russia, while perhaps engaging in wishful thinking (even schadenfreude) about America's uncertain prospects, will almost certainly have its eye on the independent states of the former Soviet Union. Europe, not yet cohesive, would likely be pulled in several directions: Germany and Italy toward Russia because of commercial interests, France and insecure Central Europe in favor of a politically tighter European Union, and Britain toward manipulating a balance within the EU while preserving its special relationship with a declining United States. Others may move more rapidly to carve out their own regional spheres: Turkey in the area of the old Ottoman Empire, Brazil in the Southern Hemisphere, and so forth. None of these countries, however, will have the requisite combination of economic, financial, technological, and military power even to consider inheriting America's leading role.

China, invariably mentioned as America's prospective successor, has an impressive imperial lineage and a strategic tradition of carefully calibrated patience, both of which have been critical to its overwhelmingly successful, several-thousand-year-long history. China thus prudently accepts the existing international system, even if it does not view the prevailing hierarchy as permanent. It recognizes that success depends not on the system's dramatic collapse but on its evolution toward a gradual redistribution of power. Moreover, the basic reality is that China is not yet ready to assume in full America's role in the world. Beijing's leaders themselves have repeatedly emphasized that on every important measure of development, wealth, and power, China will still be a modernizing and developing state several decades from now, significantly behind not only the United States but also Europe and Japan in the major per capita indices of modernity and national power. Accordingly, Chinese leaders have been restrained in laying any overt claims to global leadership.

At some stage, however, a more assertive Chinese nationalism could arise and damage China's international interests. A swaggering, nationalistic Beijing would unintentionally mobilize a powerful regional coalition against itself. None of China's key neighbors -- India, Japan, and Russia -- is ready to acknowledge China's entitlement to America's place on the global totem pole. They might even seek support from a waning America to offset an overly assertive China. The resulting regional scramble could become intense, especially given the similar nationalistic tendencies among China's neighbors. A phase of acute international tension in Asia could ensue. Asia of the 21st century could then begin to resemble Europe of the 20th century -- violent and bloodthirsty.

At the same time, the security of a number of weaker states located geographically next to major regional powers also depends on the international status quo reinforced by America's global preeminence -- and would be made significantly more vulnerable in proportion to America's decline. The states in that exposed position -- including Georgia, Taiwan, South Korea, Belarus, Ukraine, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Israel, and the greater Middle East -- are today's geopolitical equivalents of nature's most endangered species. Their fates are closely tied to the nature of the international environment left behind by a waning America, be it ordered and restrained or, much more likely, self-serving and expansionist.

A faltering United States could also find its strategic partnership with Mexico in jeopardy. America's economic resilience and political stability have so far mitigated many of the challenges posed by such sensitive neighborhood issues as economic dependence, immigration, and the narcotics trade. A decline in American power, however, would likely undermine the health and good judgment of the U.S. economic and political systems. A waning United States would likely be more nationalistic, more defensive about its national identity, more paranoid about its homeland security, and less willing to sacrifice resources for the sake of others' development. The worsening of relations between a declining America and an internally troubled Mexico could even give rise to a particularly ominous phenomenon: the emergence, as a major issue in nationalistically aroused Mexican politics, of territorial claims justified by history and ignited by cross-border incidents.

Another consequence of American decline could be a corrosion of the generally cooperative management of the global commons -- shared interests such as sea lanes, space, cyberspace, and the environment, whose protection is imperative to the long-term growth of the global economy and the continuation of basic geopolitical stability. In almost every case, the potential absence of a constructive and influential U.S. role would fatally undermine the essential communality of the global commons because the superiority and ubiquity of American power creates order where there would normally be conflict.

AFF Answers

50 State Fiat Bad

50 state fiat is illegitimate –

1. Reciprocity – the counterplan’s fiat isn’t reciprocal to Usfg action

2. It’s not real world – no policymaker can choose between federal action and the 50 states acting in unison – there’s no literature about the counterplan, and it’s anti-educational

3. Ground – the counterplan does the plan’s mandates, and there’s no reason it’s critical to neg ground

4. Running the private counterplan or DAs to federal action solves their offense

5. This is a voting issue – teams will use the states counterplan as a generic crutch if judges let them get away with it – voting against it forces teams to develop more case-specific strategies, which is better for topic education

No Solvency – General

States lack the necessary capacity and planning and fight over investment

The Economist 11 (04/28, “America's transport infrastructure: Life in the slow lane,” http://www.economist.com/node/18620944)

Formula-determined block grants to states are, at least, designed to leave important decisions to local authorities. But the formulas used to allocate the money shape infrastructure planning in a remarkably block-headed manner. Cost-benefit studies are almost entirely lacking. Federal guidelines for new construction tend to reflect politics rather than anything else. States tend to use federal money as a substitute for local spending, rather than to supplement or leverage it. The Government Accountability Office estimates that substitution has risen substantially since the 1980s, and increases particularly when states get into budget difficulties. From 1998 to 2002, a period during which economic fortunes were generally deteriorating, state and local transport investment declined by 4% while federal investment rose by 40%. State and local shrinkage is almost certainly worse now. States can make bad planners. Big metropolitan areas—Chicago, New York and Washington among them—often sprawl across state lines. State governments frequently bicker over how (and how much) to invest. Facing tight budget constraints, New Jersey’s Republican governor, Chris Christie, recently scuttled a large project to expand the railway network into New York City. New Jersey commuter trains share a 100-year-old tunnel with Amtrak, a major bottleneck. Mr Christie’s decision was widely criticised for short-sightedness; but New Jersey faced cost overruns that in a better system should have been shared with other potential beneficiaries all along the north-eastern corridor. Regional planning could help to avoid problems like this.

States are too uncoordinated to solve

EPIC 12 – Energy Policy Information Center (03/08, “You say you want a devolution; transportation policy and energy security,” http://energypolicyinfo.com/2012/03/you-say-you-want-a-devolution-transportation-policy-and-energy-security/)

That’s an interesting idea, but misguided. States do determine their own transportation priorities today, except when Congress earmarks — DeMint and others are right in their opposition to that practice. But in general, construction priorities aren’t dictated to the states — but national needs and priorities are given additional national funding that the states then spend in accordance with those needs. And while Senator DeMint is correct when he says that the system “is plagued by thousands of wasteful earmarks, bureaucratic red tape, and outdated funding formulas that pick winners and losers,” that’s a good reason to reform the system, not throw up our hands and just let individual states decide our national transportation policy through 50+ disparate and uncoordinated efforts. This is especially the case given the huge macro and microeconomic toll inflicted by our transportation-driven dependence on petroleum. While there are others, that’s reason enough for a national transportation policy and reason enough to be wary of seductive calls for devolution.

No Solvency - $$
States don’t have the capacity to fund infrastructure projects 

Puentes 11 (Robert, The Brookings Institution, “State Transportation Reform: Cut to Invest in Transportation to Deliver the Next Economy”) http://www.bafuture.org/sites/default/files/State%20Transpo%20Reform%20Brookings%202.11.pdf
First, state transportation funding sources are shrinking. Twenty-one states—including New York, Illinois, and Florida—saw transportation program area cuts in fiscal year 2010 and 11—like Michigan— expected cuts for the next fiscal year. 4 Part of the states’ funding problem is that they are still heavily reliant on the motor vehicle fuel tax (the gas tax) for the bulk of their transportation revenues. From 1995 to 2008, more than half of the funds states used for highways came directly or indirectly through state and federal gas taxes (Table 1). But slowdowns in fuel consumption overall and stagnant gas tax rates have squeezed this revenue source. 5 At the same time revenues are down, the demands for spending have increased. A litany of reports and analyses highlight the deteriorating condition of the nation’s transportation infrastructure. 6 Over a quarter of major roads’ rides in urbanized areas are not at acceptable levels. 7 According to the latest data, nearly 72,000 bridges (12 percent of the total) in the U.S. are considered to be “structurally deficient” meaning their condition had deteriorated to the point that rehabilitation or replacement is approaching or imminent. More than one-fifth of the bridges are deficient in states like Oklahoma, Iowa, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and South Dakota. 8 In addition to its condition, U.S. infrastructure lags when it comes to the deployment of advanced information and telecommunications technology. 9

No Solvency – Efficiency

States can’t solve – no way to determine allocation of resources and lack of funding 
Puentes 11 (Robert, The Brookings Institution, “State Transportation Reform: Cut to Invest in Transportation to Deliver the Next Economy”) http://www.bafuture.org/sites/default/files/State%20Transpo%20Reform%20Brookings%202.11.pdf
States also face challenges because they spend their (now-declining) transportation dollars poorly. For example, many states have tended to allocate investments via logrolling rather than evidence. As a result, projects are spread around the state like peanut butter. 10 The metropolitan areas that will deliver the next economy—since they already concentrate the assets that matter to smart economic growth like transportation—are often undermined by spending and policy decisions that fail to recognize the economic engines they are and focus investments accordingly. Nor have states been deliberate about recognizing and supporting the particular needs and challenges of both metro and non-metro areas. State transportation policies also remain rigidly stovepiped and disconnected as states fail to take advantage of potential efficiencies gained through integrated systems. By failing to join up transportation up with other policy areas—such as housing, land use, energy—states are diminishing the power of their interventions and reducing the return on their investments. This is a very different approach from how the economy functions and is out-of-step with innovations to connect transportation investments to economic prosperity. The benefits of federal, state and private investments are amplified when metropolitan areas pursue deliberate strategies across city and suburban lines that build on the
UQ – Federalism Low

Federal power is expanding rapidly

Sampson 12 – president and CEO of the Property Casualty Insurers Association (David, 04/16, “Property Casualty Insurance: A Case Study in Federalism,” http://www.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/economic-intelligence/2012/04/16/property-casualty-insurance--a-case-study-in-federalism)

Recently, the Supreme Court heard arguments on the constitutionality of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act. While the focus was primarily on the individual mandate and the application of the Commerce Clause, the fundamental debate surrounding the healthcare law is really about the proper size and scope of the federal government. Since 2009, Americans have seen an unprecedented expansion of the power of the federal government; the stimulus, the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act, and the aforementioned Affordable Care Act are just a few high-profile examples. The trend in recent years—and especially since the economic crisis—has been to nationalize every issue and cede control of state or private matters to a federal bureaucracy in Washington.

Federalism low now – 2013 transportation budget

Freemark 12 – journalist who writes about cities and transportation. He created and continues to write for the website The Transport Politic, and has also contributed to Next American City, The Atlantic Cities, Planning, and Dissent (Yonah, 02/16, “Clearing it Up on Federal Transportation Expenditures,” http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2012/02/16/clearing-it-up-on-federal-transportation-expenditures/)

The reaction to President Obama’s 2013 budget for transportation has ranged from the dismissive — “it’s too big to be part of the discussion” — to the supportive (myself, among others), most of the commentary revolving around the proposed program’s large size. Another theme, however, has reemerged in the discussion: The role of the federal government in funding transportation. It’s not a new conversation, of course; in American transportation circles, the roles of the three major levels of government are constantly being put into question. The argument goes something like this: The federal government, because of its national power and ability to collect revenues from the fuel taxes it administers, is a wasteful spender and it chooses to invest in projects that are inappropriate enough that they wouldn’t be financed by local governments if they were in charge.
AT: Econ Impact
Federalism hurts economic stability.

Sudarshan Gooptu, Economist with the Debt and International Finance Division in the International Economics Department of the World Bank. 2005. The World Bank Report: East Asia Decentralizes. “Making Local Government Work.” http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTEAPDECEN/Resources/dc-full-report.pdf

International experience since the early 1980s, especially in Latin America, suggests that without appropriate accountability and transparency mechanisms, decentralization can encourage dangerous opportunistic behavior by state and local authorities. If left unchecked, such opportunism could undermine macroeconomic stability. The most vivid manifestation of this phenomenon is the softening of subnational budget constraints (Rodden 2000a; World Bank 2002). Avoiding this risk depends on the ability of the central government to prevent subnational authorities from passing their liabilities to higher-level governments.12 This, in turn, requires institutional mechanisms to discipline borrowing by state and local governments.
AT: Free Trade Impact
Other factors check back against war – trade isn’t critical 

STREETEN 2001 (Paul, Professor Emeritus of Economics at Boston University and Founder and Chairman of the journal World Development, Finance and Development, Vol 38, No 2, June)
Trade is, of course, only one, and not the most important, of many manifestations of economic interdependence. Others are the flow of factors of production—capital, technology, enterprise, and various types of labor—across frontiers and the exchange of assets, the acquisition of legal rights, and the international flows of information and knowledge. The global flow of foreign exchange has reached the incredible figure of $2 trillion per day, 98 percent of which is speculative. The multinational corporation has become an important agent of technological innovation and technology transfer. In 1995, the sales of multinationals amounted to $7 trillion, with these companies' sales outside their home countries growing 20-30 percent faster than exports.

Interdependence does not solve war—both world wars disprove this

COPELAND 1996 (Dale, Assistant Professor in the Department of Government and Foreign Affairs at the University of Virginia, International Security, Spring)
Liberals argue that economic interdependence lowers the likelihood of war by increasing the value of trading over the alternative of aggression: interdependent states would rather trade than invade. As long as high levels of interdependence can be maintained, liberals assert, we have reason for optimism. Realists dismiss the liberal argument, arguing that high interdependence increases rather than decreases the probability of war. In anarchy, states must constantly worry about their security. Accordingly, interdependence - meaning mutual dependence and thus vulnerability - gives states an incentive to initiate war, if only to ensure continued access to necessary materials and goods. The unsatisfactory nature of both liberal and realist theories is shown by their difficulties in explaining the run-ups to the two World Wars. The period up to World War I exposes a glaring anomaly for liberal theory: the European powers had reached unprecedented levels of trade, yet that did not prevent them from going to war. Realists certainly have the correlation right - the war was preceded by high interdependence - but trade levels had been high for the previous thirty years; hence, even if interdependence was a necessary condition for the war, it was not sufficient. At first glance, the period from 1920 to 1940 seems to support liberalism over realism. In the 1920s, interdependence was high, and the world was essentially peaceful; in the 1930s, as entrenched protectionism caused interdependence to fall, international tension rose to the point of world war. Yet the two most aggressive states in the system during the 1930s, Germany and Japan, were also the most highly dependent despite their efforts towards autarchy, relying on other states, including other great powers, for critical raw materials. Realism thus seems correct in arguing that high dependence may lead to conflict, as states use war to ensure access to vital goods. Realism's problem with the interwar era, however, is that Germany and Japan had been even more dependent in the 1920s, yet they sought war only in the late 1930s when their dependence, although still significant, had fallen.
Trade doesn’t solve conflict—best quantitative studies

Pevehouse 2004 – political science professor at U Wisconsin (Jon, The Journal of Politics, 66.1, “Interdependence Theory and the Measurement of International Conflict”, JSTOR)

Conclusions Although the results presented here are certainly not the final answer to the question of trade's influence on political relations, the evidence does suggest that a complex relationship exists between these two concepts. These complexities are suggested by the finding that trade may both increase the probability of conflict, yet restrain the frequency of that conflict. This observation is consistent with both realist and liberal theories concerning the political effects of interdependence. Unfortunately, each side of this debate has centered on only part of the empirical story. The evidence garnered here also suggests that trade may not have a strong influence on the prospects for cooperative political relations-an argument championed by some commercial liberals. All of these findings were made possible by reconsidering the nature of the competing claims of interdependence theory as well as reconsidering the measurement of the dependent variable of international conflict. Moving away from the MIDS data allows one to more accurately test some observable implications of interdependence theory. Obviously, the move away from the MIDS data is certainly not without drawbacks. Both events data sets are far more limited in their temporal coverage than the MIDS, and some have criticized the overall quality of the events data. Nonetheless, events data do appear to be useful in testing the impact of trade on political relations. From a policy perspective, these findings suggest that while increasing global trade can be a mechanism for lessening conflict, this is only part of the picture. Trade can create hostilities between states and while these tensions may not flower into widespread and violent military conflict, they can be a source of concern. These hostilities, however, should be viewed in their proper context--on the whole, higher trade dependence does lower conflict. It is not a panacea for the vagaries of nor is it a blight on interstate relations.
AT: Heg Impact 
1. Heg doesn’t solve war – history proves 

Fettweis 10  Professor of national security affairs @ U.S. Naval War College. 

(Christopher J. Fettweis, “Threat and Anxiety in US Foreign Policy,”  Survival, Volume 52, Issue 2 April 2010 , pages 59 – 82//informaworld)

One potential explanation for the growth of global peace can be dismissed fairly quickly: US actions do not seem to have contributed much. The limited evidence suggests that there is little reason to believe in the stabilising power of the US hegemon, and that there is no relation between the relative level of American activism and international stability. During the 1990s, the United States cut back on its defence spending fairly substantially. By 1998, the United States was spending $100 billion less on defence in real terms than it had in 1990, a 25% reduction.29 To internationalists, defence hawks and other believers in hegemonic stability, this irresponsible 'peace dividend' endangered both national and global security. 'No serious analyst of American military capabilities', argued neo-conservatives William Kristol and Robert Kagan in 1996, 'doubts that the defense budget has been cut much too far to meet America's responsibilities to itself and to world peace'.30 And yet the verdict from the 1990s is fairly plain: the world grew more peaceful while the United States cut its forces. No state seemed to believe that its security was endangered by a less-capable US military, or at least none took any action that would suggest such a belief. No militaries were enhanced to address power vacuums; no security dilemmas drove insecurity or arms races; no regional balancing occurred once the stabilis-ing presence of the US military was diminished. The rest of the world acted as if the threat of international war was not a pressing concern, despite the reduction in US military capabilities. Most of all, the United States was no less safe. The incidence and magnitude of global conflict declined while the United States cut its military spending under President Bill Clinton, and kept declining as the George W. Bush administration ramped the spending back up. Complex statistical analysis is unnecessary to reach the conclusion that world peace and US military expenditure are unrelated.

2. No impact to the transition – international order accommodates rising powers

Ikenberry 08   professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University
(John, The Rise of China and the Future of the West Can the Liberal System Survive?, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb)

Some observers believe that the American era is coming to an end, as the Western-oriented world order is replaced by one increasingly dominated by the East. The historian Niall Ferguson has written that the bloody twentieth century witnessed "the descent of the West" and "a reorientation of the world" toward the East. Realists go on to note that as China gets more powerful and the United States' position erodes, two things are likely to happen: China will try to use its growing influence to reshape the rules and institutions of the international system to better serve its interests, and other states in the system -- especially the declining hegemon -- will start to see China as a growing security threat. The result of these developments, they predict, will be tension, distrust, and conflict, the typical features of a power transition. In this view, the drama of China's rise will feature an increasingly powerful China and a declining United States locked in an epic battle over the rules and leadership of the international system. And as the world's largest country emerges not from within but outside the established post-World War II international order, it is a drama that will end with the grand ascendance of China and the onset of an Asian-centered world order. That course, however, is not inevitable. The rise of China does not have to trigger a wrenching hegemonic transition. The U.S.-Chinese power transition can be very different from those of the past because China faces an international order that is fundamentally different from those that past rising states confronted. China does not just face the United States; it faces a Western-centered system that is open, integrated, and rule-based, with wide and deep political foundations. The nuclear revolution, meanwhile, has made war among great powers unlikely -- eliminating the major tool that rising powers have used to overturn international systems defended by declining hegemonic states. Today's Western order, in short, is hard to overturn and easy to join. This unusually durable and expansive order is itself the product of farsighted U.S. leadership. After World War II, the United States did not simply establish itself as the leading world power. It led in the creation of universal institutions that not only invited global membership but also brought democracies and market societies closer together. It built an order that facilitated the participation and integration of both established great powers and newly independent states. (It is often forgotten that this postwar order was designed in large part to reintegrate the defeated Axis states and the beleaguered Allied states into a unified international system.) Today, China can gain full access to and thrive within this system. And if it does, China will rise, but the Western order -- if managed properly -- will live on.
