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*****Topicality Updates*****

T – Gas Tax = TI Invest

And, BY LAW – increasing the Gas Tax increases Transportation Infrastructure Investment
Richardson 8/1/11

(“New CAFE standards will result in $65B in lost revenue for road projects,” pg lexis//um-ef)

According to a new study by the American Road & Transportation Builders Association, new Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards that mandate cars and light trucks average 54.5 mpg by 2025 will deprive federal highway projects of more than $65 billion in revenues. That estimation is based on the fact that at-the-pump taxes levied on fuel are by law funneled to transportation projects. With mandatory CAFE fuel mileage increases, the amount of revenue collected from gas taxes will go down, which will cut into road revenues, the report says. Of course, there are ways of circumventing that lost income, but all that will surely play out in the coming few years. In the meantime, click past the jump to see the report for yourself. Naturally, it's worth noting that the ARTBA, based in Washington, DC, is a group that represents the interests of road and construction workers. Show full PR text New Fuel Efficiency Standards = $65+ Billion in Lost Revenue for Highway & Transit Improvements Between 2017-2025, ARTBA Says WASHINGTON, July 29, 2011 /PRNewswire-USNewswire/ -- A July 29 Obama Administration proposal to increase fuel efficiency standards for cars and light trucks to an average 54.5 miles per gallon (mpg) between 2017 and 2025 would result in the loss of more than $65 billion in federal funding for state and local highway, bridge and transit improvements, an analysis by the American Road & Transportation Builders Association (ARTBA) shows. The impact on the nation's transportation improvement program, ARTBA President Pete Ruane says, would be like eliminating all federal highway funding for nearly two years. "Like everyone else, we are supportive of efforts to reduce carbon emissions and improve fuel economy. However, from a public policy perspective, this is a classic case of the left hand not knowing what the right hand is doing," Ruane said. "It's irresponsible to advance such proposals without acknowledging and attempting to mitigate the adverse effect they would have on other areas of federal responsibility like making infrastructure improvements that improve safety, reduce traffic congestion, create jobs and help grow the economy." Per gallon federal gasoline and diesel taxes collected at the pump are deposited into the federal Highway Trust Fund (HTF). By law, these excises are the primary revenue source for financing road, bridge and transit projects. The less motor fuel used by drivers, the less revenue generated for improvements financed through the HTF. The analysis, conducted by Dr. William Buechner, a Harvard-trained economist and ARTBA vice president of economics & research, assumes the increase in fuel efficiency standards between now and 2016 will occur as required (the Obama Administration in 2010 put in place an increase from an average 28.3 to 34.1 mpg by 2016). It also assumes the mpg requirement will be phased in at five percent per year from 2017 through 2025 as proposed. The baseline for calculating revenue losses is the U.S. Treasury's February 2009 projections of HTF revenues. As new cars and light trucks are purchased in the future and old ones retired, average fuel economy will improve, reducing the 2009 forecast of gasoline sales and HTF revenues. The HTF is already taking a revenue hit with the standards put in place in 2010, Buechner says. From fiscal years 2010-2016, he estimates that action will cost the HTF about $9 billion. Thus, if the new standards are enacted, the total loss of revenue for transportation improvements through 2025 is projected at $75 billion. Given the nation's overwhelming infrastructure needs, Ruane said the nearly two-year overdue federal highway and transit program reauthorization bill provides a ripe opportunity for Congress and the President to identify all possible options to generate the revenues necessary to maintain and improve the system.

And, it IS investment 

Long Island Business News 2k8

(“Energy advocates look at pain at the pump as incentive for Americans to kick their oil habit,” pg lexis//um-ef)

A much more controversial measure congress commissioned: In the interest of creating more fuel efficient vehicles, the plan recommends boosting the federal gasoline tax from its current rate of 18.4 cents per gallon to 40 cents by 2012. The new revenue would go into the Highway Trust Fund to invest in infrastructure, with a significant portion invested in mass transit.

And, it’s federal spending – meets your interp and ISNT extra topical

Dr. Utt 2k10

(Ronald, PhD. “No Tax Increase for Federal Transportation Programs?,” pg online @ http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/04/no-tax-increase-for-federal-transportation-programs //um-ef)

Advocates of more federal spending for highways and transit note that the federal fuel tax (currently 18.3 cents per gallon of gasoline) has not been raised since 1993 and that the 17-year freeze has limited the financial resources of the highway trust fund and its ability to fund transportation investments. Combined with sluggish growth in fuel usage and cost increases for the labor and materials used in transportation infrastructure projects, this leads spending advocates to contend that available federal resources fall well short of what is needed to maintain and expand the current surface transportation system.

And, federal capital spending is funded through the gas tax – it IS normal means

http://t4america.org/docs/Transportation%20101.pdf
Federal funding provides a significant amount of the financing for capital investments, but typically must be matched by funds from other sources – in most cases, state and local governments. Federal highway programs today generally pay 80 percent of project costs, requiring a 20 percent state or local match. Unlike highways, funds for new transit projects typically come from discretionary grant programs. As a result, the federal match in reality is often only 50 percent. In addition to matching federal funds, states and localities often use general funds or impose special tax levies to pay for new projects and maintain existing roadways. The federal government funds transportation projects and programs in part through taxes and fees related to use of the transportation system. Herbert Hoover instituted the first, one-cent federal gas tax in 1932 — not for transportation but for deficit reduction. It was not until passage of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 that the gas tax was tied to transportation projects through the Federal-Aid Highway program. The 1956 act created a dedicated transportation funding account, the Highway Trust Fund (HTF). In the early 1980s, Congress expanded the definition of federal highways beyond the Interstate, created new programs to address transit infrastructure and established a Mass Transit Account within the trust fund. Since 1956, Congress has also taken gradual steps to increase the gas tax and diversify the taxes and fees associated with funding the transportation system. Federal gas taxes have been increased five times since 1932 to boost either the Highway Trust Fund or the federal general fund. Congress counted on ever-increasing gas tax revenues generated from ever-increasing traffic volumes to keep up with the need for transportation funding. However, mileage driven per person has hit a plateau in recent years and improvements in fuel efficiency are slowing fuel consumption. During the recent recession, gas tax receipts fell well below funding levels authorized in the legislation. Since fiscal year 2008, Congress has transferred $34.5 billion of from the Treasury to the Highway Trust Fund to address shortfalls. In its most recent estimates, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) projected the fund will reach insolvency in spring 2013. The Mass Transit Account remains solvent today, though its long-term health is also believed to be in jeopardy. The current funding approach is unsustainable and most industry observers agree new sources of funds for transportation projects are essential.

GT = ONLY TI

Gas tax goes all in on HTF
Harmon 3-25-12 (Kris, Project Manager and Midmarket Business Development representative for Interlinx, Fuel Price, State Taxation, and Fleet Mileage Reduction, March 25th, 2012, http://www.martin.uky.edu/Capstones_2012/Harmon.pdf)//moxley

The Highway Trust Fund (HTF) was established in 1956 with the Federal-Aid Highway Act as a means of financing the growing American highway and bridge system. The HTF was designed to be funded by the users of the system through fuel taxation. With the exception of two increases in 1990 and 1993 in which the amount of the increase was redirected for budget deficit reduction, and later directed back to the HTF, the entire amount of the federal tax is deposited into the HTF. States contribute to the fund with varying levels of state and local taxes and receive reimbursements for federal highway aid based upon contributions. The HTF was established and remains a pay-as- you-go fund, which finances current projects with current revenues. However, in 2008 and 2009 Americans drove fewer miles than the year prior in consecutive years for the first time since World War II. At a time when aging highways and bridges are in dire need of repair, the revenues which finance infrastructure projects are short of what is required and the fund is only being kept solvent with repeated congressional stopgap measures (Steinhouer, 2012). In Fiscal Year 2010 alone, the gap between receipts and expenditures was supplemented with a $19.5 billion transfer from the General Fund to keep the HTF solvent (U.S. DOT, AASHTO, 2011). Transportation officials have been lobbying the federal government to address the issue of reduced revenues from fuel taxes at a time in which federal assistance is becoming increasingly hard to obtain, and now compounded by the fact that Americans are driving less and consequently consuming less fuel (Weiss, 2008).

*****Advantage Work*****

1AC Steel Advantage

Advantage _____: American Steel

First, American steel and manufacturing have recovered from the recession, but increased competition means it still could collapse 

Gibson 5/28/12

(Thomas Gibson President And Ceo American Iron And Steel Institute, “American Iron And Steel Institute President And Ceo Mr. Thomas Gibson, Prepared Testimony Before The Senate Energy And Natural Resources Committee Hearing On The Clean Energy Standard Act Of 2012, As Released By The Committee,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Steel and other manufacturing industries are the backbone of the U.S. economy. A strong manufacturing sector creates significant benefits for society, including good-paying jobs, investment in research and development, essential materials for our national defense, and highvalue exports. A robust American steel industry is critical to leading the domestic economy into recovery. AISI is concerned about increased electricity costs and reliability issues that may result from additional regulation of the utility sector, including a national Clean Energy Standard (CES). The consumers of electricity will ultimately have the compliance costs and reliability risks passed on to them. AISI recently commissioned a report by Professor Timothy J. Considine of the University of Wyoming on the industry`s impact on the U.S. economy. Professor Considine found that the steel industry`s purchases of materials, energy, and supplies for the production of steel stimulate economic output and employment in a range of sectors across the economy. Steel`s economic contributions are multiplied many times over, with Professor Considine finding that every $1 increase in sales by our sector increases total output in the U.S. economy by $2.66. Additionally, he found that every individual job in the steel industry supports seven additional jobs in other sectors of the economy. In aggregate, the steel industry accounts for over $101 billion in economic activity and supports more than 1 million jobs across the country. A copy of that study is attached to my testimony and I request that it be made part of the hearing record. Like the rest of our economy, the steel industry is recovering from the depths of the recession but far from fully recovered. As we near the midpoint of 2012, there are positive signs that the economy continues on a slow but steady recovery, although subject to volatility - particularly related to the downturn in Europe`s economy and the slowdown of the Chinese economy. AISI`s latest estimate is for shipments of 97 million tons for 2012, which would be an increase of roughly 5 percent over the 92 million tons the industry shipped in 2011. Shipments of 97 million tons are only equivalent to our shipments in 1995, and represent only 90% of our five-year prerecession average shipments of 108 million tons. Domestic capacity utilization rose to 79 percent in the first quarter, a 6 percent improvement from the previous quarter. Total finished steel import market share year-to-date is at 23 percent, and imports are increasing at a faster rate than our domestic steel market is recovering. The most recent Department of Commerce Steel Import Monitoring and Analysis data for the month of April recorded another sharp rise in finished imports to the highest level since October of 2008. We are very concerned about this trend and sensitive to policy changes that could make production here more expensive and less internationally competitive. Steel & Energy The production of steel is inherently energy intensive, and the industry consumes substantial amounts of electricity, natural gas, and coal and coke to make our products. In 2010 our domestic industry consumed 45.7 billion kWh of electricity. Energy is typically 20% or more of the cost of making steel and, as such, energy efficiency is key to our industry`s competitiveness. AISI members are doing everything they can to increase energy efficiency, and we are leading the way by effectively setting the bar for steel industry efficiency worldwide. AISI members have made substantial gains in reducing their energy usage, as well as their environmental footprint, over the last two decades. The domestic steel industry has voluntarily reduced its energy intensity by 27% since 1990, while reducing its greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 33% over the same time period. In fact, data presented by the U.S. Department of Energy at a recent meeting of Global Superior Energy Partnership`s Steel Task Group showed that the steel industry in the U.S. has the lowest energy intensity and second- lowest CO2 emissions intensity of any major steel producing country. While we approach the practical limits for efficiency using today`s processes and continue to pursue incremental gains, AISI members are not resting on their laurels. We recognized in 2003 that in order to make any further significant improvement in energy use, new breakthrough technologies would be needed. It was at that time the industry began investing, often in partnership with DOE, in the CO2 Breakthrough Program, a suite of research projects designed to develop new ironmaking technologies that emit little or no CO2 while conserving energy. We have developed two key technologies to achieve those goals since that time, and they are now ready for pilot scale testing. The research is being done at MIT and University of Utah and both projects are the subject of proposals currently under consideration for DOE cost-sharing. This successful partnership with DOE, along with the continued support of Congress, will accelerate the development and deployment of critical technologies such as these. Concerns with S. 2146 A national CES imposes its direct requirements on the utility sector, not on its customers, but it is the customers that will bear the costs associated with compliance. Our principal concern is that this will inevitably raise the costs of electricity to large industrial customers like steel, while potentially lessening the quality and reliability of electricity supply. The analysis of S. 2146 performed by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) highlights key concerns about a CES raising the price of electricity to customers, and to large industrial facilities in particular. EIA projects that by 2035, national electricity prices will be 18% higher than the reference case. For industrial customers, the report concludes that electricity will cost 25% more under a CES than it otherwise would. This economic impact will be exacerbated for the steel industry due to the regional differences in current fuel mix and the cost to switch to other fuels for the generation of electricity. EIA projects that S. 2146 will substantially reduce coal-fired generation. Compared with a reference case, coal generation would decline by 25 percent in 2025 and by over half -- 54 percent -- in 2035. Thus, within two decades, the electricity generation infrastructure of the United States would radically shift from the fuel mix that has been in place since the advent of significant nuclear power generation around 1970. Certain areas of the country are better suited for renewable production from wind and solar sources, while others have an abundance of coal sources. As noted above, creating a national CES will have a disproportionate impact on coal-fired utilities, and there is a high correlation between the service areas of those utilities and the location of steel production facilities. Industrial customers, especially steel producers, will be charged to offset the cost of replacing coal capacity with other sources, including the cost of new transmission infrastructure. The two leading states in terms of iron and steel production in the U.S. are Indiana and Ohio, while other important states for the industry are Alabama, Pennsylvania, Kentucky, and Michigan. All of these states are heavily dependent on coal for electricity production, and in turn, so is our industry. EIA projects in its Annual Energy Outlook 2012 Early Release that by 2035, 39% of electricity generation will be from coal. In its analysis of S. 2146, it projects this percentage to drop to 18.7% in 2035, a result that will disproportionately impact the steel industry. Legislative and regulatory policy measures that impact energy availability and reliability influence each company`s competitive situation in a unique way. And, as also noted above, the domestic steel industry is subject to substantial international competition. In particular, this competition comes from nations such as China, where the industry is largely state owned, controlled, and subsidized. In two recent countervailing duty cases, the Department of Commerce determined that Chinese steel pipe producers were receiving below market rates for electricity, which constitutes a subsidy. For the steel industry, operating in the U.S. under tight margins with substantial subsidized competition from overseas, policies that raise energy costs on domestic companies threaten our ability to remain competitive.

And, Only long-term infrastructure investment generates demand for steel – short-term highway bill extensions don’t solve

Steel Times International 12 

(a magazine for the steel industry, “American Iron and Steel Institute calls for further Government intervention”, 4/25/12, AD: 7/17/12, http://www.steeltimesint.com/contentimages/features/AISI-USAbriefing.pdf) 
Transport infrastructure AISI is also calling for the US Congress to pass a new, robust, long term surface transportation bill as opposed to continually extending the old one three months or so at a time. “We must make rebuilding our crumbling transportation infrastructure system a top national priority,” Surma says, adding that doing so is essential to doing business efficiently and for the US to maintain its dominant role in the global economy. Just before Congress went on recess in late March it passed its ninth 90-day extension of the surface transportation bill, which will guarantee funding for the nation’s bridges, highways and roads until June 30. The US House of Representatives in mid-April passed what would be a tenth 90-day extension, taking the bill to the end of September, although that bill is not expected to pass the Senate because of factors relating to the Keystone XL pipeline which is being opposed by some environmental groups. Gibson says these extensions of the bill will not provide the boost that the US economy, and the steel industry, needs. “We need a longterm bill with level funding so that the states can plan the bigger construction projects that can produce the valuable jobs and generate the demand for steel, concrete and other materials. “Our preference would be the longest, most robustly funded bill that this Congress can produce,” Surma says, which would be the House leadership’s five-year, $260bn surface transportation authorization bill, which, if passed, would include energy and natural resource provisions to open up on-shore and offshore bans for oil and gas drilling leases. Gibson lauded the Senate for doing its job and passing a two year, $109bn reauthorization bill in mid-March. Now, he says the House, which has not passed a bill yet, must act and pass a bill that could be conferenced with the Senate measure. The question, however, lies in how to pay for such a bill given all the concerns of the burgeoning US deficit. “Transportation is a core function of government and it costs something to fund,” Gibson says, however, he observes that the traditional way to do that, the highway fund, which is funded by a tax on gasoline, is falling short, partly because vehicles are becoming more fuel efficient and Americans are changing their driving behavior. He called on the government to be more creative in finding a funding solution, including possibly more public/ private partnerships. 

And, investment in HIGHWAY transportation infrastructure is particularly critical – ensures long-term growth of Steel and the Manufacturing base

AISI 2k12

(American Iron and Steel Institute, “AISI Public Policy Priorities – Promoting a Pro-Manufacturing Agenda,” pg online @ http://www.steel.org/en/Public%20Policy/~/media/Files/AISI/Public%20Policy/Agenda/AISI2012PublicPolicyAgenda%20_%20Final%20020212.ashx //um-ef)

Transportation and Water Infrastructure Background. A globally competitive economy depends on an effective and efficient transportation infrastructure. The report of the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission to Congress estimates that it will require approximately $200 billion per year, each year, for the foreseeable future to maintain and improve the nation’s highways and transit systems. An efficient infrastructure directly impacts the competitiveness of the manufacturing sector. In addition, infrastructure improvements and expansion creates significant demand for steel fabricated products. Steel plays a vital role in transportation infrastructure repair and development through the use of steel plate, structural members, reinforcement bar, guardrails, signage, utility poles and a wide range of other steel products. The most recent transportation act, Safe, Accountable, Flexible and Efficient Transportation Equity Act-a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), addressed a portion of the infrastructure expansion and improvement in the U.S. and provided a high-profile opportunity for steel. This legislation was set to expire in September 2009 but has been extended on a short-term basis on several occasions, most recently through March 2012. Authorization of a new act is way overdue. In addition, federal funding through the Highway Trust Fund is currently inadequate. This, coupled with the current economic downturn, has resulted in delays or stoppage of vital transportation projects nationally. With regard to the nation’s water infrastructure, it is estimated that fifty percent of the 160,000 public drinking water systems in the United States have reached the end of their useful lives and would require $277 billion by the year 2023 for improvements and replacements. Of the 16,000 wastewater treatment facilities in the United States it would require at least $140 billion for needed improvements and added capacity. The Army Corps of Engineers estimates that clean water projects, flood protection and navigation improvements will require an estimated $24 billion over the next 10 years. Again, steel plays a vital role in water infrastructure repair, replacement and expansion through the use of steel plate, reinforcement bar, pressure and non pressure pipe, pumps, valves, tanks, grates, sheet piling as well as a variety of other steel products. The Safe Drinking Water Act, the Water Quality Investment Act and the Water Resources Development Act are all overdue for reauthorization. Situation. In 2012, Congress needs to authorize a new multi-year surface transportation act, a safe drinking water act, a clean water act and a water resource development act. Industry Position. A surface transportation authorization bill should include the following: An adequate level of funding for surface transportation infrastructure needs with an emphasis on highways and specifically bridges; Research funding with regard to the durability of continuously reinforced concrete pavement (CRCP) and research on improved gas mileage;

It’s critical to prevent American Collapse
Buyer, Member of the House of Representatives, 7-31-7 
(Steve, Before the International Trade Commission, Regarding the five-year sunset review on Certain Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel Flat Products from Argentina, China, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Netherlands, Romania, South Africa, Taiwan, Thailand, and Ukraine (Inv. Nos. 701-TA-404-408 and 731-TA-898-908)

A robust steel industry is fundamental to the security and economic viability of this nation. If you were to contemplate the ten resources considered essential to the successful establishment of a nation, steel would be high on that list. A fruitful domestic steel industry maintains its viability by being adaptive, technologically savvy, and flexible so that it can maintain its competitive edge in the world market. That competitive edge lends itself to economic security and stability here at home.  Both of those elements are vital ingredients to a nation's ability to develop and maintain an adequate defense. I believe we must remain vigilant to protect ourselves from a future without a steelmaking infrastructure sufficient to meet our national defense needs. In the years that have followed the tragic events of September 11, 2001, national defense has dominated public attention. When contemplating the tumultuous nature of this global war against terror in which we are immersed, I think it is apparent that we cannot accept a situation in which we are reliant on the kindness of strangers to meet our security-related steel needs.  Depending on trusted friends and allies may not be wise, since they have requirements of their own for steel. Simply put, the defense of our nation depends on steel. Our aircraft carriers, cruisers, tanks, HUMMVEES, are all made of steel. We cannot become dependent on foreign sources for this material so vital to our national defense. The United States is the only superpower in the world. We cannot project our force around the globe, which from time to time is necessary, without the ability to move people and equipment quickly. It is in our national interest to maintain a vigorous steel industry.  The economic stability of the steel industry here at home, and our ability to remain competitive abroad, directly impacts our national security. The efficient low-cost producers that comprise the membership of our domestic steel market can compete effectively against any foreign producer in the global economy. To ensure their stature, the steel industry has invested billions of dollars in modernizing itself while simultaneously improving environmental compliance. It has learned the hard way the benefit of cutting-edge technology. These producers are heavily concentrated in northwest Indiana and at the end of 2006 they employed over19,000 Americans in that region. Companies like Nucor of Crawfordsville and Steel Dynamics of Pittsboro contribute substantially to the ensuring a healthy local economy and thereby contribute to a stable and healthy national economy. The nation's annual production of over 100 million tons of steel, of which Indiana is the second-largest producer among the states, keeps this country at the top of the worldwide steel industry.  However, if the competitive nature of this market is unfairly influenced by steel dumping or by illegal subsidies given to foreign producers by their governments or other entities, the integrity of the domestic and global market is jeopardized. In those instances, the domestic market loses its ability to effectively compete with its global rivals. When that occurs, it negatively impacts the economic stability of our domestic steel industry which in turn threatens our national security. We need to ensure that companies like Nucor and Steel Dynamics have the opportunity to modernize and grow to adequately meet the demands of the global market without the fear of sustaining financial damage from unfair or illegal trade practices. To ensure that our nation's defense remains adequate and capable, we must continue to enable mechanisms that will influence other countries to play by the rules Simultaneously, we must be cognizant, and take appropriate action, to recognize those instances in which anti-dumping and countervailing duties are no longer required to safeguard our economic and security interests. In either instance, we cannot allow to go unchallenged the continuous violations of international and U.S. trade laws that lend to a skewed market and undercut the ability for fair competition to flourish in the global economy. The preservation of the economic integrity of our domestic steel industry is fundamental to our ability to protect our very existence as a nation.  
Hegemony solves nuclear war and extinction
Barnett 11

(Thomas P.M. Barnett 11 Former Senior Strategic Researcher and Professor in the Warfare Analysis & Research Department, Center for Naval Warfare Studies, U.S. Naval War College American military geostrategist and Chief Analyst at Wikistrat., worked as the Assistant for Strategic Futures in the Office of Force Transformation in the Department of Defense, “The New Rules: Leadership Fatigue Puts U.S., and Globalization, at Crossroads,” March 7 http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/8099/the-new-rules-leadership-fatigue-puts-u-s-and-globalization-at-crossroads )
It is worth first examining the larger picture: We live in a time of arguably the greatest structural change in the global order yet endured, with this historical moment's most amazing feature being its relative and absolute lack of mass violence. That is something to consider when Americans contemplate military intervention in Libya, because if we do take the step to prevent larger-scale killing by engaging in some killing of our own, we will not be adding to some fantastically imagined global death count stemming from the ongoing "megalomania" and "evil" of American "empire." We'll be engaging in the same sort of system-administering activity that has marked our stunningly successful stewardship of global order since World War II. Let me be more blunt: As the guardian of globalization, the U.S. military has been the greatest force for peace the world has ever known. Had America been removed from the global dynamics that governed the 20th century, the mass murder never would have ended. Indeed, it's entirely conceivable there would now be no identifiable human civilization left, once nuclear weapons entered the killing equation. But the world did not keep sliding down that path of perpetual war. Instead, America stepped up and changed everything by ushering in our now-perpetual great-power peace. We introduced the international liberal trade order known as globalization and played loyal Leviathan over its spread. What resulted was the collapse of empires, an explosion of democracy, the persistent spread of human rights, the liberation of women, the doubling of life expectancy, a roughly 10-fold increase in adjusted global GDP and a profound and persistent reduction in battle deaths from state-based conflicts. That is what American "hubris" actually delivered. Please remember that the next time some TV pundit sells you the image of "unbridled" American military power as the cause of global disorder instead of its cure. With self-deprecation bordering on self-loathing, we now imagine a post-American world that is anything but. Just watch who scatters and who steps up as the Facebook revolutions erupt across the Arab world. While we might imagine ourselves the status quo power, we remain the world's most vigorously revisionist force. As for the sheer "evil" that is our military-industrial complex, again, let's examine what the world looked like before that establishment reared its ugly head. The last great period of global structural change was the first half of the 20th century, a period that saw a death toll of about 100 million across two world wars. That comes to an average of 2 million deaths a year in a world of approximately 2 billion souls. Today, with far more comprehensive worldwide reporting, researchers report an average of less than 100,000 battle deaths annually in a world fast approaching 7 billion people. Though admittedly crude, these calculations suggest a 90 percent absolute drop and a 99 percent relative drop in deaths due to war.  We are clearly headed for a world order characterized by multipolarity, something the American-birthed system was designed to both encourage and accommodate. But given how things turned out the last time we collectively faced such a fluid structure, we would do well to keep U.S. power, in all of its forms, deeply embedded in the geometry to come.

1AC Advanced Manufacturing Advantage 

First, U.S. Manufacturing is contracting – lack of sales and demand
Reuters 7/3

(“U.S. manufacturing shrinks, 1st time in nearly 3 yrs,” pg online @ http://in.reuters.com/article/2012/07/02/usa-economy-idINDEE8610EU20120702 //um-ef)

(Reuters) - U.S. manufacturing shrank in June for the first time in nearly three years as new orders plummeted, according to one measure of the sector that provided a stark sign of the economic recovery's slowdown. The Institute for Supply Management said on Monday its index of national factory activity fell to 49.7 from 53.5 the month before, missing expectations of 52.0, according to a Reuters poll of economists, and below even the lowest forecast. It was the first time since July 2009 that the index has fallen below the 50 mark that separates expansion from contraction. That was shortly after the U.S. economy emerged from recession. Manufacturing has been one of the drivers of the U.S. economic recovery, which now appears to be losing momentum over fears about the euro zone's debt crisis, a slowdown in China and uncertainty over domestic fiscal policy. "Clearly this is the biggest sign yet that the U.S. is catching the slowdown that is well under way in Europe and China," said Paul Dales, senior U.S. economist at Capital Economics in London. Dales said the report is consistent with an economy that is growing at an annualized rate of a little below 1 percent after 1.9 percent growth in the first quarter, dismissing talk that the number signaled a new U.S. recession was coming. A reading below 47 would be consistent with another recession, Dales said. The ISM report painted a more dour picture of manufacturing than a survey released earlier on Monday from Markit, which showed the sector still grew in June, albeit at its slowest rate in 18 months.

And, surface transportation investment is CRITICAL to U.S. Manufacturing – props up dependent industries 
Hermann 2k11

(Andrew Herrmann, P.E. SECB, F.ASCE President American Society of Civil Engineers, Impact Of Infrastructure Investment On The Manufacturing Sector, pg lexis//um-ef)

ASCE commends the Joint Economic Committee for holding a hearing today on how surface transportation investment is a key factor for continued economic recovery and job creation. The Society is pleased to present to the Committee our views on investing in the nation's infrastructure and the critical link to U.S manufacturing. An agenda that fosters economic growth and job creation through policies that strengthen U.S. manufacturing and infrastructure will allow the nation to remain competitive in the Twenty-First Century. Infrastructure Receives a Grade of "D" ASCE's 2009 Report Card for America's Infrastructure graded the nation's infrastructure a "D" based on 15 categories (the same overall grade as ASCE's 2005 Report Card). The report also concluded that the nation needs to invest approximately $2.2 trillion from 2009 - 2014 to bring our nation's infrastructure to a state of good repair. This number, adjusted for a three percent rate of inflation, represents capital spending at all levels of government and includes current expenditures. Even with current and planned investments from federal, state, and local governments from 2009 - 2014, the "gap" between the overall need and actual spending will exceed $1 trillion by the end of the five-year period. In the Report Card, the nation's surface transportation system included roads receiving a grade of "D-," bridges receiving a grade of "C," and transit receiving a grade of "D". With nearly one-third of roads in poor or mediocre condition, a quarter of the nation's bridges either structurally deficient or functionally obsolete, and transit use increasing to its highest levels in 50 years, the nation's surface transportation system is in a state of critical decline. Additionally, to bring just these three surface transportation categories up to an acceptable condition would require a five-year investment of $1.2 trillion, according to ASCE estimates. If the nation continues to under- invest in infrastructure and ignores this backlog until systems fail, we will incur even greater costs. While Congress is in the process of developing a comprehensive multi-year surface transportation authorization bill, and as President Obama emphasizes the infrastructure investment needs for the nation, our roads, bridges, and transit systems continue on in a state of decline. According to the Congressional Budget Office, the total of all federal spending for infrastructure has steadily declined over the past 30 years. The results of years of under investment can be seen in traffic and airport congestion, unsafe bridges and dams, deteriorating roads, and aging drinking water and wastewater infrastructure. Infrastructure Investment = Jobs Money invested in essential public works can create jobs, provide for economic growth, and ensure public safety through a modern, well-engineered national infrastructure. The nation's transportation infrastructure system has an annual output of $120 billion in construction work and contributes $244 billion in total economic activity to the nation's gross domestic product (GDP). In addition to the overarching economic benefits, the Federal Highway Administration estimates that every $1 billion invested in the nation's highways supports 27,823 jobs, including 9,537 on-site construction jobs, 4,324 jobs in supplier industries, and 13,962 jobs throughout the rest of the economy. Standard and Poor's has stated that highway investment has been shown to stimulate the economy more than any other fiscal policy, with each invested dollar in highway construction generating $1.80 toward the gross domestic product in the short term, while Cambridge Systematics estimates that every dollar taxpayers invest in public transportation generates $6 in economic returns. The transportation industry's experience with the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 illustrated the strong job creation impact of dedicated transportation investment, with the $48 billion for transportation improvements in the legislation supporting tens of thousands of jobs in engineering, construction, and supporting industries. Infrastructure Investment = A Healthy Economy The job-creation potential of infrastructure investment is only one contributing factor of the interaction between surface transportation and the nation's ability to compete in the global marketplace. Equally important are the benefits to a region's long term growth and productivity. A significant challenge to this economic growth is increased congestion, which contributes to the deterioration of the nation's infrastructure. Therefore, the importance of freight movement and the impact of congestion on the nation's economy must be emphasized. ASCE is concerned with the increasing deterioration of America's infrastructure, reduced investment for the preservation and enhancement of our quality of life, and the threatened decline of U.S. competitiveness in the global marketplace. In response, ASCE has not only issued multiple Report Cards on the condition of infrastructure, but has also sought to advance policy solutions that provide for a clean and safe quality of life, as well as fuel economic growth. While taken for granted by most Americans, our infrastructure is the foundation on which the national economy depends. As the economy grows, we cannot only think in terms of repairing what we have, but of creating a modernized transportation system that addresses long-term needs. The current system was originally built in the 1950's and 1960's at a time when the country had different transportation needs and a smaller population. With an expanding population and a larger economy, the nation needs a transportation system that can keep pace. Unfortunately, due to the rapid growth of the country, highway and freight capacity failed to keep up. In July 2011, ASCE released an economic study that measures the potential impacts to the economy in 2020 and 2040 if the nation maintains current levels of surface transportation investments. The report is the first in a series of four reports that will focus on the correlation between the nation's infrastructure and the economy. Subsequent reports will detail the economic correlation to the nation's drinking and waste water systems, energy grid, and ports and airports. The first study, Failure to Act: the Economic Impact of Current Investment Trends in Surface Transportation Infrastructure, found that if investments in surface transportation are not made in conjunction with significant policy reforms, families will have a lower standard of living, businesses will be paying more and producing less, and our nation will lose ground in a global economy. The nation's deteriorating surface transportation will cost the American economy more than 876,000 jobs, and suppress the growth of the country's GDP by $897 billion in 2020.The study results estimate that more than 100,900 manufacturing jobs will be lost by 2020. Ultimately, Americans will also get paid less. While the economy will lose jobs overall, those who are able to find work will find their paychecks cut because of the ripple effects that will occur through the economy. In contrast, a study from the Alliance for American Manufacturing shows that roughly 18,000 new manufacturing jobs are created for every $1 billion in new infrastructure spending. These manufacturing jobs would be created in fabricated metals, concrete and cement, glass-rubber- plastics, steel, and wood product industries. Furthermore, the Alliance for American Manufacturing study shows that using American-made materials for these infrastructure projects yields a total of 77,000 additional jobs, based on a projected investment of $148 billion a year (including $93 billion of public investment). International Competitiveness Failure to Act also shows that failing infrastructure will drive the cost of doing business up by adding $430 billion to transportation costs in the next decade. Firms will spend more to ship goods, and the raw materials they buy will cost more due to increased transportation costs. Productivity costs will also fall, with businesses underperforming by $240 billion over the next decade; this in turn will drive up the costs of goods. As a result, U.S. exports will fall by $28 billion, including 79 of 93 tradable commodities. Ten sectors of the U.S. economy account for more than half of this unprecedented loss in export value - among them key manufacturing sectors like machinery, medical devices, and communications equipment. On the contrary, most of America's major economic competitors in Europe and Asia have already invested in and are reaping the benefits of improved competitiveness from their infrastructure systems. To illustrate further the correlation between transportation and a strong national economy, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce in late 2010 released a transportation performance index that examines the overall contribution to economic growth from a well-performing transportation infrastructure. The index displays a decline in the nation's economic competitiveness due to a continued lack of investment in surface transportation systems on all levels. However, the results also indicate that a commitment to raising the performance of transportation infrastructure would provide long-term value for the U.S. economy. At this juncture, even Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner is underscoring the importance of investing in our nation's infrastructure and the value of export promotion for the competitiveness of U.S. businesses. On a recent trip to a North Carolina manufacturing plant, Secretary Geithner drew parallels between investment in infrastructure, jobs creation, and growth of the domestic manufacturing sector. While efforts such as the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 have provided some short term relief to a struggling engineering and construction sector, a sustained economic recovery, will remain difficult without a new multi-year surface transportation bill. Five Key Solutions As part of ASCE's 2009 Report Card for America's Infrastructure, ASCE identified five Key Solutions that illustrate an ambitious plan to maintain and improve the nation's infrastructure: Increase federal leadership in infrastructure;

And, investment in HIGHWAY transportation infrastructure is particularly critical – ensures long-term growth of Steel and the Manufacturing base

AISI 2k12

(American Iron and Steel Institute, “AISI Public Policy Priorities – Promoting a Pro-Manufacturing Agenda,” pg online @ http://www.steel.org/en/Public%20Policy/~/media/Files/AISI/Public%20Policy/Agenda/AISI2012PublicPolicyAgenda%20_%20Final%20020212.ashx //um-ef)

Transportation and Water Infrastructure Background. A globally competitive economy depends on an effective and efficient transportation infrastructure. The report of the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission to Congress estimates that it will require approximately $200 billion per year, each year, for the foreseeable future to maintain and improve the nation’s highways and transit systems. An efficient infrastructure directly impacts the competitiveness of the manufacturing sector. In addition, infrastructure improvements and expansion creates significant demand for steel fabricated products. Steel plays a vital role in transportation infrastructure repair and development through the use of steel plate, structural members, reinforcement bar, guardrails, signage, utility poles and a wide range of other steel products. The most recent transportation act, Safe, Accountable, Flexible and Efficient Transportation Equity Act-a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), addressed a portion of the infrastructure expansion and improvement in the U.S. and provided a high-profile opportunity for steel. This legislation was set to expire in September 2009 but has been extended on a short-term basis on several occasions, most recently through March 2012. Authorization of a new act is way overdue. In addition, federal funding through the Highway Trust Fund is currently inadequate. This, coupled with the current economic downturn, has resulted in delays or stoppage of vital transportation projects nationally. With regard to the nation’s water infrastructure, it is estimated that fifty percent of the 160,000 public drinking water systems in the United States have reached the end of their useful lives and would require $277 billion by the year 2023 for improvements and replacements. Of the 16,000 wastewater treatment facilities in the United States it would require at least $140 billion for needed improvements and added capacity. The Army Corps of Engineers estimates that clean water projects, flood protection and navigation improvements will require an estimated $24 billion over the next 10 years. Again, steel plays a vital role in water infrastructure repair, replacement and expansion through the use of steel plate, reinforcement bar, pressure and non pressure pipe, pumps, valves, tanks, grates, sheet piling as well as a variety of other steel products. The Safe Drinking Water Act, the Water Quality Investment Act and the Water Resources Development Act are all overdue for reauthorization. Situation. In 2012, Congress needs to authorize a new multi-year surface transportation act, a safe drinking water act, a clean water act and a water resource development act. Industry Position. A surface transportation authorization bill should include the following: An adequate level of funding for surface transportation infrastructure needs with an emphasis on highways and specifically bridges; Research funding with regard to the durability of continuously reinforced concrete pavement (CRCP) and research on improved gas mileage;

And, manufacturing capabilities key to technology necessary for U.S. deterrence

O’Hanlon et al 2k12

(Mackenzie Eaglen, American Enterprise Institute Rebecca Grant, IRIS Research Robert P. Haffa, Haffa Defense Consulting Michael O'Hanlon, The Brookings Institution Peter W. Singer, The Brookings Institution Martin Sullivan, Commonwealth Consulting Barry Watts, Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments “The Arsenal of Democracy and How to Preserve It: Key Issues in Defense Industrial Policy January 2012,” pg online @ http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2012/1/26%20defense%20industrial%20base/0126_defense_industrial_base_ohanlon //um-ef)

The current wave of defense cuts is also different than past defense budget reductions in their likely industrial impact, as the U.S. defense industrial base is in a much different place than it was in the past. Defense industrial issues are too often viewed through the lens of jobs and pet projects to protect in congressional districts. But the overall health of the firms that supply the technologies our armed forces utilize does have national security resonance. Qualitative superiority in weaponry and other key military technology has become an essential element of American military power in the modern era—not only for winning wars but for deterring them. That requires world-class scientific and manufacturing capabilities—which in turn can also generate civilian and military export opportunities for the United States in a globalized marketplace.

Defense industrial base deters war with Russia

Watts 2k8 

(Senior Fellow @ The Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (Barry D, “The US Defense Industrial Base, Past, Present and Future,” CBA, __http://www.csbaonline.org/4Publications/PubLibrary/R.20081015._The_US_Defense_In/R.20081015._The_US_Defense_In.pdf__)

Since the 1950s, the US defense industrial base has been a source of long-term strategic advantage for the United States, just as it was during World War II. American defense companies provided the bombers and missiles on which nuclear deterrence rested and armed the US military with world-class weapons, including low-observable aircraft, wide-area surveillance and targeting sensors, and reliable guided munitions cheap enough to be employed in large numbers. They also contributed to the development of modern digital computers, successfully orbited the first reconnaissance satellites, put a man on the moon in less than a decade, and played a pivotal role in developing the worldwide web. Critics have long emphasized President Eisenhower’s warning in his farewell television address that the nation needed to “guard against the acquisition of undue influence, whether sought or unsought, by the military-industrial complex.” Usually forgotten or ignored has been an earlier, equally important, passage in Eisenhower’s January 1961 speech: A vital element in keeping the peace is our military establishment. Our arms must be mighty, ready for instant action, so that no potential aggressor may be tempted to risk his own destruction. Eisenhower’s warning about undue influence, rather than the need to maintain American military strength, tends to dominate contemporary discussions of the US defense industrial base. While the percentage of US gross domestic product going to national defense remains low compared to the 1950s and 1960s, there is a growing list of defense programs that have experienced problems with cost, schedule, and, in a few cases, weapon performance. In fairness, the federal government, including the Department of Defense and Congress, is at least as much to blame for many of these programmatic difficulties as US defense firms. Nevertheless, those critical of the defense industry tend to concentrate on these acquisition shortcomings. The main focus of this report is on a larger question. How prepared is the US defense industrial base to meet the needs of the US military Services in coming decades? The Cold War challenge of Soviet power has largely ebbed, but new challenges have emerged. There is the immediate threat of the violence stemming from SalafiTakfiri and Khomeinist terrorist groups and their state sponsors, that have consumed so much American blood and treasure in Iraq; the longer-term challenge of authoritarian capitalist regimes epitomized by the rise of China and a resurgent Russia; and, not least, the worsening problem of proliferation, particularly of nuclear weapons. In the face of these more complex and varied challenges, it would surely be premature to begin dismantling the US defense industry. From a competitive perspective, therefore, the vital question about the defense industrial base is whether it will be as much a source of long-term advantage in the decades ahead as it has been since the 1950s.

Extinction

Bostrum ‘02

[Dr. Nick, Dept. Phil @ yale, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html/]

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.
All levels of manufacturing and R&D are interconnected – a sustainable manufacturing base in the U.S. is critical to Advanced Manufacturing and R&D
Lind 2k12

(Michael Lind is policy director of New America’s Economic Growth Program and a co-founder of the New America Foundation. Joshua Freedman is a program associate in New America’s Economic Growth Program. “Value Added: America’s Manufacturing Future,” pg online @ http://growth.newamerica.net/sites/newamerica.net/files/policydocs/Lind,%20Michael%20and%20Freedman,%20Joshua%20-%20NAF%20-%20Value%20Added%20America%27s%20Manufacturing%20Future.pdf //um-ef)
Manufacturing, R&D and the U.S. Innovation Ecosystem Perhaps the greatest contribution of manufacturing to the U.S. economy as a whole involves the disproportionate role of the manufacturing sector in R&D. The expansion in the global market for high-value-added services has allowed the U.S. to play to its strengths by expanding its trade surplus in services, many of them linked to manufacturing, including R&D, engineering, software production and finance. Of these services, by far the most important is R&D. The United States has long led the world in R&D. In 1981, U.S. gross domestic expenditure on R&D was more than three times as large as that of any other country in the world. And the U.S. still leads: in 2009, the most recent year for which there is available data, the United States spent more than 400 billion dollars. European countries spent just under 300 billion dollars combined, while China spent about 150 billion dollars.14 In the United States, private sector manufacturing is the largest source of R&D. The private sector itself accounts for 71 percent of total R&D in the United States, and although U.S. manufacturing accounts for only 11.7 percent of GDP in 2012, the manufacturing sector accounts for 70 percent of all R&D spending by the private sector in the U.S.15 And R&D and innovation are inextricably connected: a National Science Foundation survey found that 22 percent of manufacturers had introduced product innovations and the same percentage introduced process innovations in the period 2006-2008, while only 8 percent of nonmanufacturers reported innovations of either kind.16 Even as the manufacturing industry in the United States underwent major changes and suffered severe job losses during the last decade, R&D spending continued to follow a general upward growth path. A disproportionate share of workers involved in R&D are employed directly or indirectly by manufacturing companies; for example, the US manufacturing sector employs more than a third of U.S. engineers.17 This means that manufacturing provides much of the demand for the U.S. innovation ecosystem, supporting large numbers of scientists and engineers who might not find employment if R&D were offshored along with production. Why America Needs the Industrial Commons Manufacturing creates an industrial commons, which spurs growth in multiple sectors of the economy through linked industries. An “industrial commons” is a base of shared physical facilities and intangible knowledge shared by a number of firms. The term “commons” comes from communallyshared pastures or fields in premodern Britain. The industrial commons in particular in the manufacturing sector includes not only large companies but also small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs), which employ 41 percent of the American manufacturing workforce and account for 86 percent of all manufacturing establishments in the U.S. Suppliers of materials, component parts, tools, and more are all interconnected; most of the time, Harvard Business School professors Gary Pisano and Willy Shih point out, these linkages are geographic because of the ease of interaction and knowledge transfer between firms.18 Examples of industrial commons surrounding manufacturing are evident in the United States, including the I-85 corridor from Alabama to Virginia and upstate New York.19 Modern economic scholarship emphasizes the importance of geographic agglomeration effects and co-location synergies. 20 Manufacturers and researchers alike have long noted the symbiotic relationship that occurs when manufacturing and R&D are located near each other: the manufacturer benefits from the innovation, and the researchers are better positioned to understand where innovation can be found and to test new ideas. While some forms of knowledge can be easily recorded and transferred, much “know-how” in industry is tacit knowledge. This valuable tacit knowledge base can be damaged or destroyed by the erosion of geographic linkages, which in turn shrinks the pool of scientists and engineers in the national innovation ecosystem. If an advanced manufacturing core is not retained, then the economy stands to lose not only the manufacturing industry itself but also the geographic synergies of the industrial commons, including R&D. Some have warned that this is already the case: a growing share of R&D by U.S. multinational corporations is taking place outside of the United States.21 In particular, a number of large U.S. manufacturers have opened up or expanded R&D facilities in China over the last few years.22 Next Generation Manufacturing A dynamic manufacturing sector in the U.S. is as important as ever. But thanks to advanced manufacturing technology and technology-enabled integration of manufacturing and services, the very nature of manufacturing is changing, often in radical ways. What will the next generation of manufacturing look like? In 1942, the economist Joseph Schumpeter declared that “the process of creative destruction is the essential fact about capitalism.” By creative destruction, Schumpeter did not mean the rise and fall of firms competing in a technologically-static marketplace. He referred to a “process of industrial mutation— if I may use that biological term—that incessantly revolutionizes the economic structure from within, incessantly destroying the old one, incessantly creating the new one.” He noted that “these revolutions are not strictly incessant; they occurred in discrete rushes that are separated from each other by spaces of comparative quiet. The process as a whole works incessantly, however, in the sense that there is always either revolution or absorption of the results of revolution.”23 As Schumpeter and others have observed, technological innovation tends to be clustered in bursts or waves, each dominated by one or a few transformative technologies that are sometimes called “general purpose technologies.” Among the most world-transforming general purpose technologies of recent centuries have been the steam engine, electricity, the internal combustion engine, and information technology.24 As epochal as these earlier technology-driven innovations in manufacturing processes and business models proved to be, they are rapidly being superseded by new technologydriven changes as part of the never-ending process of Schumpeterian industrial mutation. The latest wave of innovation in industrial technology has been termed “advanced manufacturing.” The National Science and Technology Council of the Executive Office of the President defines advanced manufacturing as “a family of activities that (a) depend on the use and coordination of information, automation, computation, software, sensing, and networking, and/or (b) make use of cutting edge materials and emerging capabilities enabled by the physical and biological sciences, for example, nanotechnology, chemistry, and biology. It involves both new ways to manufacture existing products and the manufacture of new products emerging from new advanced technologies.”25 Already computer-aided design (CAD) and computer-aided manufacturing (CAM) programs, combined with computer numerical control (CNC), allow precision manufacturing from complex designs, eliminating many wasteful trials and steps in finishing. CNC is now ubiquitous in the manufacturing sector and much of the employment growth occurring in the sector requires CNC skills or training. Information technology has allowed for enterprise resource planning (ERP) and other forms of enterprise software to connect parts of the production process (both between and within a firm), track systems, and limit waste when dealing with limited resources. Other areas in which advanced manufacturing will play a role in creating new products and sectors and changing current ones are: Supercomputing. America’s global leadership in technology depends in part on whether the U.S. can compete with Europe and Asia in the race to develop “exascale computing,” a massive augmentation of computer calculating power that has the potential to revolutionize predictive sci ences from meteorology to economics. According to the Advanced Scientific Computing Advisory Committee (ASCAC), “If the U.S. chooses to be a follower rather than a leader in exascale computing, we must be willing to cede leadership” in industries including aerospace, automobiles, energy, health care, novel material development, and information technology.26 Robotics: The long-delayed promise of robotics is coming closer to fulfillment. Google and other firms and research consortiums are testing robotic cars, and Nevada recently amended its laws to permit autonomous automobiles.27 Amazon is experimenting with the use of robots in its warehouses.28 Nanotechnology may permit manufacturing at extremely small scales including the molecular and atomic levels.29 Nanotechnology is also a key research component in the semiconductor indusmanutry, as government funding is sponsoring projects to create a “new switch” capable of supplanting current semiconductor technology.30 Photonics or optoelectronics, based on the conversion of information carried by electrons to photons and back, has potential applications in sectors as diverse as telecommunications, data storage, lighting and consumer electronics. Biomanufacturing is the use of biological processes or living organisms to create inorganic structures, as well as food, drugs and fuel. Researchers at MIT have genetically modified a virus that generates cobalt oxide nanowires for silicon chips.31 Innovative materials include artificial “metamaterials” with novel properties. Carbon nanotubes, for example, have a strength-to-weight ratio that no other material can match.32 Advanced manufacturing using these and other cuttingedge technologies is not only creating new products and new methods of production but is also transforming familiar products like automobiles. The rapid growth in electronic and software content in automobiles, in forms like GPS-based guidance systems, information and entertainment technology, anti-lock brakes and engine control systems, will continue. According to Ford, around 30 percent of the value of one of its automobiles is comprised by intellectual property, electronics and software. In the German automobile market, electronic content as a share of production costs is expected to rise from 20-30 percent in 2007 to 50 percent by 2020.33

Independently, that innovation solves great power wars

Taylor 2k4

(Mark, Professor of Political Science – Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “The Politics of Technological Change: International Relations versus Domestic Institutions”, 4-1, http://www.scribd.com/doc/46554792/Taylor)
Technological innovation is of central importance to the study of international relations (IR), affecting almost every aspect of the sub-field. 2 First and foremost, a nation’s technological capability has a significant effect on its economic growth, industrial might, and military prowess; therefore relative national technological capabilities necessarily influence the balance of power between states, and hence have a role in calculations of war and alliance formation. Second, technology and innovative capacity also determine a nation’s trade profile, affecting which products it will import and export, as well as where multinational corporations will base their production facilities. 3 Third, insofar as innovation-driven economic growth both attracts investment and produces surplus capital, a nation’s technological ability will also affect international financial flows and who has power over them. 4 Thus, in broad theoretical terms, technological change is important to the study of IR because of its overall implications for both the relative and absolute power of states. And if theory alone does not convince, then history also tells us that nations on the technological ascent generally experience a corresponding and dramatic change in their global stature and influence, such as Britain during the first industrial revolution, the United States and Germany during the second industrial revolution, and Japan during the twentieth century. 5 Conversely, great powers which fail to maintain their place at the technological frontier generally drift and fade from influence on international scene. 6 This is not to suggest that technological innovation alone determines international politics, but rather that shifts in both relative and absolute technological capability have a major impact on international relations, and therefore need to be better understood by IR scholars. Indeed, the importance of technological innovation to international relations is seldom disputed by IR theorists. Technology is rarely the sole or overriding causal variable in any given IR theory, but a broad overview of the major theoretical debates reveals the ubiquity of technological causality. For example, from Waltz to Posen, almost all Realists have a place for technology in their explanations of international politics. 7 At the very least, they describe it as an essential part of the distribution of material capabilities across nations, or an indirect source of military doctrine. And for some, like Gilpin quoted above, technology is the very cornerstone of great power domination, and its transfer the main vehicle by which war and change occur in world politics. 8 Jervis tells us that the balance of offensive and defensive military technology affects the incentives for war. 9 Walt agrees, arguing that technological change can alter a state’s aggregate power, and thereby affect both alliance formation and the international balance of threats. 10 Liberals are less directly concerned with technological change, but they must admit that by raising or lowering the costs of using force, technological progress affects the rational attractiveness of international cooperation and regimes. 11 Technology also lowers information & transactions costs and thus increases the applicability of international institutions, a cornerstone of Liberal IR theory. 12 And in fostering flows of trade, finance, and information, technological change can lead to Keohane’s interdependence 13 or Thomas Friedman et al’s globalization. 14 Meanwhile, over at the “third debate”, Constructivists cover the causal spectrum on the issue, from Katzenstein’s “cultural norms” which shape security concerns and thereby affect technological innovation; 15 to Wendt’s “stripped down technological determinism” in which technology inevitably drives nations to form a world state. 16 However most Constructivists seem to favor Wendt, arguing that new technology changes people’s identities within society, and sometimes even creates new cross-national constituencies, thereby affecting international politics. 17 Of course, Marxists tend to see technology as determining all social relations and the entire course of history, though they describe mankind’s major fault lines as running between economic classes rather than nation-states. 18 Finally, Buzan & Little remind us that without advances in the technologies of transportation, communication, production, and war, international systems would not exist in the first place
And, advanced manufacturing technology will make war IMPOSSIBLE

Paone 2k9 

(Chuck, 66th Air Base Wing Public Affairs for the US Air Force, 8-10-09, “Technology convergence could prevent war, futurist says,” http://www.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123162500)

The convergence of "exponentially advancing technologies" will form a "super-intelligence" so formidable that it could avert war, according to one of the world's leading futurists. Dr. James Canton, CEO and chairman of the Institute for Global Futures, a San Francisco-based think tank, is author of the book "The Extreme Future" and an adviser to leading companies, the military and other government agencies. He is consistently listed among the world's leading speakers and has presented to diverse audiences around the globe. He will address the Air Force Command and Control Intelligence, Survelliance and Reconnaissance Symposium, which will be held Sept. 28 through 30 at the MGM Grand Hotel at Foxwoods in Ledyard, Conn., joining Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. Norton Schwartz and a bevy of other government and industry speakers. He offered a sneak preview of his symposium presentation and answered various questions about the future of technology and warfare in early August. "The superiority of convergent technologies will prevent war," Doctor Canton said, claiming their power would present an overwhelming deterrent to potential adversaries. While saying that the U.S. will build these super systems faster and better than other nations, he acknowledged that a new arms race is already under way. "It will be a new MAD for the 21st century," he said, referring to the Cold War-era acronym for Mutually Assured Destruction, the idea that a nuclear first strike would trigger an equally deadly response. It's commonly held that this knowledge has essentially prevented any rational state from launching a nuclear attack. Likewise, Doctor Canton said he believes rational nation states, considering this imminent technology explosion, will see the futility of nation-on-nation warfare in the near future. Plus there's the "socio-economic linking of the global market system." "The fundamental macroeconomics on the planet favor peace, security, capitalism and prosperity," he said. Doctor Canton projects that nations, including those not currently allied, will work together in using these smart technologies to prevent non-state actors from engaging in disruptive and deadly acts. As a futurist, Doctor Canton and his team study and predict many things, but their main area of expertise -- and the one in which he's personally most interested -- is advanced and emerging technology. "I see that as the key catalyst of strategic change on the planet, and it will be for the next 100 years," he said. He focuses on six specific technology areas: "nano, bio, IT, neuro, quantum and robotics;" those he expects to converge in so powerful a way. Within the information technology arena, Doctor Canton said systems must create "meaningful data," which can be validated and acted upon. "Knowledge engineering for the analyst and the warfighter is a critical competency that we need to get our arms around," he said. "Having an avalanche of data is not going to be helpful." Having the right data is. "There's no way for the human operator to look at an infinite number of data streams and extract meaning," he said. "The question then is: How do we augment the human user with advanced artificial intelligence, better software presentation and better visual frameworks, to create a system that is situationally aware and can provide decision options for the human operator, faster than the human being can?" He said he believes the answers can often be found already in what he calls 'edge cultures.' "I would look outside of the military. What are they doing in video games? What are they doing in healthcare? What about the financial industry?" Doctor Canton said he believes that more sophisticated artificial intelligence applications will transform business, warfare and life in general. Many of these are already embedded in systems or products, he says, even if people don't know it.

*****American Steel*****

Uniq: Steel Recovering

And, U.S. Steel is recovering, but the road is rocky

Pittsburgh Post Gazette 4/21/12

(“STEEL INDUSTRY SEEKS FEDERAL HELP,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Caucus member Rep. Mike Doyle, D-Forest Hills, said he believed there was widespread support for the bill. "It is clear to all of us here that the steel industry continues to face many challenges," Mr. Doyle said. Although fair trade issues dominated the discussion, industry executives also stressed the need for less burdensome regulations and lower corporate taxes. The two-hour hearing was held at the Federal Courthouse, Downtown. Reflecting the importance of the Marcellus Shale natural gas boom to the recovering steel industry, the CEO of Pittsburgh-based natural gas giant EQT Corp. was invited to talk about what Congress can do to support gas production. The industry has been fueling demand for steel products used to build wells, transport gas and make drilling equipment. "The single most important thing Washington can do for our industry is to make sure the regulations that do exist are as clear and consistently enforced as possible," David Porges said. Unpredictable rules breed uncertainty, which makes companies reluctant to expand and invest in their businesses, he said. "American-made steel is roaring back to life," U.S. Rep. Tim Murphy, R-Upper St. Clair, said in opening remarks as moderator. "But it's a bumpy road, and it's important for the caucus ... [to] continue our work on ensuring American steel remains strong," said Mr. Murphy, chairman of the caucus. "We're going to stay vigilant," Mr. Doyle promised.

Uniq: Steel Low Now
Lack of investment in infrastructure means steel industry can’t recover

Steel Times International 12 (a magazine for the steel industry, “American Iron and Steel Institute calls for further Government intervention”, 4/25/12, AD: 7/17/12, http://www.steeltimesint.com/contentimages/features/AISI-USAbriefing.pdf) 

John P Surma, chairman and CEO of United States Steel Corp, Pittsburgh and also the current chairman of AISI said that while the US steel industry is clearly in recovery mode, it is still facing certain significant challenges to its international competitiveness, including burdensome tax rates, uncertain energy costs, inadequate investments in infrastructure, increasing regulatory burdens and foreign unfair trade practices. “These issues are not new, but the urgency for us to address them is very, very immediate,” he stressed. Steel drives recovery As highlighted by a recent report written by Prof Timothy J Considine, an economist with the University of Wyoming, the steel industry a major factor in the recent rebound of the US manufacturing sector, which, according to Thomas J Gibson, AISI’s president and CEO, has consistently grown since 2010 and continues to drive the economy out of the recession. Nevertheless, he says there is an urgent need to address key policy issues to help continue the resurgence of the steel industry.

Uniq: Steel Decline Now

Steel industry is in decline 

Shore 12 (Sandy [Ap business writer]. April 25. “US steel industry in a slow recovery from recession” http://www.seattlepi.com/business/article/US-steel-industry-in-slow-recovery-from-recession-3506780.php)

Recovery in the U.S. steel industry still has a ways to go. Steel makers, particularly United States Steel Corp., bounced back in the first quarter from a slump in the last three months of 2011. But shipments and sales continue to lag pre-recession levels. The uneven industry recovery reflects conditions in the global economy. European business remains a drag on results. A slowdown in China could have a ripple effect that hurts steel demand in other countries. In the U.S., autos and energy customers are ordering more steel, but the construction industry is still in a slump. U.S. Steel on Tuesday reported higher first-quarter prices for products sold to oil drillers and manufacturers of automobiles, heavy equipment and general products. But overall shipments declined because shipments from its European operations fell nearly 28 percent. The Pittsburgh manufacturing giant doesn't expect much improvement in the second quarter, which typically is a strong quarter for steel makers. AK Steel Holdings Corp., a smaller steel maker based in West Chester, Ohio, lost $11.8 million, or 11 cents per share, in the first quarter. That's an improvement from a nearly $200 million loss in the fourth quarter. But revenue fell 4.6 percent from a year earlier to $1.51 billion as steel shipments dropped 6.8 percent. The company expects to post a profit for the second quarter as shipments increase. Steel makers are still battling back from a slump that began when the economy faltered in 2008 and customers cut back on steel purchases. Each step forward seems to be countered by a step back. For instance, last year the industry was reporting profits until demand for steel dropped in the second half as Europe's debt crisis escalated and economic growth slowed in the U.S. and Asia. U.S. Steel lost more than $200 million in the fourth quarter. The companies also are coping with high raw materials costs and ample inventories because of imports and higher production by domestic mills. Investors aren't happy. Shares of U.S. Steel and AK Steel fell slightly Tuesday are well below their 52-week highs. "This is a case of everyone wants to see a rapid recovery and it's just not there," Morningstar Inc. analyst Bridget Freas said. She expects 2012 "is only going to look slightly better" than 2011. "It's just taking a very long time to get back to shipping volumes that we saw back in 2007, 2008," she said.

The steel industry is recovering 

Trefis 11 (April 26. Trefis.com watches the stocks and determines what drives them. “U.S. Steel Prospects Shine with Steel Recovery” http://www.trefis.com/stock/x/articles/55419/macro-indicators-look-good-for-u-s-steel/2011-04-26) 

U.S. Steel has had it rough the last two years with the effect of the global economic downturn seen on the steel industry over this period. In our recent article U.S. Steel Records Loss in 2010, but Good Times Lie Ahead we detailed the company’s results for 2010 while pointing out the factors that will work in U.S. Steel’s favor in the years to come. The recovery in the highly competitive steel industry would also benefit the company’s competitors which includes international steel giants like ArcelorMittal BaoSteel, Posco, Nippon Steel and ThyssenKrupp. U.S. Steel is an integrated steel producer of flat-rolled and tubular products with major production operations in North America and Europe. It is currently the tenth largest steel producer in the world with an annual raw steel production capability of 31.7 million tons. Our price estimate for U.S.Steel stands at $60.17, roughly 10% ahead of its current market price. The direct use of steel in infrastructure development has made global steel production and consumption figures a metric of economic progress. Over the last decade, China has almost solely pushed global steel production higher by 10% annually on average. The worldwide total production of steel in 2010 was more than 1.4 billion metric tons, of which more than 600 million metric tons were produced by China. Although global steel figures have been lower in 2009 and 2010 following the economic recession, the steel industry should continue to grow at around 10% in the next few years as other developing Asian countries like India and Thailand show healthy economic development. The World Steel Association formed by about 180 global steel producers including 19 of the world’s 20 largest steel companies recently released steel production figures for the month of February 2011. The global steel output was about 117 million metric tons in February – 8.8% growth year over year. The numbers also reveal that the yoy growth in each month since November 2010, has been over 5%, with growth touching 12% in January. The primary metals leading index is a reference indicator for steel compiled by the U.S. Geological Survey for U.S. steel demand. This indicator has risen by at least 5% yoy each month since December 2010, and recorded a 6% growth in steel activity in the U.S. in February 2011. These signs point to an increasingly positive outlook for steel demand and production, which bodes well for U.S. Steel.
US steel is declining 

Washington Examiner 12 (Phillip Klien May 14 “US steel industry long in decline before Romney” http://washingtonexaminer.com/article/1291891)

President Obama has released a new campaign ad attacking Mitt Romney's record at Bain Capital. The ad focuses on GST Steel, which Bain took over in 1993. The company subsequently declared bankruptcy in 2001, two years after Romney had already left Bain to run the Salt Lake City olympics. Obviously, it's sad to see any factory have to close and workers lose their jobs. But it's also impossible to look at the failure of one firm and attempt to blame it on Romney without looking at the context of the U.S. steel industry. In the Godfather Part II, during a scene set in 1959, gangster Hyman Roth famously boasts to expected partner Michael Corleone, "We're bigger than U.S. Steel." Back then, U.S. Steel was still a symbol of the pinnacle of success in American business. But now, the company is a shadow of its former self. It was removed from the Dow Jones Industrial Average in 1991 and when the firm celebrated its 100th anniversary in 2001, its market capitalization was actually lower in nominal dollars than the $1.4 billion when it was founded a century earlier (it was the first billion dollar company). For decades before Bain ever got anywhere near GST, the American steel industry was already declining for a number of reasons, a big one being global competition. Below is a chart I made on the U.S. share of worldwide steel production based on data from the U.S. Geological Survey

US steel is in decline due to increased competition with china 

Xiaoyuan 2011 (Zhou. September 5. “US harms self, others with trade protectionism” http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/90780/7588945.html)

Hurting China-U.S. trade relations Why does the United States restrict imports of Chinese steel products? Will the new restrictions leave negative effects on China's steel industry? Song Hong, director of the Department of International Trade at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, said in an interview that the United States has imposed high countervailing duties on Chinese steel products at the request of the United Steelworkers Union, an influential organization dedicated to protecting the workers of the U.S. steel industry. The U.S. steel industry has been in decline over the past few decades, and the industry workforce has been shrinking accordingly. The U.S. government's stated purpose for restricting Chinese steel imports is to ease high unemployment in the country. Bai agrees with Song and believes that after the global financial crisis, the United States must have realized the importance of striking a balance between the virtual economy and real economy. In order to enhance the international competitiveness of U.S. products, U.S. President Barack Obama has set a goal of doubling the country's exports and creating 2 million job opportunities in five years. But China is a major manufacturing country. The United States is bound to face fiercer competition from China after the United States shifts focus to the real economy. The stringent countervailing duties on Chinese steel products will promote the development of the U.S. steel industry and its automotive industry. He Maochun also believes that this action made by the United States may lead to redistribution of market shares in the global iron and steel market and negatively affect the China-U.S. bilateral trade relationship. Trade protectionism will inevitably spur retaliation Currently, the cases have not been finally adjudicated. The U.S. Department of Commerce is investigating whether the two kinds of products mentioned above are being dumped in the United States or being sold in the U.S. market at prices lower than their normal values. The final adjudication on the anti-subsidy duty rates of the two cases will be made in January 2012 at the latest.  He Maochun believes that the Chinese government should make best use of this opportunity to actively make preparations. The anti-subsidy duty is different from the anti-dumping duty. The anti-subsidy duty is mainly aimed at the governmental action. Therefore, the Chinese government should actively negotiate and discuss it with the U.S. side for its enterprises. If the U.S. side insists, the Chinese government could also launch anti-subsidy or anti-dumping investigations on products of same kinds imported from the United States.  He Maochun predicts that the United States currently is still facing many domestic economic difficulties, such as the debt crisis, sustaining a weak U.S. dollar, a gloomy market and declining employment rate. In a certain period of time, the United States will adopt more trade protection policies, including an anti-subsidy duty and anti-dumping duty under the cover of normal trades’ needs. Abusing the trade protection policy will lead to the emergence of trade protectionism, which will cause escalating reprisals from other countries. Then, the United States will be at an even harder position.

The steel industry is in as bad of shape as the economy

Surma 12 (Statement of John P. Surma Chairman and CEO, United States Steel Corporation Chairman, American Iron and Steel Institute Congressional Steel Caucus Hearing March 21, 2012 http://www.steel.org/~/media/Files/AISI/Public%20Policy/Testimony/JPS%20Caucus%20120321%20written%20final.ashx)

The current condition of the American steel industry and its short-range outlook are functions of the current state of the general economy, the state of major steel-using market segments and the state of competition from imports, which have all too often been subsidized and/or dumped. Turning first to the current state of the general economy, it is improving from the depths of 2009, but not fast enough.  While GDP, industrial production and manufacturing are all growing again and consumer confidence is on the rise, most economists continue to predict weak to moderate growth for the U.S. economy this year and next, developments that will do little to reduce the high number of long-term unemployed and that add risk to our fiscal situation.  Also of significant concern to our industry is our nation’s huge manufacturing trade deficit.  This deficit, which increased by more than 30 percent in 2010 and rose another 12 percent last year, is continuing to cause weaker GDP growth, reduce manufacturing jobs growth and cost steel producers in the United States more than 10 million tons of lost sales every year.   

Impacts: Steel Good: Heg/Military Infrastructure 

And, Steel is critical to EVERY LEVEL of our military – reliance on foreign steel collapses hegemony

AISI 2k8
(American Iron and Steel Institute, “U.S. Steel Industry Critical To Keeping Us Free,” pg online @ http://legacy.steel.org/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Home&CONTENTID=24325&TEMPLATE=/CM/ContentDisplay.cfm //um-ef)
Sharkey said domestically-produced steel is important to “improve our military platforms, strengthen the nation’s industrial base and harden our vital homeland security infrastructure.” Congressman Peter J. Visclosky (D-IN), Chairman of the Congressional Steel Caucus, has noted that “to ensure that our national defense needs will be met, it is crucial that we have a robust and vibrant domestic steel industry. It is poor policy to rely on foreign steel for our national security – instead, we need a long-term investment in domestically-produced, high-quality and reliable steel that will serve and strengthen our national security interests.” Protecting the nation’s vast infrastructure is essential to our homeland security. This became an issue in recent times when it was discovered that substandard steel imported from China was being used by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security to construct the border fence between the United States and Mexico. Members of the Congressional Steel Caucus, including Congressman Visclosky (D-IN), have worked to introduce legislation that will help strengthen the domestic steel industry in order to address issues of substandard steel imports. “AISI and its members greatly appreciate the Congressional Steel Caucus’ support for the steel industry and their vigilance on behalf of America’s national security,” Sharkey said. In addition, thousands of skilled men and women of the U.S. steel industry work to produce high quality, cost-competitive products that are used by the military in various applications ranging from aircraft carriers and nuclear submarines to Patriot and Stinger missiles, Sharkey said. Land based vehicles, such as the Bradley Fighting Vehicle, Abrams Tank and the family of Light Armored Vehicles, also utilize significant tonnage of steel plate per vehicle. The up-armored Humvee, in use by the U.S. Army, includes steel plating around the cab of the vehicle, offering improved protection against small arms fire and shrapnel. In fact, the steel plating underneath the cab is designed to survive up to eight pounds of explosives beneath the engine to four pounds in the cargo area. These critical applications require consistent, high quality domestic sources of supply. “We as a country need to make sure that our national defense needs will be met, making it critical for the United States to have a robust and vibrant domestic steel industry that will serve to strengthen our national security interests,” Sharkey noted. Historically, American-made steel and specialty metals have been integral components of U.S. military strength and they continue in this role today. The Department of Defense’s (DOD’s) primary use of steel in weapons systems is for shipbuilding, but steel is also an important component in ammunition, aircraft parts, and aircraft engines.  DOD’s steel requirements are satisfied by both integrated steel mills and EAF producer mills.

Impacts: Steel k Heg/Econ
The steel industry is key to the economy and hegemony.

Harley Shaiken, professor specializing on labor and the global economy at UC-Berkeley, March 22, 2002, Detroit News, “Yes: Steel industry vital to healthy U.S. economy, national security,” http://www.detnews.com/2002/editorial/0203/25/a11-446451.htm
But because an advanced industrial economy needs a vibrant steel industry, not just a source of steel products, the U.S. steel industry needs some temporary resuscitation and long-term structural support to survive. More than 30 firms have gone bankrupt since 1998 -- and far more would likely have fallen over the edge without President George W. Bush's recent modest measures. The hard lesson of this debacle might well have been that it's easier to see an industry like steel implode than to rebuild it when it's needed. Why does America need a steel industry? Steel executives want to keep their companies afloat and the steelworkers union wants to preserve members' jobs. But beyond their immediate concerns, an important, long-term public interest is involved. First, steel provides critical linkages throughout manufacturing. A healthy steel industry can spur innovations in downstream industries such as autos. These industries would enjoy earlier access to new processes and products. U.S. steel firms, for example, are spearheading an international consortium on advanced vehicle concepts. It doesn't help that three of the largest U.S. firms involved are in bankruptcy. Second, steel remains an important source of well-paid, middle-class jobs. While more than 70,000 jobs are threatened at bankrupt steel producers, an additional 250,000 jobs at suppliers and firms dependent on steelworker spending are impacted, according to Professor Robert Blecker at American University. A collapsing steel industry cuts a wide swath of destruction through communities. Finally, a domestic industry provides more stable sources of supply, which is pivotal in a national security crisis. Steel is genuinely a strategic industry unless we are thinking about aluminum aircraft carriers and mahogany tanks.

And, steel is critical to EVERY element of our military – failure to sustain the industry ensures military collapse
Chesterton Tribune 2k7

(“Steel industry said vital to national security,” pg online @ http://chestertontribune.com/Business/steel_industry_said_vital_to_nat.htm //um-ef)

It’s not news that the U.S. military’s aircraft carriers and submarines, tanks and personnel carriers, require large quantities of high-strength heat-treated alloy, the bulk of it produced in the plate mills of Mittal Steel USA. Much less well-known—though hardly surprising—is the enormous variety of applications to which the U.S. military puts other specialized forms and grades of steel: titanium alloy for the thrust nozzles of missiles; niobium alloy for jet engine tail feathers; chromium nickel steel for the transmission gears of helicopters; high-strength superalloy for submarine fasteners. While these niche products are hardly big sellers for U.S. steemakers—“comprising only a small portion of overall domestic sales,” according to the American Iron and Steel Institute (AISI)—they are all vital components of the national defense, like the horse shoe for want of which they kingdom was lost. Yet a reliable homegrown supply of strategic steel is under threat, the AISI believes, because U.S. steelmakers are under threat: “market-distorting foreign competition”—think China, for instance—and “U.S. economic policies that are hostile to domestic investment and U.S.-based manufacturing”—high costs related to energy consumption, environmental regulations, and employee benefits—are exerting destabilizing pressure on this country’s manufacturing base. The worst-case scenario, as envisioned by the AISI in a report released this month entitled “Steel and the National Defense”: “It could become impossible to produce (steel) here; the U.S. military would lose its principal source of strategic metals; and we as a nation would become dangerously dependent upon unreliable foreign sources of supply.” In other words, not only would the U.S. military lose its domestic source of steel for high-tech horse shoes. The country as a whole would lose its domestic source of steel for vital infrastructure of all kinds: bridges, pipelines, rail networks, airport runways, electric generators and transmission towers, commercial, industrial, and municipal construction. The result, the AISI predicts: “sharply reduced security preparedness in the face of: •Highly variable, and certainly higher, costs; •Uncertain supply, impacted by unsettled foreign economies and politics; •Quality, design, and performance problems; •Inventory problems, long lead times, and extended construction schedules.” For U.S. Rep. Pete Visclosky, the new chair of the Congressional Steel Caucus, the AISI report makes troubling reading. “To ensure that our national defense needs will be met, it is crucial that we have a robust and vibrant domestic steel industry,” he said in a statement released on Wednesday. “It is poor policy to rely on foreign steel for our national security—instead, we need a long-term investment in domestically-produced, high-quality, and reliable steel that will serve and strengthen our national security interests.” Threats: China et al. In 2005, after its ravenous appetite for steel had driven the price of the stuff through the roof and generated record profits for U.S. steelmakers, China became a net exporter of steel, the AISI says. And during the last half of 2006 China became “the leading foreign supplier of steel to the U.S. market.” It continues, moreover, to expand its production capacity in an effort to grab global market share, to which end it is helped by a currency devalued by as much as 40 percent and a cost structure simplified by a lack of meaningful enforcement of environmental and health and safety regulations. The Chinese government also significantly subsidizes its steel industry, the AISI says, “in the form of favorable tax treatment, export credit support, (research and development) support, and direct funding of new projects.” China’s is not the only government, though, which intervenes in its national steel industry, the AISI says. Much of the current global overcapacity is attributable “to government support and other types of aid,” which in turn prompt “excess production and market-distorting international competition.” And once the genie of overcapacity is out of the bottle, the AISI says, it is “virtually impossible” to squeeze it back in. Threats: Economic Policies A healthy domestic production capability, the AISI says, depends on a level-playing field which encourages “continued investment in the United States in both manufacturing and technology.” U.S. steelmakers’ cost structure, however—reflecting the expense of energy, environmental regulations, post-retirement benefits, and corporate income taxes—can make the price of a finished product unattractively high. Meanwhile, many companies, including steel consumers, are looking overseas for greener investment pastures. Among the incentives to invest abroad cited by the AISI are “favorable tax treatment, lower operating costs due to government intervention, outright subsidies (including currency manipulation), and inconsistent application of the principles of free and fair trade.” Conclusions The AISI concludes its report with a number of policy prescriptions: •“The Chinese government’s support of its steel industry provides an artificial advantage in international competition. If left unchallenged, this support will result in the transfer of significant U.S. manufacturing capability to China.” •“The U.S. government must call upon other governments to exercise restraint and refrain from subsidizing the growth of capacity that will jeopardize our commercial markets.” •“The U.S. government must adopt policies that encourage continued investment in domestic manufacturing.” “A strong and viable domestic steel industry,” the AISI notes, “is critical to America’s national defense, national economic security, and homeland security. Virtually every military platform is dependent on U.S.-produced steels and specialty metals.”

2AC Carriers Add-on

A. Carriers prevent rogue generals from using Pakistani nuclear weapons

Gordon et al 2k6 

(Senior Policy Analyst At RAND Corporation, Ph.D. in public policy, George Mason University; M.A. in international relations, St. Mary's University; M.B.A., Marymount University; B.A. in history, The Citadel, 5/9, John Gordon IV, Peter A. Wilson, John Birkler, Steven Boraz, Gordon T. Lee, Leveraging America’s Aircraft Carrier Capabilities, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2006/RAND_MG448.pdf)

This vignette examined the possibility that a radical group within the Pakistani military attempts to overthrow the government in Islamabad. Although the coup attempt fails, the rebels seize one or more nuclear-weapons storage sites and a number of missile launchers. The Pakistani government asks the United States for assistance in the form of intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR), precision strike, and Special Operations Forces liaison personnel to assist in its attempts to quickly retake the storage facilities and prevent the launch or removal of nuclear weapons. Strike and reconnaissance aircraft or unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) from carriers operating in the Indian Ocean are a key U.S. capability that can assist the Pakistanis. The vignette highlights the need for the United States to quickly establish liaison with both Pakistani and Indian authorities. In this situation, U.S. forces would provide detailed, real-time, persistent, all-weather ISR support to Pakistani forces, as well as precision-strike assets that the Pakistani military would lack. It should be pointed out that support by current and projected long-endurance UAVs or manned ISR aircraft cannot be provided unless those systems operate below any cloud layers, which thus makes them subject to attack by man-portable air defense systems (MANPADS) and other air defenses. 

B. Extinction

Caldicott, 2’ 

(Helen Caldicott, Founder, Physicians for Social Responsibility, THE NEW NUCLEAR DANGER, 2002, p. xii)

The use of Pakistani nuclear weapons could trigger a chain reaction. Nuclear-armed India, an ancient enemy, could respond in kind. China, India's hated foe, could react if India used her nuclear weapons, triggering a nuclear holocaust on the subcontinent. If any of either Russia or America's 2, 250 strategic weapons on hair-trigger alert were launched either accidentally or purposefully in response, nuclear winter would ensue, meaning the end of most life on earth.
*****K Answers*****

2AC Great K Answer

High tech prevents ceding the political and extinction-Alt fails
Robertson 2k7 
(Ross, Associate Editor, What Is Enlightenment, previously worked for the National Resources Defense Council, “A Brighter Shade of Green: Rebooting Environmentalism for the 21st Century”, http://www.enlightennext.org/magazine/j38/bright-green.asp //)

This brings me to Worldchanging, the book that arrived last spring bearing news of an environ-mental paradigm so shamelessly up to the minute, it almost blew out all my green circuits before I could even get it out of its stylish slipcover. Worldchanging: A User’s Guide for the 21st Century. It’s also the name of the group blog, found at Worldchanging.com, where the material in the book originally came from. Run by a future-savvy environmental journalist named Alex Steffen, Worldchanging is one of the central hubs in a fast-growing network of thinkers defining an ultramodern green agenda that closes the gap between nature and society—big time. After a good solid century of well-meaning efforts to restrain, reduce, and otherwise mitigate our presence here on planet Earth, they’re saying it’s time for environmentalism to do a one-eighty. They’re ditching the long-held tenets of classical greenitude and harnessing the engines of capitalism, high technology, and human ingenuity to jump-start the manufacture of a dramatically sustainable future. They call themselves “bright green,” and if you’re at all steeped in the old-school “dark green” worldview (their term), they’re guaranteed to make you squirm. The good news is, they just might free you to think completely differently as well. Worldchanging takes its inspiration from a series of speeches given by sci-fi author, futurist, and cyberguru Bruce Sterling in the years leading up to the turn of the millennium—and from the so-called Viridian design movement he gave birth to. Known more in those days as one of the fathers of cyberpunk than as the prophet of a new twenty-first-century environmentalism, Ster-ling nevertheless began issuing a self-styled “prophecy” to the design world announcing the launch of a cutting-edge green design program that would embrace consumerism rather than reject it. Its mission: to take on climate change as the planet’s most burning aesthetic challenge. “Why is this an aesthetic issue?” he asked his first audience in 1998 at San Francisco’s Yerba Buena Center for the Arts near my old office at the Natural Resources Defense Council. “Well, because it’s a severe breach of taste to bake and sweat half to death in your own trash, that’s why. To boil and roast the entire physical world, just so you can pursue your cheap addiction to carbon dioxide.” Explaining the logic of the bright green platform, Sterling writes: It’s a question of tactics. Civil society does not respond at all well to moralistic scolding. There are small minority groups here and there who are perfectly aware that it is immoral to harm the lives of coming generations by massive consumption now: deep Greens, Amish, people practicing voluntary simplicity, Gandhian ashrams and so forth. These public-spirited voluntarists are not the problem. But they’re not the solution either, because most human beings won’t volunteer to live like they do. . . . However, contemporary civil society can be led anywhere that looks attractive, glamorous and seductive. The task at hand is therefore basically an act of social engineering. Society must become Green, and it must be a variety of Green that society will eagerly consume. What is required is not a natural Green, or a spiritual Green, or a primitivist Green, or a blood-and-soil romantic Green. These flavors of Green have been tried and have proven to have insufficient appeal. . . . The world needs a new, unnatural, seductive, mediated, glamorous Green. A Viridian Green, if you will. Sterling elaborates in a speech given to the Industrial Designers Society of America in Chicago in 1999: This can’t be one of these diffuse, anything-goes, eclectic, postmodern things. Forget about that, that’s over, that’s yesterday. It’s got to be a narrow, doctrinaire, high-velocity movement. Inventive, not eclectic. New, not cut-and-pasted from the debris of past trends. Forward-looking and high-tech, not William Morris medieval arts-and-craftsy. About abundance of clean power and clean goods and clean products, not conservative of dirty power and dirty goods and dirty products. Explosive, not thrifty. Expansive, not niggling. Mainstream, not underground. Creative of a new order, not subversive of an old order. Making a new cultural narrative, not calling the old narrative into question. . . .

2AC Cap Answer

The plan’s innovation makes Capitalism sustainable

Barker 2k
(Brent, electrical engineer, and manager of corporate communications for the Electric Power Research Institute and former industrial economist and staff author at SRI International and as a commercial research analyst at USX Corporation, “Technology and the Quest for Sustainability.” EPRI Journal, lexis)

The rate of innovation is especially critical to sustainability. The roadmap participants have concluded that a "2% solution" is needed to support a sustainable future. By this, they mean that productivity improvements in a range of areas--including global industrial processes, energy intensity, resource utilization, agricultural yield, emissions reduction, and water consumption--have to occur at a pace of 2% or more per year over the next century. If the advances are distributed on a global basis, this pace should be sufficient to keep the world ahead of growing social and environmental threats. It will also generate the global wealth necessary to progressively eliminate the root cause of these threats and will provide the means to cope with the inevitable surprises that will arise. For example, a 2% annual increase in global electricity supply, if made broadly available in developing countries, would meet the goal of providing 1000 kWh per year to every person in the world in 2050. This means extending the benefits of electricity to 100 million new users every year. Maintaining a 2% pace in productivity improvements for a century will be formidable. It is in line with the cumulative advancement in the United States during the twentieth century, but at least twice the world average over that period. The disparity has been particularly great in the past 25 years, as population growth has outstripped economic development in many parts of the world. The result has been massive borrowing to maintain or enhance short-term standards of living. Staying ahead of population-related challenges is now in the enlightened self-interest of all the world's peoples, and the 2% solution offers a benchmark for success. Sustaining efficiency gains of 2% per year throughout the twenty-first century would allow essential global economic development to continue while sparing the planet. This pace, for example, should help stabilize world population (to the extent that wealth is a primary determinant of population growth), limit atmospheric levels of greenhouse gases to below agreed-upon strat egic limits, provide sufficient food for the bulk of the world's people (as well as the wherewithal to buy it), and return significant amounts of land and water to their natural states. Roadmap participants envision technology and the spread of liberal capitalism as powerful agents for the 2% solution in that they can stimulate global development and foster worldwide participation in market economies. However, the participants have also expressed some concern and caution about unbridled globalization overrunning local cultures and societies and creating instability, unrest, and conflict. At its worst, globalization could lock weaker nations into commodity-production dependencies, leading to a survival-of-the-fittest global economy in which the rich get richer and most of the poor stay poor. Establishing greater dialogue and cooperation among developed and developing nations is therefore considered critical to ensuring that globalization delivers on its promise to be a vehicle of worldwide progress that honors the diversity of nations and peoples. Targets of sustainability There is no single measure of sustainability; rather, it will require continued progress in a wide variety of areas that reflect the growing efficiency of resource utilization, broad improvements in the quality of life for today's impoverished people, and acceleration of the historical shift away from resource-intensive economic activity. The roadmap's sustainability R&D targets provide a first-order approximation of what will be required. In many cases, the targets represent a significant stretch beyond today's levels, but they are all technologically achievable. The roadmap sets an optimistic course, certain that with accelerated R&D and a much stronger technological foundation in hand by 2025, the world could be well on a path to economic and environmental sustainability by midcentury. The goals for sustainability are simply too far-reaching to be achieved solely through governmental directives or policy. Rather, they will be reached most readily via a healthy, robust global economy in which accelerated te chnological innovation in the private sector is strongly encouraged and supported by public policy. The challenges of bringing the world to a state of economic and environmental sustainability in the coming century are immense but not insurmountable. Technology is on the threshold of profound change, quite likely to be broader, faster, and more dramatic in its impact than that which we experienced in the twentieth century. Fortunately, the impact appears to be heading in the right direction. Much of the leading-edge technology is environmentally friendly and, from today's vantage point, is likely to lead to a global economy that is cleaner, leaner, lighter, and drier; many times more efficient, productive, and abundant; and altogether less invasive and less destructive of the natural world. History teaches us that technology can be a liberating force for humanity, allowing us to break through our own self-made limits as well as those posed by the natural world. The next steps will be to extend the benefits of innovation to the billions of people without access and, in the words of Jesse Ausubel, to begin "liberating the environment itself." This entails meeting our needs with far fewer resources by developing a "hydrogen economy, landless agriculture, and industrial ecosystems in which waste virtually disappears....and by broadening our notions of democracy, as well as our view of the ethical standing of trees, owls, and mountains." In many ways, the material abundance and extended human capabilities generated through hundreds of years of technology development have led us to a new understanding and heightened respect for the underlying "technologies of life." Offering four billion years of experience, nature will become one of our best teachers in the new century; we are likely to see new technology progressively taking on the character and attributes of living systems. Technology may even begin to disappear into the landscape as microminiaturization and biological design ensue. Still, though technology is heading in the right direction, what remains principally in question is whether the pace of innovation is adequate to stay ahead of the curve of global problems and whether new advances in technology can be quickly brought down in cost and readily distributed throughout the world. Can we achieve the 2% solution of progressive improvement in economic productivity, land and water use, recycling, emissions reduction, and agricultural yield, year after year, decade after decade, in nation after nation? It's a formidable challenge, but with better tools we just might be able to pull it off, If so, the key to success will not be found in one small corner of the world. The challenge will be met by making the basic building blocks of innovation--education, R&D, infrastructure, and law--available in full measure to future generations everywhere in the world. That future begins now.

2AC Deterrence K Answers

You can’t solve the root cause of war – deterrence key to empirically reduce its likelihood

Moore 2k4

(Dir. Center for Security Law @ University of Virginia, 7-time Presidential appointee, & Honorary Editor of the American Journal of International Law, Solving the War Puzzle: Beyond the Democratic Peace, John Norton Moore, pages 41-2.)
If major interstate war is predominantly a product of a synergy between a potential nondemocratic aggressor and an absence of effective deterrence, what is the role of the many traditional "causes" of war? Past, and many contemporary, theories of war have focused on the role of specific disputes between nations, ethnic and religious differences, arms races, poverty or social injustice, competition for resources, incidents and accidents, greed, fear, and perceptions of "honor," or many other such factors. Such factors may well play a role in motivating aggression or in serving as a means for generating fear and manipulating public opinion. The reality, however, is that while some of these may have more potential to contribute to war than others, there may well be an infinite set of motivating factors, or human wants, motivating aggression. It is not the independent existence of such motivating factors for war but rather the circumstances permitting or encouraging high risk decisions leading to war that is the key to more effectively controlling war. And the same may also be true of democide. The early focus in the Rwanda slaughter on "ethnic conflict," as though Hutus and Tutsis had begun to slaughter each other through spontaneous combustion, distracted our attention from the reality that a nondemocratic Hutu regime had carefully planned and orchestrated a genocide against Rwandan Tutsis as well as its Hutu opponents.I1 Certainly if we were able to press a button and end poverty, racism, religious intolerance, injustice, and endless disputes, we would want to do so. Indeed, democratic governments must remain committed to policies that will produce a better world by all measures of human progress. The broader achievement of democracy and the rule of law will itself assist in this progress. No one, however, has yet been able to demonstrate the kind of robust correlation with any of these "traditional" causes of war as is reflected in the "democratic peace." Further, given the difficulties in overcoming many of these social problems, an approach to war exclusively dependent on their solution may be to doom us to war for generations to come. A useful framework in thinking about the war puzzle is provided in the Kenneth Waltz classic Man, the State, and War,12 first published in 1954 for the Institute of War and Peace Studies, in which he notes that previous thinkers about the causes of war have tended to assign responsibility at one of the three levels of individual psychology, the nature of the state, or the nature of the international system. This tripartite level of analysis has subsequently been widely copied in the study of international relations. We might summarize my analysis in this classical construct by suggesting that the most critical variables are the second and third levels, or "images," of analysis. Government structures, at the second level, seem to play a central role in levels of aggressiveness in high risk behavior leading to major war. In this, the "democratic peace" is an essential insight. The third level of analysis, the international system, or totality of external incentives influencing the decision for war, is also critical when government structures do not restrain such high risk behavior on their own. Indeed, nondemocratic systems may not only fail to constrain inappropriate aggressive behavior, they may even massively enable it by placing the resources of the state at the disposal of a ruthless regime elite. It is not that the first level of analysis, the individual, is unimportant. I have already argued that it is important in elite perceptions about the permissibility and feasibility of force and resultant necessary levels of deterrence. It is, instead, that the second level of analysis, government structures, may be a powerful proxy for settings bringing to power those who may be disposed to aggressive military adventures and in creating incentive structures predisposing to high risk behavior. We should keep before us, however, the possibility, indeed probability, that a war/peace model focused on democracy and deterrence might be further usefully refined by adding psychological profiles of particular leaders, and systematically applying other findings of cognitive psychology, as we assess the likelihood of aggression and levels of necessary deterrence in context. A post-Gulf War edition of Gordon Craig and Alexander George's classic, Force and Statecraft,13 presents an important discussion of the inability of the pre-war coercive diplomacy effort to get Saddam Hussein to withdraw from Kuwait without war.14 This discussion, by two of the recognized masters of deterrence theory, reminds us of the many important psychological and other factors operating at the individual level of analysis that may well have been crucial in that failure to get Hussein to withdraw without war. We should also remember that nondemocracies can have differences between leaders as to the necessity or usefulness of force and, as Marcus Aurelius should remind us, not all absolute leaders are Caligulas or Neros. Further, the history of ancient Egypt reminds us that not all Pharaohs were disposed to make war on their neighbors. Despite the importance of individual leaders, however, we should also keep before us that major international war is predominantly and critically an interaction, or synergy, of certain characteristics at levels two and three, specifically an absence of democracy and an absence of effective deterrence. Yet another way to conceptualize the importance of democracy and deterrence in war avoidance is to note that each in its own way internalizes the costs to decision elites of engaging in high risk aggressive behavior. Democracy internalizes these costs in a variety of ways including displeasure of the electorate at having war imposed upon it by its own government. And deterrence either prevents achievement of the objective altogether or imposes punishing costs making the gamble not worth the risk.I5 VI Testing the Hypothesis Theory without truth is but costly entertainment. HYPOTHESES, OR PARADIGMS, are useful if they reflect the real world better than previously held paradigms. In the complex world of foreign affairs and the war puzzle, perfection is unlikely. No general construct will fit all cases even in the restricted category of "major interstate war"; there are simply too many variables. We should insist, however, on testing against the real world and on results that suggest enhanced usefulness over other constructs. In testing the hypothesis, we can test it for consistency with major wars; that is, in looking, for example, at the principal interstate wars in the twentieth century, did they present both a nondemocratic aggressor and an absence of effective deterrence?' And although it is by itself not going to prove causation, we might also want to test the hypothesis against settings of potential wars that did not occur. That is, in nonwar settings, was there an absence of at least one element of the synergy? We might also ask questions about the effect of changes on the international system in either element of the synergy; that is, what, in general, happens when a totalitarian state makes a transition to stable democracy or vice versa? And what, in general, happens when levels of deterrence are dramatically increased or decreased?
Only deterrence is an empirically verifiable solution to war
Moore 2k4
(Dir. Center for Security Law @ University of Virginia, 7-time Presidential appointee, & Honorary Editor of the American Journal of International Law, Solving the War Puzzle: Beyond the Democratic Peace, John Norton Moore, page 27-31.)
As so broadly conceived, there is strong evidence that deterrence, that is, the effect of external factors on the decision to go to war, is the missing link in the war/peace equation. In my War/Peace Seminar, I have undertaken to examine the level of deterrence before the principal wars of the twentieth century.10 This examination has led me to believe that in every case the potential aggressor made a rational calculation that the war would be won, and won promptly.11 In fact, the longest period of time calculated for victory through conventional attack seems to be the roughly six reeks predicted by the German General Staff as the time necessary ) prevail on the Western front in World War I under the Schlieffen Plan. Hitler believed in his attack on Poland that Britain and France could not take the occasion to go to war with him. And he believed his 1941 Operation Barbarossa against the Soviet Union that “[w]e have only to kick in the door and the whole rotten structure will come crashing down."12 In contrast, following Hermann Goering's failure to obtain air superiority in the Battle of Britain, Hitler called off the invasion of Britain and shifted strategy to the nighttime bombing of population centers, which became known as the Blitz, in a mistaken effort to compel Britain to sue for peace. Calculations in the North Korean attack on South Korea and Hussein’s attack on Kuwait were that the operations would be completed in a matter of days. Indeed, virtually all principal wars in the twentieth century, at least those involving conventional invasion, were preceded by what I refer to as a "double deterrence absence." That is, the potential aggressor believed that they had the military force in place to prevail promptly and that nations that might have the military or diplomatic power to prevent this were not dined to intervene. This analysis has also shown that many of the perceptions we have about the origins of particular wars are flatly wrong. Anyone who seriously believes that World War I was begun by competing alliances drawing tighter should examine the al historical record of British unwillingness to enter a clear military alliance with the French or to so inform the Kaiser! Indeed, this pre-World War I absence of effective alliance and resultant war contrasts sharply with the laterrobust NATO alliance and absence of World War III.14 Considerable other evidence seems to support this historical analysis as to the importance of deterrence. Of particular note, Yale Professor Donald Kagan, a preeminent United States historian who has long taught a seminar on war, published in 1995 a superb book On the Origins of War and the Preservation of Peace.15 In this book heconducts a detailed examination of the Peloponnesian War, World War I, Hannibal's War, and World War II, among other case studies. A careful reading of these studies suggests that each war could have been prevented by achievable deterrence and that each occurred in the absence of such deterrence.16 Game theory seems to offer yet further support for the proposition that appropriate deterrence can prevent war. For example, Robert Axelrod's famous 1980s experiment in an iterated prisoner's dilemma, which is a reasonably close proxy for many conflict settings in international relations, repeatedly showed the effectiveness of a simple tit for tat strategy.17Such a strategy is at core simply a basic deterrent strategy of influencing behavior through incentives. Similarly, much of the game-theoretic work on crisis bargaining (and danger of asymmetric information) in relation to war and the democratic peace assumes the importance of deterrence through communication of incentives.18 The well-known correlation between war and territorial contiguity seems also to underscore the importance of deterrence and is likely principally a proxy for levels of perceived profit and military achievability of aggression in many such settings. It should further be noted that the democratic peace is not the only significant correlation with respect to war and peace, although it seems to be the most robust. Professors Russett and Oneal, in recently exploring the other elements of the Kantian proposal for "Perpetual Peace," have also shown a strong and statistically significant correlation between economically important bilateral trade between two nations and a reduction in the risk of war between them. Contrary to the arguments of "dependency theorists," such economically important trade seems to reduce the risk of war regardless of the size relationship or asymmetry in the trade balance between the two states. In addition, there is a statistically significant association between economic openness generally and reduction in the risk of war, although this association is not as strong as the effect of an economically important bilateral trade relationship.° Russett and Oneal also show a modest independent correlation between reduction in the risk of war and higher levels of common membership in international organizations.20 And they show that a large imbalance of power between two states significantly lessens the risk of major war between them.21 All of these empirical findings about war also seem to directly reflect incentives; that is, a higher level of trade would, if foregone in war, impose higher costs in the aggregate than without such trade,22 though we know that not all wars terminate trade. Moreover, with respect to trade, a, classic study, Economic Interdependence and War, suggests that the historic record shows that it is not simply aggregate levels of bilateral trade that matters, but expectations as to the level of trade into the future.23 This directly implicates expectations of the war decision maker as does incentive theory, and it importantly adds to the general finding about trade and war that even with existing high levels of bilateral trade, changing expectations from trade sanctions or other factors affecting the flow of trade can directly affect incentives and influence for or against war. A large imbalance of power in a relationship rather obviously impacts deterrence and incentives. Similarly, one might incur higher costs with high levels of common membership in international organizations through foregoing some of the heightened benefits of such participation or otherwise being presented with different options through the actions or effects of such organizations. These external deterrence elements may also be yet another reason why democracies have a lower risk of war with one another. For their freer markets, trade, commerce, and international engagement may place them in a position where their generally higher level of interaction means that aggression will incur substantial opportunity costs. Thus, the "mechanism" of the democratic peace may be an aggregate of factors affecting incentives, both external as well as internal factors. Because of the underlying truth in the relationship between higher levels of trade and lower levels of war, it is not surprising that theorists throughout human history, including Baron de Montesquieu in 1748, Thomas Paine in 1792, John Stuart Mill in 1848, and, most recently, the founders of the European Union, have argued that increasing commerce and interactions among nations would end war. Though by themselves these arguments have been overoptimistic, it may well be that some level of "globalization" may make the costs of war and the gains of peace so high as to powerfully predispose to peace. Indeed, a 1989 book by John Mueller, Retreat From Doomsday,24 postulates the obsolescence of major war between developed nations (at least those nations within the "first and second worlds") as they become increasingly conscious of the rising costs of war and the rising gains of peace. In assessing levels of democracy, there are indexes readily available, for example, the Polity III25 and Freedom House 26 indexes. I am unaware of any comparable index with respect to levels of deterrence that might be used to test the importance of deterrence in war avoidance?' Absent such an accepted index, discussion about the importance of deterrence is subject to the skeptical observation that one simply defines effective deterrence by whether a war did or did not occur. In order to begin to deal with this objection and encourage a more objective methodology for assessing deterrence, I encouraged a project to seek to develop a rough but objective measure of deterrence with a scale from minus ten to plus ten based on a large variety of contextual features that would be given relative weighting in a complex deterrence equation before applying the scaling to different war and nonwar settings.28 On the disincentive side of the scale, the methodology used a weighted calculation of local deterrence, including the chance to prevent a short- and intermediate-term military victory, and economic and political disincentives; extended deterrence with these same elements; and contextual communication and credibility multipliers. On the incentive side of the scale, the methodology also used a weighted calculation of perceived military, economic, and political benefits. The scales were then combined into an overall deterrence score, including, an estimate for any effect of prospect theory where applicable.2 This innovative first effort uniformly showed high deterrence scores in settings where war did not, in fact, occur. Deterring a Soviet first strike in the Cuban Missile Crisis produced a score of +8.5 and preventing a Soviet attack against NATO produced a score of +6. War settings, however, produced scores ranging from -2.29 (Saddam Hussein's decision to invade Kuwait in the Gulf War), -2.18 (North Korea's decision to invade South Korea in the Korean War), -1.85 (Hitler's decision to invade Poland in World War II), -1.54 (North Vietnam's decision to invade South Vietnam following the Paris Accords), -0.65 (Milosevic's decision to defy NATO in Kosovo), +0.5 (the Japanese decision to attack Pearl Harbor), +1.25 (the Austrian decision, egged on by Germany, to attack Serbia, which was the real beginning of World War I), to +1.75 (the German decision to invade Belgium and France in World War I). As a further effort at scaling and as a point of comparison, I undertook to simply provide an impressionistic rating based on my study of each pre-crisis setting. That produced high positive scores of +9 for both deterring a Soviet first strike during the Cuban Missile Crisis and NATO's deterrence of a Warsaw Pact attack and even lower scores than the more objective effort in settings where wars had occurred. Thus, I scored North Vietnam's decision to invade South Vietnam following the Paris Accords and the German decision to invade Poland at the beginning of World War II as -6; the North Korean/Stalin decision to invade South Korea in the Korean War as -5; the Iraqi decision to invade the State of Kuwait as -4; Milosevic's decision to defy NATO in Kosovo and the German decision to invade Belgium and France in World War I as -2; and the Austrian decision to attack Serbia and the Japanese decision to attack Pearl Harbor as -1. Certainly even knowledgeable experts would be likely to differ in their impressionistic scores on such pre-crisis settings, and the effort at a more objective methodology for scoring deterrence leaves much to be desired. Nevertheless, both exercises did seem to suggest that deterrence matters and that high levels of deterrence can prevent future war. Following up on this initial effort to produce a more objective measure of deterrence, two years later I encouraged another project to undertake the same effort, building on what had been learned in the first iteration. The result was a second project that developed a modified scoring system, also incorporating local deterrence, extended deterrence, and communication of intent and credibility multipliers on one side of a scale, and weighing these factors against a potential aggressor's overall subjective incentives for action on the other side of the scale.3° The result, with a potential range of -5.5 to +10, produced no score higher than +2.5 for eighteen major wars studied between 1939 and the 1990 Gulf War.31 Twelve of the eighteen wars produced a score of zero or below, with the 1950-53 Korean War at -3.94, the 1965-75 Vietnam War at -0.25, the 1980-88 Iran-Iraq War at -1.53, and the 1990-91 Gulf War at -3.83. The study concluded that in more than fifty years of conflict there was "no situation in which a regime elite/decision making body subjectively faced substantial disincentives to aggressive military action and yet attacked."32 Yet another piece of the puzzle, which may clarify the extent of deterrence necessary in certain settings, may also assist in building a broader hypothesis about war. In fact, it has been incorporated into the just-discussed efforts at scoring deterrence. That is, newer studies of human behavior from cognitive psychology are increasingly showing that certain perceptions of decision makers can influence the level of risk they may be willing to undertake, or otherwise affect their decisions.33 It now seems likely that a number of such insights about human behavior in decision making may be useful in considering and fashioning deterrence strategies. Perhaps of greatest relevance is the insight of "prospect theory," which posits that individuals evaluate outcomes with respect to deviations from a reference point and that they may be more risk averse in settings posing potential gain than in settings posing potential loss.34 The evidence of this "cognitive bias," whether in gambling, trading, or, as is increasingly being argued, foreign policy decisions generally, is significant. Because of the newness of efforts to apply a laboratory based "prospect theory" to the complex foreign policy process generally, and particularly ambiguities and uncertainties in framing such complex events, our consideration of it in the war/peace process should certainly be cautious. It does, however, seem to elucidate some of the case studies. In the war/peace setting, "prospect theory" suggests that deterrence may not need to be as strong to prevent aggressive action leading to perceived gain. For example, there is credible evidence that even an informal warning to Kaiser Wilhelm II from British Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey, if it had come early in the crisis before events had moved too far, might have averted World War I. And even a modicum of deterrence in Kuwait, as was provided by a small British contingent when Kuwait was earlier threatened by an irredentist Iraqi government in 1961, might have been sufficient to deter Saddam Hussein from his 1990 attack on Kuwait. Similarly, even a clear United States pledge for the defense of South Korea before the attack might have prevented the Korean War. Conversely, following the July 28 Austrian mobilization and declaration of war against Serbia in World War I, the issue for Austria may have begun to be perceived as loss avoidance, thus requiring much higher levels of deterrence to avoid the resulting war. Similarly, the Rambouillet Agreement may have been perceived by Milosevic as risking loss of Kosovo and his continued rule of Serbia and, as a result, may have required higher levels of NA-TO deterrence to have prevented Milosevic's actions in defiance. Certainly NATO's previous hesitant responses in 1995 against Milosevic in the Bosnia phase of the Yugoslav crisis and in 1998-99 in early attempts to deal with Kosovo did not create a high level of deterrence.35 One can only surmise whether the killing in Kosovo could have been avoided had NATO taken a different tack, both structuring the issue less as loss avoidance for Milosevic and considerably enhancing deterrence. Suppose, for example, NATO had emphasized that it had no interest in intervening in Serbia's civil conflict with the KLA but that it would emphatically take action to punish massive "ethnic cleansing" and other humanitarian outrages, as had been practiced in Bosnia. And on the deterrence side, it made clear in advance the severity of any NATO bombardment, the potential for introduction of ground troops if necessary, that in any assault it would pursue a "Leadership Strategy" focused on targets of importance to Milosevic and his principal henchmen (including their hold on power), and that it would immediately, unlike as earlier in Bosnia, seek to generate war crime indictments of all top Serbian leaders implicated in any atrocities. The point here is not to second-guess NATO's actions in Kosovo but to suggest that taking into account potential "cognitive bias," such as "prospect theory," may be useful in fashioning effective deterrence. "Prospect theory" may also have relevance in predicting that it may be easier to deter (that is, lower levels are necessary) an aggression than to undo that aggression. Thus, much higher levels of deterrence were probably required to compel Saddam Hussein to leave Kuwait than to prevent him initially from invading that state. In fact, not even the presence of a powerful Desert Storm military force and a Security Council Resolution directing him to leave caused Hussein to voluntarily withdraw. As this real-world example illustrates, there is considerable experimental evidence in "prospect theory" of an almost instant renormalization of reference point after a gain; that is, relatively quickly after Saddam Hussein took Kuwait, a withdrawal was framed as a loss setting, which he would take high risk to avoid. Indeed, we tend to think of such settings as settings of compellance, requiring higher levels of incentive to achieve compulsion producing an action, rather than deterrence needed for prevention. One should also be careful not to overstate the effect of "prospect theory" or to fail to assess a threat in its complete context. We should remember that a belated pledge of Great Britain to defend Poland before the Nazi attack did not deter Hitler, who believed under the circumstances that the British pledge would not be honored. It is also possible that the greater relative wealth of democracies, which have less to gain in all out war, is yet another internal factor contributing to the "democratic peace."36 In turn, this also supports the extraordinary tenacity and general record of success of democracies fighting in defensive settings as they may also have more to lose. In assessing adequacy of deterrence to prevent war, we might also want to consider whether extreme ideology, strongly at odds with reality, may be a factor requiring higher levels of deterrence for effectiveness. One example may be the extreme ideology of Pol Pot leading him to falsely believe that his Khmer Rouge forces could defeat Vietnam.37 He apparently acted on that belief in a series of border incursions against Vietnam that ultimately produced a losing war for him. Similarly, Osama bin Laden's 9/11 attack against America, hopelessly at odds with the reality of his defeating the Western World and producing for him a strategic disaster, seems to have been prompted by his extreme ideology rooted in a distorted concept of Islam at war with the enlightenment. The continuing suicide bombings against Israel, encouraged by radical rejectionists and leading to less and less for the Palestinians, may be another example. If extreme ideology is a factor to be considered in assessing levels of deterrence, it does not mean that deterrence is doomed to fail in such settings but only that it must be at higher levels (and properly targeted on the relevant decision elites behind the specific attacks) to be effective, as is also true in perceived loss or compellance settings.38 Even if major war in the modern world is predominantly a result of aggression by nondemocratic regimes, it does not mean that all nondemocracies pose a risk of war all, or even some, of the time. Salazar's Portugal did not commit aggression. Nor today do Singapore or Bahrain or countless other nondemocracies pose a threat. That is, today nondemocracy comes close to a necessary condition in generating the high risk behavior leading to major interstate war. But it is, by itself, not a sufficient condition for war. The many reasons for this, of course, include a plethora of internal factors, such as differences in leadership perspectives and values, size of military, and relative degree of the rule of law, as well as levels of external deterrence.39 But where an aggressive nondemocratic regime is present and poses a credible military threat, then it is the totality of external factors, that is, deterrence, that become crucial.
Reject their evidence—it has prior bias to disprove the theory and ignores overall success rate

Achen and Snidal 89 

(Christopher and Duncan, revised version of a paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, under the Program in Arms Control and International Studies at the University of Chicago World Politics, 41.2, “Rational deterrence theory and comparative case studies”, JSTOR)
Two of the inferential felonies in the case-study literature are of special importance. First, the selection of cases is systematically biased. Cases are chosen nonrandomly by criteria that make an evaluation of rational deterrence theory impossible. Second, case-study analysts have misinterpreted the propositions of rational deterrence as descriptions of decision makers' thought processes. The resulting "tests" are essentially useless as a judgment on the validity of rational deterrence theory. To begin with, the nonrandom character of case selection is evident in Lebow as well as in George and Smoke. Both focus on crises which, in one sense or another, are already deterrence breakdowns. For example, Lebow treats 26 "acute" cases, of which all but 3 are either fait accompli crises, "spinoffs" from an ongoing war, immediate precursors to war, or rehearsals for a later crisis that did end in hostilities, such as Bosnia or Munich. Readers looking for happy endings must content themselves with Fashoda, Berlin (1948), and the Cuban Missile Crisis. George and Smoke's sample of crises is not very different from Lebow's. Indeed, in hundreds of pages, the reader rarely encounters anything but deterrence failures. The cumulative impression is overwhelming, and the mind tends to succumb. Let us consider, however, some of the "crises" and "wars" that go undiscussed in this literature. The first Soviet-American War which erupted over Hungary in 1956 is missing, as is the second one (over Chile) in the early 1970s. The U.S.-China War, which began when the United States bombed the North Vietnamese dikes is missing, as is the second Korean War. The point, of course, is that none of these "wars" occurred, or came anywhere near occurring. And deterrence is a likely cause of their prevention. Dozens of such examples will occur to the reader. But, because the details of successful deterrence cases are rarely discussed in the historical literature (for good and obvious reasons), analysts who want to know how often deterrence fails and how often it succeeds can be badly misled by consulting only crises and wars. An example may perhaps make this point clear. Suppose that there are 100 countries in the world, each of them in a deterrence relationship with an average of 5 of the others. Thus, each year there are 250 war-prone dyads. In 40 years of observation, this system provides a total of 10,000 opportunities for war. Suppose that all the countries are deterrable, and that sufficiently strong, credible threats have been communicated in each case. In this rather special world, rational deterrence theory predicts no war at all. Now suppose that the theory predicts correctly 99.5 percent of the time—meaning, of course, that it is a spectacularly good social science theory. In this period there will then be 9,950 instances where rational deterrence saved two nations from war. But there will also be 50 wars or crises. If the analyst chooses to write solely about the latter, the book that results will be full of nothing but deterrence failures. In short, studies of crises and wars give no information about the success rate of rational deterrence. This problem has been recognized in the case-study literature, but its devastating implications have not been appreciated. Jervis recognizes the "error,"54 as do George and Smoke; but, in the absence of a solution to the problem, both continue with their analysis and the attendant pitfalls. The problem is most severe with Lebow who studies only "acute" crises, defined (retrospectively by him) as posing "a significant prospect of war."56 Needless to say, this further selection criterion compounds the bias and makes it even more difficult to interpret any "generalizations" that might result.57 Only Russett and Huth, focused on sampling issues by the quantitative tradition in which they work, are alert to its specific consequences for their conclusions.8

2AC Psycho-Analysis Answer
Some paranoia is good – allows for anticipation of danger and how to cope with them

Berke 98
(Joseph Berke, Found. And Dir. Arbours Crisis Centre, 1998, Even Paranoids Have Enemies, p. 5-6)
Internal and external persecution come together in the theoretical model of ‘the paranoid process’ – a set of developmental and defensive mechanisms which serve to delineate the individual’s inner psychic world and his experience of his emerging self, while, at the same time, contributing to the shaping of his sense of significant objects in his experiential world (Meissner 1986). One of this model’s core components, ‘the paranoid construction’ refers to a cognitive reorganization taking place in an attempt to sustain a comfortable sense of self which, however, may be at the expense of reality testing. This process, in its extreme form, leads to the formation of a persecutory bond, where a link is established between, on the one hand, the paranoid individual and, on the other, his persecutors and the terrifying forces that threaten to engulf him. This can become a rigid construction that reinforces the spiral of paranoia-persecution-paranoia. Meissner understands this mechanism as offering a sense of cohesion and durability to a fragile self, though it often involves a high degree of pathology and victimization. Instances of this process abound in individuals, institutions, and groups (including whole nations) where views of internal and external situations are (ab)used to service a brittle sense of identity. Fully recognizing this predicament, and the dangers involved, requires thinking about and tolerating our own conflictual parts. Paradoxically, a certain degree of paranoia is desirable as it is a basis for discrimination (Segal 1994); when we let a new experience touch us, we acknowledge that it may be bad or good, which enables us to anticipate danger. In leaders of an organization, for instance, a certain degree of paranoid potential can be a useful resource, as opposed to a dangerous naivety that would prevent the leader from becoming aware of the situations of activation of aggression in the group, or regression to primitive levels of functioning. Where the leader can be aware of, and apprehend risk and danger, there is the possibility of preparation for the group to face them and cope with them.
2AC Framework Answer

Examining nuclear policies and making informed policy choices creates effective citizens – solves powerlessness
Hogan -94 

(J Michael Hogan, Professor of Rhetoric and Co-Director, Center for Democratic Deliberation Office) 1994, “The Nuclear freeze campaign: rhetoric and foreign policy in the telepolitical age” pg 83)
According to nuclear educators, a sense of powerlessness among children compounded the problem. Lacking sufficient understanding of both nuclear issues and the political system, students did not realize that they would be called upon someday to help decide America's nuclear policies. Thus a second rationale for nuclear education emerged: education for citizenship. Paul Fleisher, a Richmond, Virginia teacher who participated in the testing of Choices, acknowledged that the subject of nuclear war could sometimes be "uncomportable and frightening." But, Fleisher concluded: "Our republic works best when an informed public considers the important issues of the day from all perspectives. . . . Citizens must examine our nation's policies on these issues and make informed choices. As educators, our task is to give students the skills and knowledge that they need to become effective citizens."19

***Manufacturing Add-ons***

2AC Air Power Add-on

A) Military tech innovations are necessary for effective deterrence and air power

Dr. Grant 2k9

(Ph.D., is a senior fellow of the Lexington Institute, a non-profit public-policy research organization based in Arlington, Va, “U.S. air superiority faces new challenges,” pg online @ http://www.upi.com/Security_Industry/2009/03/17/US-air-superiority-faces-new-challenges/UPI-53251237298018/ //um-ef)

ARLINGTON, Va., March 17 (UPI) -- In the last two decades, the United States has used airstrikes to contain dictators, punish aggression, turn around international violations of sovereignty and stop regime-inflicted humanitarian disasters. No-fly zones squelched Iraqi military activity for a decade. There's no reason to think the United States and its armed forces will depend less on airpower for conventional deterrence in the future. It remains just the type of flexible, proportionate tool essential to credible, conventional deterrence. U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates explained the need for options well. "A conventional strike force means that more targets are vulnerable without our having to resort to nuclear weapons," he said in an Oct. 28 speech to the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington. It is therefore reasonable to ask: Is the United States keeping far enough ahead to make its conventional deterrence effective? The answer depends, in part, on U.S. airpower in general and the Lockheed Martin/Boeing F-22 Raptor in particular. There is an exceptionally vital aspect of conventional deterrence: how to assure that the United States can open up the airspace and execute a conventional strike. Trends now suggest that the U.S. armed forces can't take that advantage for granted or rely on airpower's conventional deterrence for much longer.
B) Global WMD conflict

Tellis ‘98 
(Ashley, Senior Political Scientist – RAND, Sources of Conflict in the 21st Century, http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR897/MR897.chap3.pdf)
This subsection attempts to synthesize some of the key operational implications distilled from the analyses relating to the rise of Asia and the potential for conflict in each of its constituent regions. The first key implication derived from the analysis of trends in Asia suggests that American air and space power will continue to remain critical for conventional and unconventional deterrence in Asia. This argument is justified by the fact that several subregions of the continent still harbor the potential for full-scale conventional war. This potential is most conspicuous on the Korean peninsula and, to a lesser degree, in South Asia, the Persian Gulf, and the South China Sea. In some of these areas, such as Korea and the Persian Gulf, the United States has clear treaty obligations and, therefore, has preplanned the use of air power should contingencies arise. U.S. Air Force assets could also be called upon for operations in some of these other areas. In almost all these cases, U.S. air power would be at the forefront of an American politico-military response because (a) of the vast distances on the Asian continent; (b) the diverse range of operational platforms available to the U.S. Air Force, a capability unmatched by any other country or service; (c) the possible unavailability of naval assets in close proximity, particularly in the context of surprise contingencies; and (d) the heavy payload that can be carried by U.S. Air Force platforms. These platforms can exploit speed, reach, and high operating tempos to sustain continual operations until the political objectives are secured. The entire range of warfighting capability—fighters, bombers, electronic warfare (EW), suppression of enemy air defense (SEAD), combat support platforms such as AWACS and J-STARS, and tankers—are relevant in the Asia-Pacific region, because many of the regional contingencies will involve armed operations against large, fairly modern, conventional forces, most of which are built around large land armies, as is the case in Korea, China-Taiwan, India-Pakistan, and the Persian Gulf. In addition to conventional combat, the demands of unconventional deterrence will increasingly confront the U.S. Air Force in Asia. The Korean peninsula, China, and the Indian subcontinent are already arenas of WMD proliferation. While emergent nuclear capabilities continue to receive the most public attention, chemical and biological warfare threats will progressively become future problems. The delivery systems in the region are increasing in range and diversity. China already targets the continental United States with ballistic missiles. North Korea can threaten northeast Asia with existing Scud-class theater ballistic missiles. India will acquire the capability to produce ICBM-class delivery vehicles, and both China and India will acquire long-range cruise missiles during the time frames examined in this report. 

2AC Add-on Plastics Industry

A. Plastics key space exploration and colonization
SPI 1 
(Society of the Plastics Industry, “Plastics in Aerospace: The Right Stuff,” http://www.plasticsindustry.org/AboutPlastics/content.cfm?ItemNumber=633&navItemNumber=1118

During the past 50 years, aeronautics technology has soared, with plastics playing a major role in both pragmatic improvements and dramatic advances. In aircraft, missiles, satellites and shuttles, plastics and plastic materials have enhanced and sped significant developments in civilian air travel, military air power and space exploration. For many of the same reasons that make them the materials of choice for such a variety of products that benefit our lives, plastics are the right stuff in aerospace.   From Necessity to Invention   World War II accelerated the entry of plastics into aerospace both because other materials were scarce and because the possibilities for the materials' use were already being envisioned.   During the war years, vinyl resins became a major substitute for rubber in Air Corps applications such as fuel-tank linings and fliers' boots. Plastics also began to be appreciated as first-choice materials. Virtually transparent to electromagnetic waves, the plastic used in radomes, which housed radar installations, allowed the waves to pass through with minimal loss, maximizing transmission to night-flying bombers. Its introduction was hailed as having significantly advanced the technology of airborne radar.   The development of plastics that literally could "take the heat" associated with many aerospace applications and the launching of the U.S. space program spurred additional interest and extensive research in plastics for flight. Soon, plastic materials were common in aerospace for everything from interior trim in airplanes to nose cones for missiles. New words became familiar as "solid fuel boosters" on rockets and "ablative shields" for reentry came to rely on plastic materials. And when man landed on the moon, so did plastics.   Taking Off   The diversity of plastics and plastic-composite materials provides the qualities needed for a wide variety of aerospace needs.   Plastic materials can be flexible enough to withstand helicopter vibration but rigid enough to ensure safe cargo. They can be transparent for easy observation, shatter resistant and offer ballistic protection. And, significantly, they can be both lightweight and strong.   In the 1970s, the oil crisis forced aerospace companies to design aircraft that used less fuel. This meant more efficient engines, improved aerodynamics and reduced aircraft weight. It also meant a role for plastics. Today, jet engine manufacturers increasingly use plastics for the same reasons: reliability, efficiency, fuel savings and improved performance.   The heavier the vehicle, the more fuel it takes to power it. For jetliners, the weight-to-fuel impact is tremendous. Just a one-pound reduction in weight translates into $1,000 in lifetime fuel savings. As composite engines can offer weight reductions of some 300 pounds over other materials, savings can be enormous.   Plastics also save fuel and money because their smooth contours improve aerodynamics. And plastics, which are less expensive to manufacture than heavier materials, produce parts that are more resistant to wear, require less upkeep and are easier to repair.   In the structures, interiors and functional parts of air and space craft, new uses continue to be found for plastic materials, and new plastic materials continue to be created to meet aerospace needs.   A Show of Force   Plastic-composite materials are especially prevalent in today's sophisticated helicopters and other rotor craft. For these aircraft, the toughness, flexibility, crashworthiness and cost savings of plastic materials have motivated their large-scale use, both structurally and mechanically. These vehicles showcase how plastics can be tailored to fit a variety of needs, including opposing ones.   Helicopters, which vibrate a great deal, can be called on to carry heavy payloads of equipment and personnel. The design of these vehicles calls for one set of materials that can compensate for the stresses caused by vibration and another that are stiff enough to hold up under a heavy payload. Plastics can do both, and more.   In military applications of rotor craft, plastics have been on the front lines of innovation. A new entry into the field, the prototype X-wing craft, sports sophisticated plastic-composite wings that act as a rotor during takeoff and landing but lock into a set position once in the air. The stresses inflicted on such a craft are numerous and varied. Only stiff yet light composites can stand up to them. Though developed for military purposes, the X-wing is believed to have potential as a commercial shuttle and to be jet-powered. Other modern military rotor vehicles - including vertical takeoff aircraft, a gunship and a minesweeper - rely heavily on plastic materials to accomplish their specialized tasks.   Plastics also are being, or are expected to be, used extensively for other innovative military craft. One material's near invisibility to radar makes it indispensable for "stealth" aircraft, which designers hope to make undetectable to infrared and optical spotters. And plastic fibers could play a significant role in a proposed blimp that would warn naval forces of surface-skimming missiles. Such vehicles are also being considered for nonmilitary use in fields such as forestry and scientific observation.   Up to the Challenge   The air and space craft of the next century increasingly will be made of plastics. Small composite planes will flourish, and commercial aircraft will soar with plastic wings and tails. The military will continue to depend on plastics to create ever lighter aircraft with fewer parts and the ability to evade detection. New aircraft designs with rear-mounted engines will rely on plastics to take the stress and better allocate weight. Still lighter materials will increase the crafts' capacities for more sophisticated avionics and other on-board systems. And plastics are expected to answer many of NASA's calls for materials to create and perfect high-performance supersonic/hypersonic aircraft, nuclear space power systems and space stations. 

B. Extinction

Oberg, Space Writer and former Space Flight Engineer, 99 
(James, Space Power Theory, http://www.jamesoberg.com/books/spt/new-CHAPTERSw_figs.pdf)

We have the great gift of yet another period when our nation is not threatened; and our world is free from opposing coalitions with great global capabilities. We can use this period to take our nation and our fellow men into the greatest adventure that our species has ever embarked upon. The United States can lead, protect, and help the rest of mankind to move into space. It is particularly fitting that a country comprised of people from all over the globe assumes that role. This is a manifest destiny worthy of dreamers and poets, warriors and conquerors. In his last book, Pale Blue Dot, Carl Sagan presents an emotional argument that our species must venture into the vast realm of space to establish a spacefaring civilization. While acknowledging the very high costs that are involved in manned spaceflight, Sagan states that our very survival as a species depends on colonizing outer space. Astronomers have already identified dozens of asteroids that might someday smash into Earth. Undoubtedly, many more remain undetected. In Sagan’s opinion, the only way to avert inevitable catastrophe is for mankind to establish a permanent human presence in space. He compares humans to the planets that roam the night sky, as he says that humans will too wander through space. We will wander space because we possess a compulsion to explore, and space provides a truly infinite prospect of new directions to explore. Sagan’s vision is part science and part emotion. He hoped that the exploration of space would unify humankind. We propose that mankind follow the United States and our allies into this new sea, set with jeweled stars. If we lead, we can be both strong and caring. If we step back, it may be to the detriment of more than our country.

----Impacts: Plastics k Airpower
B. Plastics key to aerospace development and military airpower
SPI 2001 – Society of the Plastics Industry, http://www.plasticsindustry.org/industry/2113.htm

During the past 50 years, aeronautics technology has soared, with plastics playing a major role in both pragmatic improvements and dramatic advances. In aircraft, missiles, satellites and shuttles, plastics and plastic materials have enhanced and sped significant developments in civilian air travel, military air power and space exploration. For many of the same reasons that make them the materials of choice for such a variety of products that benefit our lives, plastics are the right stuff in aerospace.  Continues… The air and space craft of the next century increasingly will be made of plastics. Small composite planes will flourish, and commercial aircraft will soar with plastic wings and tails. The military will continue to depend on plastics to create ever lighter aircraft with fewer parts and the ability to evade detection. New aircraft designs with rear-mounted engines will rely on plastics to take the stress and better allocate weight. Still lighter materials will increase the crafts' capacities for more sophisticated avionics and other on-board systems. And plastics are expected to answer many of NASA's calls for materials to create and perfect high-performance supersonic/hypersonic aircraft, nuclear space power systems and space stations. 

----Impacts: Plastics k Aerospace

Plastics are key to aerospace competiveness
Grasson 12 (Matt Grasson interviewing Ken Smith, employed at Saint-Gbain Performance Plastics, BSME and BA in engineering and experience in R&D engineering, March 2012, “The Future of Plastics, http://www.onlineamd.com/amd0312-plastics-aerospace-market.aspx)

Q: Do you see an increased role for plastics in the aerospace industry? A: Absolutely, that is largely because recent advances in materials science have resulted in high-performance polymers with unique properties. For example, polyimides provide dimensional stability at high temperature, and longer life at higher loads and speeds. These enhanced performance properties have opened doors to applications once considered unsuitable for polymers, including many in the aerospace sector such as components in auxiliary power units (APUs), de-icing systems, cabin air-conditioning systems, actuators, jet engines, and landing gear systems.  Q: Could you talk about the increased importance of plastics? A: As fuel costs continue to rise, so does the importance and value of lightweight components in aircraft systems. Lighter than other materials you might find in aircraft systems, such as metals, ceramics, and carbon graphite, polyimides can help decrease costs for structural and bearing parts in aerospace applications without sacrificing quality or safety. By reducing the weight of aircraft systems, and in turn, the overall weight of the aircraft, polyimides can actually decrease the total amount of fuel consumed. This can provide airlines with big cost savings over time. Q: What are some of the maintenance issues that plastics can resolve? A: Maintenance can make up a hefty portion of operating costs for an airline – as much as 10% to 20%. That can mean as much as a billion dollars a year for some of the larger carriers. Parts made using polyimides, such as Meldin 7000, require less maintenance and replacement, reducing airline outlay. The high temperature performance we discussed earlier allows polyimide parts to withstand continuous use up to 315°C (600°F) and intermittent use up to 482°C (900°F). So even at extremely high temperatures – such as inside a jet engine – polyimides will not melt and will maintain their shape. Polyimide parts withstand thermal shocks, a technical term for cracking under rapid temperature change, adding to the overall dimensional stability of the material. Polyimides also exhibit excellent thermal insulation properties, ensuring that heat does not transfer from one part of the plane to another. Take, for example, the skid pads under the composite wings of an aircraft. In the unlikely event of a touchdown without landing gear, the skid pads ensure that the wing does not make direct contact with the runway. As you can imagine, extremely high frictional heat generates when these pads contact the runway. Polyimide parts act as heat isolation spacers, preventing this heat from spreading to the wing and damaging the aircraft. Polyimides also exhibit excellent wear resistance, decreasing rattle and shake. That is when various parts and components erode from bumping and scraping one another. This is not good for the parts, the systems, or the aircraft. Less wear and tear equals longer component life and better performance with reduced maintenance.  Q: What impact will plastics have on improving parts-to-market? A: Good question, and the short answer is that we think polymers can make things faster. We all know the airline industry is ultra-competitive and has a long and complex sales cycle, so being first to market counts for a lot. The manufacturing process for polyimides, including molding and machining finished parts, is much shorter than the lay-up manufacturing process typically used for carbon composites and other thermoplastics. The lay-up process takes longer due to the layering and combining of various materials to create parts that can withstand aerospace applications, as well as added time for curing. Thanks to the inherent performance properties of polyimides, they do not require lay-up processing, saving time and work hours. In addition, polyimides are more machineable than composite materials, making it faster and easier to bring a finished part to market. However, that goal can bog down thanks to the proverbial challenge of having too many cooks in the kitchen. If OEMs and fleet owners seek out material suppliers with the ability to design, manufacture, and test its products – and minimize the number of players in the supply chain – they stand to reap major benefits. Working with one supplier instead of two or three streamlines the production process, gives fleet owners more oversight, and fosters collaboration. For example, starting in the early design phase, consultation with materials science experts and engineers ensures exact materials and part design specification. This level of total powder-to-parts control can result in the ideal aerospace part; one that provides a high level of performance over a long period. Q: What role do plastics play in the R&D sector for aerospace? A: We would like to think that they go hand in hand. Engineers and materials science experts are continually working on developing the next polymeric breakthrough. Once considered fiction were lighter weight aircrafts made using high-performance plastics traveling farther and using less fuel. Beyond what we are currently experiencing with components in key aircraft systems, in the not-too-distant future we may be looking at polyimides replacing existing materials in other parts of an aircraft. Technological innovations in materials science will help drive the bigger advances in aviation, and ultimately, the way people travel.

2AC U.S.-China War Add-on

A) Loss of manufacturing Risks a China-Taiwan War

Steven Mosher 2/14/06 
(President of the Population Research Institute, CQ Congressional Testimony, “Chinese Influence on U.S. Foreign Policy” pg lexis)
The ruthless mercantilism practiced by the CCP is thus a form of economic warfare. China's rulers seek to move as much of the world's manufacturing base to their country as possible, thus increasing the PRC's "comprehensive national strength" at the same time that it undermines U.S. national security by hollowing out America's industrial base in general and key defense-related sectors of the economy in particular. China will not lightly abandon this policy, which strengthens China as it weakens the U.S., and is an integral part of China's drive for Hegemony.  China is Acquiring the Means to Project Force Far Beyond Taiwan.  Many of China's military modernization efforts supersonic anti- ship cruise missiles, stealthy submarines, theater based missiles with terminal guidance systems are aimed specifically at U.S. forces and bases. By is acquiring weapons designed to exploit U.S. vulnerabilities, the PRC is clearly preparing for a contest with the United States. Beijing is interested in deterring, delaying, or complicating U.S. assistance to Taiwan in the event of an invasion, so as to force a quick capitulation by the democratically elected Taiwan government. But while the near-term focus is Taiwan, many of China's new lethal capabilities are applicable to a wide range of potential operations beyond the Taiwan Strait. As the 2005 Report to Congress of the USCC report notes, "China is in the midst of an extensive force modernization program aimed at increasing its force projection capabilities and confronting U.S. and allied forces in the region."  The rapid growth in China's military power not only threatens Taiwan and by implication the U.S. but U.S. allies throughout the Asian Pacific region. China possesses regional, even global ambitions, and is building a first-rate military to realize those ambitions. It is naive to view the PRC's military build-up as "merely" part of the preparations for an invasion of Taiwan in which American military assets in the Asian- Pacific will have to be neutralized.

B) Extinction
The Strait Times, 2000 

[“No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, Lexis]   

The high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.   

2AC/1AR Internals China-Taiwan War

More evidence, manufacturing decline = China buildup which causes Taiwan war

The Augusta Chronicle in ‘5

(“Getting our lunch eaten”, 4-10, L/N)

A few years ago, warnings about America's eroding manufacturing base were met with dismissive shrugs and charges of "chicken littleism." Not so today. In fact, you can see blue shards of sky all around on the ground:  1.4 million manufacturing jobs lost - alarmingly - just during the economic recovery of the past three years; wages stuck at 1972 levels;  catastrophic trade deficits, most notably a $168 billion deficit with China alone.  Thankfully, the U.S. Senate, at the urging of South Carolina Republican Lindsey Graham and New York Democrat Charles Schumer, will vote sometime before July 27 to impose a 27.5 percent tariff on Chinese goods unless China stops undervaluing its currency by pegging it to the dollar. The linkage puts American manufacturers at a huge disadvantage.  Such measures constitutionally must originate in the House - but at least Congress is waking up.  It needs to, and quick. China is not only eating our lunch, but is preparing it, shipping it to us and loaning us money to buy it.  It's not all above-board, either. The American Manufac-turing Trade Action Coalition (AMTAC) calls China "a serial intellectual property rights violator." So, in essence, China is also stealing some of the ingredients of our lunch that it's eating.  Moreover, China is using the windfall to build its own manufacturing base, including what will no doubt become a 21st-century military superpower. The communist country's economic dominance will surely lead to a spread of its military influence - nightmarish news for the United States, Taiwan and other freedom-loving nations.

2AC Readiness Add-on
A. Manufacturing key to the economy and military readiness

Cooper 7

(Horace Cooper, Senior Fellow and deputy director of the Alliance for American Manufacturing, “Making it in America”, April 04, 2007, http://www.americanmanufacturing.org/articles/making-it-america)
Why should those who support limited government and liberty care about what happens to manufacturing in America? Because manufacturing is a crucial component of who we are as a country. As far back as Alexander Hamilton, our founders understood that America’s merchants and industrialists would shape American society directly by providing jobs and indirectly by enhancing our nation’s economic might. Today, manufacturing continues to play that role as part of a maturing and stable manufacturing sector. Additionally, this key sector of the economy continues to provide Americans with better jobs and a greater quality of life. And despite what you may think, manufacturing today isn’t a small part of our economy. It is the key engine. If American manufacturing was its own country, it would have the world’s 8th-largest economy. With a manufacturing output nearly as great as the entire GDP of China and more than the economies of Australia, Belgium and Brazil combined, “made in America” is more than a slogan, it’s the American way. Yes, America is the world’s No. 1 manufacturer—its activities accounting for a staggering one-quarter of all manufacturing on the planet as recently as 2004. As significant as it is worldwide, it is its effects on our economy at home that are more noteworthy. Domestic manufacturing is vital to the rest of our economy. Nearly 14.5 million Americans work directly in the manufacturing industry and another 8 million do so in related industries such as wholesaling and finance. A phenomenon economists refer to as the multiplier effect causes the growth and expansion in the manufacturing sector to generate significant salutary effects on other sectors, resulting in more jobs, investment and innovation in those sectors as well. Today the manufacturing sector is responsible for 70 percent of all U.S. private-sector research and development. And more than half of all U.S. exports stem from domestic manufacturing. Much of America’s energy conservation activity is found here; American manufacturing is the center for a range of innovative technologies that reduce energy use and promote a cleaner environment. Letting this powerful engine slip away would be disastrous. But as the attentive reader knows, all is not well with American manufacturing. Although many claim it is the manufacturing sector itself which is to blame, the evidence rebuts this argument. U.S. companies are not running away from America. The latest available data indicates that U.S. manufacturers invested about $170 billion in factories and equipment in the United States in 2005, while their foreign investment to the rest of the world was only $39 billion. That means more than 80 percent of the investment by American firms stayed here at home. The truth is that a combination of recessions in the United States, strikingly high energy prices along with the predatory trading practices of many other countries have significantly eroded American manufacturing influence. Reaching a high of 53 percent of the economy in 1965, domestic manufacturing accounts for only 9 percent of GDP 40 years later. Not since the beginning of the industrial revolution has a lower percentage of Americans worked in American manufacturing as they do today. Tellingly, just since 2000, the manufacturing sector has lost nearly 3 million jobs. There can be no doubt, however, the manufacturing sector is under siege. The losses over time have been quite substantial. Now some in Washington wonder if manufacturing can make it all. Worse, they openly speculate it wouldn’t be missed. The idea that manufacturing can’t make it here in America is wrong-headed and dangerous. But perhaps greater than the economic disruption in the lives of the workforce and their companies is the incalculable loss of a manufacturing base for our nation as a whole. There are those in Washington who fail to appreciate the attendant decline in our nation’s security and flexibility in foreign affairs that results from the collapse of this sector. The fall of the Berlin Wall and the unipolarity that resulted presents the United States far greater responsibilities and concerns than those that existed during the Cold War. Yet, our failure to sustain our domestic manufacturing base and instead pursuing a strategy of relying on other countries for military products and technologies isn’t just short-sided, it’s dangerous. This decline in our country’s military readiness is a signal to the rest of the world that we may not be capable of defending our interests or allies. And perhaps one of the greatest lessons of the 20th century is that weakness at home is provocative. Essentially, we provoke rogue nations into taking ill-advised actions that must inevitably be countered by America’s military might. A policy that results in a diminished security for Americans, fewer jobs, a declining tax base for communities and states and that rejects our nation’s history is a policy that should be reassessed. Supporters of liberty and freedom recognize that American ingenuity and know-how is a core ingredient of our manufacturing sector and has led to much of the high standard of living we Americans take for granted. At our country’s founding and for much of its history, we’ve recognized the benefits of a strong and robust manufacturing sector. It is the mainstay for our nation’s exports, provides salaries nearly 25 percent higher than other sectors, supports the tax base in communities across the nation, and is essential to our nation’s security needs. It is a sector that should be welcomed and encouraged today. 

B. Stops Lashout and war

Spencer 2k – Research Fellow at the Institute for Economic Policy Studies (9/15/2000, Jack, Research Fellow at Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, Heritage Foundation, “The Facts About Military Readiness,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2000/09/BG1394-The-Facts-About-Military-Readiness)
America's national security requirements dictate that the armed forces must be prepared to defeat groups of adversaries in a given war. America, as the sole remaining superpower, has many enemies. Because attacking America or its interests alone would surely end in defeat for a single nation, these enemies are likely to form alliances. Therefore, basing readiness on American military superiority over any single nation has little saliency. The evidence indicates that the U.S. armed forces are not ready to support America's national security requirements. Moreover, regarding the broader capability to defeat groups of enemies, military readiness has been declining. The National Security Strategy, the U.S. official statement of national security objectives,3 concludes that the United States "must have the capability to deter and, if deterrence fails, defeat large-scale, cross-border aggression in two distant theaters in overlapping time frames."4According to some of the military's highest-ranking officials, however, the United States cannot achieve this goal. Commandant of the Marine Corps General James Jones, former Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Jay Johnson, and Air Force Chief of Staff General Michael Ryan have all expressed serious concerns about their respective services' ability to carry out a two major theater war strategy.5 Recently retired Generals Anthony Zinni of the U.S. Marine Corps and George Joulwan of the U.S. Army have even questioned America's ability to conduct one major theater war the size of the 1991 Gulf War.6 Military readiness is vital because declines in America's military readiness signal to the rest of the world that the United States is not prepared to defend its interests. Therefore, potentially hostile nations will be more likely to lash out against American allies and interests, inevitably leading to U.S. involvement in combat. A high state of military readiness is more likely to deter potentially hostile nations from acting aggressively in regions of vital national interest, thereby preserving peace.
----Manufacturing k Readiness

Manufacturing losses cause energy independence and undermine military readiness
BJD 10

(Business Journal Daily, “Senators call for U.S. Manufacturing Policy”, March 2, 2010, http://business-journal.com/senators-call-for-us-manufacturing-policy-p15849.htm?twindow=Default&smenu=1&mad=No)TJ *Note, this is a letter sent from Senators (Brown, Graham, Dodd, Snowe, Stabenow, Cochran, Reed, Levin, & Casey) to the President. 

The global economic crisis poses new challenges to American manufacturing. The U.S. manufacturing sector is the world’s largest, but it will not remain so unless our nation acts, and acts now, to reverse its decline. The loss of manufacturing plants and jobs has stifled economic opportunity for middle class families and compromised our ability to compete in the 21st century economy. Indeed, for the last several decades, administrations have passed up critical opportunities to formulate a rational and comprehensive manufacturing policy. Continued apathy will undermine our country’s ability to achieve energy independence and place our military readiness at risk. We are convinced that the recovery and long-term health of our economy depend on a strong, competitive U.S. industrial manufacturing base. Therefore we appreciate your release late last year of “A Framework for Revitalizing American Manufacturing.” The framework represents a thoughtful approach to recognizing manufacturing’s importance to the middle class, our energy security, and our national defense. In particular, we agree with many of the basic strategies for reinvigorating U.S. manufacturing as outlined in Section III of the framework. Developing a highly skilled and productive workforce, investing in new and emerging technologies, ensuring stable capital markets, providing support for communities in transition, strengthening infrastructure, improving market access for U.S. exports, and fostering entrepreneurial talent are all significant elements of an integrated policy strategy. Without an adequate commitment of resources and coordination among every executive branch department, we are afraid that the tenets of this framework may not be appropriately fulfilled. We would therefore respectfully request additional information about how the Administration is putting these strategies to work, including specific goals, detailed initiatives supporting those goals, and performance measures to help ensure continuous progress. We recognize that moving forward promptly to support manufacturing companies and workers can speed America’s recovery. Historically, the manufacturing sector has led the American economy out of recession. For instance, the auto industry contributed significantly to the economic recovery following the recession of the early 1980s. Today we need a multi-industry strategy to propel job and economic growth, one that deploys federal resources and private-public partnerships to promote emerging manufacturing opportunities. Today, nothing is more imperative than putting Americans back to work. We believe it will take a coordinated effort to assist America’s entrepreneurs, innovators, and workers by advancing policies that enhance U.S. manufacturing, increase U.S. competitiveness and export opportunities, and protect the quality of life for all Americans. We look forward to working with you to promote U.S. manufacturing on behalf of working families and the manufacturers who employ them, and in support of our nation’s continued global leadership.

China’s manufacturing is already hurting our military readiness

AM 2k9

(AmericanManufacturing, “The GOP and the G20”, 09/04/2009, http://americanmanufacturing.org/blog?p=4131)TJ

When leaders of the world’s largest economies meet at the G20 Summit this week in Pittsburg, the massive U.S.-China imbalance will be at the top of the agenda for the American delegation. Americans have become very aware of China ’s widespread economic cheating, substandard manufacturing practices, and the collective damage it has done to America’s economy, consumer safety and national security. And they’ve had quite enough of it, thank you. Ten years ago when China acceded to the WTO and was awarded Permanent Normal Trade Status with the U.S., it agreed to follow the rules of trade as our manufacturers do. Absent a few public displays of adherence, it has done little to comply with regulations on intellectual property, environmental protections, government subsidies, floating its currency and providing market access to trade partners. The U.S. has lost five million manufacturing jobs since 2000 – at least 2.3 million directly attributable to our trade imbalance with China. These include not just production workers, but administrative, information technology, research and development, and management as well. Yet China has reported an uptick in its manufacturing sector over the past three months and is heading toward its highest manufacturing output since 2004. For the U.S. to force China to adhere to the trade agreements it signed will take political will by both of America’s major political parties. But as labor in the manufacturing sector is overwhelmingly unionized, it has always been considered the purview of Democrats. Free market conservatives who demonstrate concerns about specific trade issues are reflexively and derisively labeled “protectionist.” I have spent countless hours on conservative talk radio over the past few years commenting on China’s cheating, substandard products, the loss of U.S. manufacturing and its effect on our military readiness – yet no host or caller has ever yelled “protectionist!” at me. Voters are concerned with consumer safety problems with Chinese goods, that the country holds enough U.S. debt to rattle our financial cage at any time, and that manufacturing job loss here has hindered domestic sourcing requirements for our military. The positive reaction I’ve received from grassroots activists, faith and family conservatives and the GOP faithful when discussing China-U.S. issues demonstrates that their party shouldn’t ignore constituents’ concerns on these topics. The GOP should not abandon foundational principles about global trade and commerce, but should not use manufacturing job loss to draw distinctions between their party and the Democrats either, as the Republican party often gives the impression that they have no empathy for the plight of laid-off workers, struggling families and devastated communities. Just from the fiscal perspective alone, every lay off is accompanied by a greater burden on all taxpayers. Republicans should start by acknowledging manufacturing job loss and consumer safety problems as they relate to China, and develop market-based reforms to turn the ship around. If not, they will stay on the margin in many states and devastated communities throughout the country.

2AC Econ Add-on

A) Manufacturing key to the U.S. Economy and Global Leadership
Franklin J. Vargo, 10/01/03, National Association of Manufacturers, FNS, l/n

I would like to begin my statement with a review of why manufacturing is vital to the U.S. economy. Since manufacturing only represents about 16 percent of the nation's output, who cares? Isn't the United States a post-manufacturing services economy? Who needs manufacturing? The answer in brief is that the United States economy would collapse without manufacturing, as would our national security and our role in the world. That is because manufacturing is really the foundation of our economy, both in terms of innovation and production and in terms of supporting the rest of the economy. For example, many individuals point out that only about 3 percent of the U.S. workforce is on the farm, but they manage to feed the nation and export to the rest of the world. But how did this agricultural productivity come to be? It is because of the tractors and combines and satellite systems and fertilizers and advanced seeds, etc. that came from the genius and productivity of the manufacturing sector.       Similarly, in services -- can you envision an airline without airplanes? Fast food outlets without griddles and freezers? Insurance companies or banks without computers? Certainly not. The manufacturing industry is truly the innovation industry, without which the rest of the economy could not prosper. Manufacturing performs over 60 percent of the nation's research and development. Additionally, it also underlies the technological ability of the United States to maintain its national security and its global leadership. Manufacturing makes a disproportionately large contribution to productivity, more than twice the rate of the overall economy, and pays wages that are about 20 percent higher than in other sectors. But its most fundamental importance lies in the fact that a healthy manufacturing sector truly underlies the entire U.S. standard of living -because it is the principal way by which the United States pays its way in the world.     Manufacturing accounts for over 80 percent of all U.S. exports of goods. America's farmers will export somewhat over $50 billion this year, but America's manufacturers export almost that much event month! Even when services are included, manufacturing accounts for two-thirds of all U.S. exports of goods and services.     If the U.S. manufacturing sector were to become seriously impaired, what combination of farm products together with architectural, travel, insurance, engineering and other services could make up for the missing two-thirds of our exports represented by manufactures? The answer is "none." What would happen instead is the dollar would collapse, falling precipitously -- not to the reasonable level of 1997, but far below it -and with this collapse would come high U.S. inflation, a wrenching economic downturn and a collapse in the U.S. standard of living and the U.S. leadership role in the world. That, most basically, is why the United States cannot become a "nation of shopkeepers."

B) Economic collapse causes extinction
Auslin 2k9 
(Michael, Resident Scholar – American Enterprise Institute, and Desmond Lachman – Resident Fellow – American Enterprise Institute, “The Global Economy Unravels”, Forbes, 3-6, http://www.aei.org/article/100187)

What do these trends mean in the short and medium term? The Great Depression showed how social and global chaos followed hard on economic collapse. The mere fact that parliaments across the globe, from America to Japan, are unable to make responsible, economically sound recovery plans suggests that they do not know what to do and are simply hoping for the least disruption. Equally worrisome is the adoption of more statist economic programs around the globe, and the concurrent decline of trust in free-market systems. The threat of instability is a pressing concern. China, until last year the world's fastest growing economy, just reported that 20 million migrant laborers lost their jobs. Even in the flush times of recent years, China faced upward of 70,000 labor uprisings a year. A sustained downturn poses grave and possibly immediate threats to Chinese internal stability. The regime in Beijing may be faced with a choice of repressing its own people or diverting their energies outward, leading to conflict with China's neighbors. Russia, an oil state completely dependent on energy sales, has had to put down riots in its Far East as well as in downtown Moscow. Vladimir Putin's rule has been predicated on squeezing civil liberties while providing economic largesse. If that devil's bargain falls apart, then wide-scale repression inside Russia, along with a continuing threatening posture toward Russia's neighbors, is likely. Even apparently stable societies face increasing risk and the threat of internal or possibly external conflict. As Japan's exports have plummeted by nearly 50%, one-third of the country's prefectures have passed emergency economic stabilization plans. Hundreds of thousands of temporary employees hired during the first part of this decade are being laid off. Spain's unemployment rate is expected to climb to nearly 20% by the end of 2010; Spanish unions are already protesting the lack of jobs, and the specter of violence, as occurred in the 1980s, is haunting the country. Meanwhile, in Greece, workers have already taken to the streets. Europe as a whole will face dangerously increasing tensions between native citizens and immigrants, largely from poorer Muslim nations, who have increased the labor pool in the past several decades. Spain has absorbed five million immigrants since 1999, while nearly 9% of Germany's residents have foreign citizenship, including almost 2 million Turks. The xenophobic labor strikes in the U.K. do not bode well for the rest of Europe. A prolonged global downturn, let alone a collapse, would dramatically raise tensions inside these countries. Couple that with possible protectionist legislation in the United States, unresolved ethnic and territorial disputes in all regions of the globe and a loss of confidence that world leaders actually know what they are doing. The result may be a series of small explosions that coalesce into a big bang

----Impacts: Manufacturing k Econ

Manufacturing is the foundation of the economy ---- decline collapses the economy and global leadership

Industrial Paint & Powder in ‘3

(“Study shows importance of strong manufacturing base; News Watch”, 10-1, 

"Manufacturing spawns more economic activity and related jobs than does any other economic sector," says Popkin, president of Joel Popkin and Co.  The study, Securing America's Future: The Case for a Strong Manufacturing Base, which was commissioned by the Council of Manufacturing Associations (CMA), contends that manufacturing is "the heart of an innovative process that powers the U.S. economy to global leadership. America's unprecedented wealth and world economic leadership ate made possible by a critical mass of manufacturing within the geographic confines of the American common market."  "Popkin shows how the unique linkages of manufacturing to the rest of the economy create more innovation, productivity and good jobs than any other sector of the economy," says Jerry Jasinowski, president of the National Association of Manufacturers. "Popkin attributes America's high standard of living to the manufacturing innovation process. Research and development stimulates investment in capital equipment and in workers, leads to new processes and products, and ultimately leads to higher living standards."  Industry in America, Jasinowski says, is being squeezed between unprecedented foreign competition based on predatory trade practices that make it impossible to raise prices, and rising health-care costs, soaring litigation and excessive regulation. The result is a dramatic decline in cash flow that forces firms to cut back on R&D and capital investment, and to reduce employment.  "If the U.S. manufacturing base continues to shrink at the present rate and the critical mass is lost," Popkins' study concludes, "the manufacturing innovation process will shift to other global centers. If this happens, a decline in U.S. living standards in the future is virtually assured."

----AT: Alt Cause to Econ
Saving the manufacturing sector spillsover to the larger economy – solves your alternate causes

Jack Keough, 5/1/05, Industrial Distribution,  “Manufacturing's Ongoing Challenges; In a new white paper, the Bearing Specialists Assn. focuses on the problems facing U.S. manufacturers and offers tips for dealing with them” pg lexis
That is the consensus of a special white paper published by the Bearing Specialists Assn., which represents more than 70 companies distributing factory-warranted ball, roller and anti-friction bearings. The paper, entitled, "The Effects on the U.S. Bearing Industry and Homeland Security of Manufacturers Moving Overseas," identifies the critical challenges facing manufacturers and recommends steps to help deal with those problems.  In the paper, BSA points out the importance of manufacturing by noting that the manufacturing process leads to increased economic activity in other sectors. For every $1 of goods produced, an additional $1.43 worth of additional economic activity is generated—much more than any other economic sector.  In his book, Securing America's Future: the Case for a Strong U.S. Manufacturing Base , author Joel Popkin points out that, "U.S. manufacturing is the heart of a significant process that generates economic growth and has produced the highest standards in history. But today, this complex process faces serious domestic and international challenges which, if not overcome, will lead to reduced economic growth and, ultimately, a decline in living standards for future generations of Americans."  The white paper adds that it's not just manufactured products that make Americans prosperous; it's the manufacturing process. This process starts with an idea that leads to new jobs and equipment and then to increased productivity, new products and processes.  "Prices fall and quality rises. Soon other parts of the economy are benefiting and, ultimately, living standards rise," BSA notes.  The economic impact  Jim Berges, president of Emerson Electric, provides an eye-opening look at manufacturing's economic impact.  "If the long-term health of this economy is threatened, then so are we. Economies whose manufacturing sectors are not vibrant and not growing are doomed to low overall growth," he says. "Those who call for a conversion to a service-based economy need only to look at Japan and Germany to get a glimpse of the consequences of manufacturing's decline—not a pretty picture and not one we want to see in this country."  He went on to say, "U.S. manufacturing has demonstrated the ability to overcome pure wage differentials with trading partners through innovation, capital investment and productivity. But when the structural cost multipliers are piled on, the task becomes unmanageable for best-in-class companies. Concerted effort to get our state and federal legislators to focus on addressing and removing these penalties will yield positive results for the economy."

2AC Leadership Add-on
A. Declining manufacturing competitiveness devastates the US economy and global leadership

Choate 2k2 
(Pat Choate, director of the Manufacturing Policy Project and Edward Miller, president of DSI, former economic treaty negotiator, 2002, http://www.uscc.gov/researchpapers/2000_2003/reports/analysis.htm) 

For two centuries, industrial and military self-sufficiency was America’s policy. It succeeded brilliantly. It protected against European adventurism in the 19th century. It enabled the nation to become the richest, most industrialized country in the world. And it allowed America to be the arsenal of democracy in the 20th century. Even when America disarmed following World War I and again after World War II, it still had the industrial capacity -- the potential -- to re-arm quickly if a threat emerged. And when one did, America’s factories quickly converted to war production, allowing the Allied forces to out produce and ultimately overwhelm the Axis powers in the 1940s and hold off the enemy during the Korean War. Following the Korean War, the U.S. defense industrial base was repeatedly modernized, again enabling the USA to cope with any foreign threat. And self-sufficiency was taken a step further during the Cold War as the United States actively led Europe, Japan and others in denying the Soviet Union the technologies, machinery, skills, and research they needed to keep apace — economically and militarily. That policy of strength and containment succeeded, too. The Soviet Union could not match the West, its people grew weary, and that empire broke into pieces. But with the collapse of the Soviet Union, America seems to have quickly forgotten the older lessons and policies that long served it well. In a very real way, the mood of America in these first days of the 21st century is akin to that of America in the 1920s. Then, the "war to end wars" had ended. The threat was gone. America could return to the business of America, which was perceived to be business. With the collapse of the Soviet Union, America remains the sole super power. Americans are generally prosperous. And while as recently as the 1980s, the global competitiveness of domestic industries was a top concern of national leaders, their successors now focus on assuring stockholders higher share prices and American consumers a steady flow of inexpensively produced goods, regardless of where they are made. Once again, the business of America seems to be business. Today, a smaller, simpler, more trusting, view dominates. Terrorists are seen as the principal threat to national security. The emergence of China -- a one-party, repressive, Communist state — as an economic and military power is mainly seen not as a danger, but as a business opportunity. And global economics is treated as something analogous to celestial mechanics -- a self-driven, self-correcting system in which markets balance supply and demand, assuring ever more growth and development. But there is also something different about what America is doing now from what it did after World War I and World War II. Then, the United States shifted military production back to civilian uses and even though military expenditures were cut, the U.S. industrial base remained in America. The long-held policy of self-sufficiency was not disturbed. Unlike in the past, however, now that the Cold War is over, the U.S. industrial base is being taken apart, piece-by-piece, and relocated to other nations. In the process, much of American’s industrial and military production base is being sold to foreign interests, and more important a significant portion of it is being physically relocated into other nations, including our most likely strategic rival — China. 

2AC Nano Leadership Add-on

A. Manufacturing base key to prevent Chinese Leadership in nanotech and ensure U.S. Leadership

Manufacturing and Technology News 2k5 
(“Lack of Manufacturing Base Imperils U.S. Lead in Nanotechnology” pg online @ http://www.manufacturingnews.com/news/05/0708/art1.html //um-ef)
Nanotechnology, often touted as a key to maintaining the United States' global lead in industrial productivity, is far from a sure thing for the U.S., according to the warnings of experts who last week offered lawmakers varying assessments of the likelihood that the country will be able to capture nano's economic benefits and varying prescriptions for doing so. "The manufacturing train has already left the station" in some fields of nanomaterials, Matthew Nordan of New York-based Lux Research Inc. told the House Science Subcommittee on Research at a June 29 hearing titled "Nanotechnology: Where Does the U.S. Stand?" Any revitalization of the U.S. manufacturing base through nanotechnology could end up limited to "pilot-scale manufacturing and manufacturing where specific skills are required," he testified, characterizing these activities as "generally low volume." When it comes to the production of more basic nanoproducts, he stated, "the U.S.'s economic opportunity is in coming up with the ideas that may be implemented in manufacturing plants on other shores." Nordan's fellow witnesses -- venture capitalist Floyd Kvamme, who co-chairs the President's Council of Advisors on Science and Technology (PCAST), and Sean Murdock, executive director of the nanotechnology policy and commercialization advocacy group NanoBusiness Alliance -- appeared less "prepared to cede the manufacturing of nanotechnology-enabled products here in the United States," as Murdock put it. But the three did agree in their fundamental assessment of the present: All view the United States as the world leader in nanotechnology up to now, and all regard its lead as imperiled. Kvamme, citing an estimate contained in the review of the National Nanotechnology Initiative (NNI) published by PCAST in May, testified that the $1 billion in federal funding for nano R&D in Fiscal Year 2005 "is roughly one-quarter of the current global investment by all nations." He placed the U.S.'s overall annual nano R&D effort at $3 billion, "one-third of the approximately $9 billion in total worldwide spending by the public and private sectors." Additionally, the U.S. "leads in the number of start-up companies based on nanotechnology and in research output as measured by patents and publications." Still, Kvamme said, the U.S. is coming under "increased competitive pressure," as "other countries are aggressively chasing [its] leadership position," both by beefing up coordinated national programs and by focusing investments on "areas of existing national economic strength." The U.S. lead in patents and publications, he added, "appears to be slipping." According to Nordan, whose company's figures were cited repeatedly by PCAST it its report, even the U.S.'s current R&D spending lead is open to question. On the basis of purchasing-power parity, 2004 government spending on nano R&D in the U.S., at $5.42 per capita, came in below South Korea's $5.62, Japan's $6.30, and Taiwan's $9.40. "The $130 million in estimated government spending on nanotech last year in China equaled $611 million at purchasing-power parity, or 38 percent of U.S. expenditure," Nordan noted. That nations like China are free to direct "initial capital investments toward the instrumentation needed for nanotechnology research, without having to maintain technology infrastructures and skill sets that were cutting-edge 20 years ago" could add to the comparative bang they're getting for their bucks. A figure cited in Murdock's testimony seems to corroborate this assumption. In the period January to August 2004, China led the world in research papers on nanotechnology, presenting 14 percent more than the U.S. And while the U.S., according to the NanoBusiness Alliance's database, accounted for 613 of 1,175 companies worldwide that are "involved with nanotechnology," Murdock said that "if one is to believe the announcements made at the ChinaNano2005 trade expo," China now has almost 800 such companies. Keeping the edge in R&D is critical to Nordan because he believes that, for the U.S., the economic advantage to be derived from nanotechnology begins and ends with intellectual property (IP). He pointed to Japan's Frontier Carbon, whose 40-ton-per-year capacity for the manufacture of fullerenes, based on a process licensed from an MIT spinoff company, surpasses last year's total world demand by more than 25 times. "It's unlikely," he told the subcommittee, "that you're going to find U.S.-based companies investing that far ahead of demand in order to attain manufacturing dominance" in basic nanomaterials. The U.S. cannot maintain an edge, he argued, by offering "low labor costs or tax advantages for capital investment in manufacturing facilities" in an attempt to "go toe-to-toe against...countries that have more runway to go down in terms of economic development based on nanotechnology." Nor, he said, can it prevent the transfer overseas of research, whether "through a patent process [or] to a country that perhaps does not have the respect for intellectual property rights that Western European and U.S. nations hold." Instead, the U.S. should seek "to have an unremitting, relentless flow of novel ideas that take time and keep us continually two, three, five years ahead of what other countries can attain," Nordan maintained. "The achievement that we can drive toward is to always be ahead and always be first to market with those novel ideas, and through that I think we'll attain economic rewards." Murdock, while concurring on the importance of enforcing IP laws, countered that keeping manufacturing in the U.S. is critical to the nation's economic health. "I believe that we need to endeavor to be more than just IP companies," he stated, in view of a projection by Nordan's firm that "new, emerging nanotechnology applications will...becom[e] incorporated into 15 percent of global manufacturing output totaling $2.6 trillion in 2014." "If you look at the total value associated with any product, most of the value tends to accrue to those that are closest to the customer -- that, in fact, make it. And while IP may have higher margins, ultimately there is a big value pool out there, and we need to ensure that we're taking steps to capture the value. "Furthermore, IP is not the only source of intellectual capital," Murdock added. "There is know-how. And that is the reason for the importance of manufacturing. Ultimately, when we move from the knowledge or the proof of principle into making the stuff, we develop process knowledge. That process knowledge helps us to refine and improve both the quality of the product and the throughput, and it increases the marginal productivity of the labor. That is what enables us to pay high wages and keep jobs here. "So while we need to be realistic and understand that this is a global economy, we also need to take steps to do what we can to ensure that we do commercialize and manufacture the set of technologies that we can here."
B. Chinese Leadership guarantees extinction

Lev Navrozov 2k4 
(Winner of the Albert Einstein Prize for Outstanding Intellectual Achievements, “The Center for Responsible Nanotechnology ‘Plans Ahead’)
“We at the Center for the Survival of Western Democracies, Inc., believe that the West being what it is at present, there is only one scenario. Two countries could develop nuclear weapons by 1945: the United States and Germany. The latter did not launch a Manhattan Project, since no one could vouch to Hitler in 1939 that nuclear weapons were possible within a few years, and he committed all available resources to the conventional war for world domination. The U.S. Manhattan Project started up, and finally, in 1942, came into its own for fear that Germany would develop nuclear weapons ahead of the United States. Similarly, two countries can develop molecular nano assemblers: the United States and China. The latter launched in 1986 Project 863, a Manhattan Project for the development of post-nuclear superweapons in seven fields, and, at the close of the 20th century and beginning of the 21st, molecular nano technology became the eighth field. The United States has not launched a Manhattan Project for the development of any post-nuclear superweapons, and certainly not, of molecular nanoweapons. In 1969 President Nixon announced the U.S. termination of development of post-nuclear weapons, and it has been terminated, according to my research, not my benevolence. Just as Lloyd George in England up to 1939 dreamed aloud about having a statesman as great as Hitler at the head of the British government, the Western political establishment has been in love with the dictatorship of China. So, the United States has no need for molecular nano assemblers and the defense against them. In 1939 Hitler made a fatal mistake: he grabbed Òthe rump of Czechoslovakia,Ó and the democratic West woke up. Imagine the dictatorship of China suddenly invading Mexico! But the Chinese strategists regard such a war as purely Western and old-fashioned (see ÒUnrestricted WarfareÓ). In a modern war (which, ironically, the United States initiated by using nuclear weapons against Japan in 1945), a geostrategist confronts the enemy with annihilation or unconditional surrender. Let us now look at the article ÒResponsible Nanotechnology.Ó At the CSWD, Inc., we believe that the only responsible molecular nanotechnology is for the U.S. government to launch a nanotech Manhattan Project on the basis of the Foresight Institute, with Eric Drexler, the founder of nanotechnology, at the head of the Project. Incidentally, the Advisory Board of the Center for Responsible Nanotechnology consists of distinguished, gifted individuals who might become the core of the nanotech Manhattan Project. Great was my shock when I had read the article posted by or on behalf of CRN. Here are its eight ÒscenariosÓ of the future of mankind (which the article presents out of numerical sequence): Scenario 6. ÒMolecular manufacturingÓ develops Òquickly enough,Ó but mankind lives happily ever after. But what about the possibility of a molecular nano attack, launched by the dictatorship of China on the West? What? Don't you know that China is as peaceful as the democratic West thought Germany was peaceful in 1938? Scenario 5. The same as Scenario 6 but Òmolecular manufacturing technologyÓ develops slowly, which is even better. Scenario 4. The leading world powers take a close look at the first three scenarios we've described [the article describes 4 after 6 and 5], decide to avoid them at all costs, and agree to work together to avoid geopolitical meltdown. We at CRN believe that sovereign nations ultimately may cooperate in this way, since the alternatives appear to suck! Again, China is no problem Ñ even if China gets molecular manufacturing capability first. Surely China will not annihilate the West even in this case, but will Òwork together.Ó What about the United States? Even [!] if the United States gets molecular manufacturing capability first, and certain elements inside the government intend to oppress the rest of the world with it, we can hope that other powerful entities in the U.S. will be more sensible and influential. The above suggests that the form of government in the United States is much more dangerous for the world than that in China, the largest dictatorship in world history. Inside the U.S. government Òcertain elementsÓ may Òintend to oppress the rest of the world.Ó Not inside the government of China, which presumably consists of American liberal Democrats and peaceniks only. Scenario 3. Two or more competent nations develop molecular manufacturing capability at about the same time. Fearing the potential military advantage this could provide for their adversary, they each begin rapid and massive development of hideously powerful new weaponry. The resulting arms race is almost certain to be highly unstable, for several reasons. This scenario can be considered an existential risk for the human race. Can you imagine the dictators of China, hearing of Òexistential risk for the human raceÓ? They will develop a severe depression, and the American doctors talking depression on TV will have to treat them. Scenario 2 A major Asian nation achieves robust molecular nanotechnology manufacturing ahead of anyone else, and as a result the U.S. becomes something of a backwater. As I was reading this, I could imagine only China in this role. I guessed right! But never mind, for China (if it's them) could turn increasingly open/democratic as they continue to develop economically and scientificallyÊ.Ê.Ê.Ê isn't it? Of course! Remember how increasingly open/democratic Germany turned as it developed economically and scientifically after 1933? If one knows nothing about a foreign country, he or she can well daydream about its being open/democratic. Remember how President Roosevelt's spouse and his ambassador in Moscow admired and extolled openness and democracy in Stalin's Russia? Scenario 1. The United States of America is the first to develop molecular technology manufacturing, and as a result can rule the world. Surely this is better than the nano annihilation..”

2AC Cyber Security Add-on (DIB)

A) DIB offshoring destroys our electronic security

American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, Aerospace America; August, 2K6 (James W. Canan, “The changing defense industrial base”, Features; Pg. 34, Highlight, Lexis)

For some time, the defense industrial base has been spreading into segments of U.S. and foreign industry that are chiefly concerned with making and marketing commercial products. The Defense Dept. relies heavily on those products, but is a relatively minor source of income for the companies that make them. As a result, DOD has little influence on such companies and limited leverage over their segment of the defense industrial base. The IT industry is a case in point. Commercial IT products represent the state of the art in modern military communications, and foreign IT producers provide the U.S. military with some of the best, defense officials say. The Pentagon report notes that the global commercial IT market "dwarfs" the defense IT market, and that U.S. defense spending accounts for roughly half of the world's defense but for only about 1% of the world IT market. Buying and using commercial IT products can be risky for the U.S. military, says the report, because the Pentagon has no control over their worldwide dissemination and usage, cannot constrain their obsolescence or the security of their supplies, and is faced with the potential problem of tampering. Even so, the report notes, commercial IT products will remain in demand for defense purposes because they frequently perform better and cost less than defense-dedicated IT products. The software segment of the global commercial IT industry is another illustrative example of the changing nature of the defense industrial base, and is the subject of a cautionary passage in the industrial capabilities report: "As DOD contractors move software development work offshore for economic reasons, the potential security ramifications in malicious code . . . increase," the document says. "In addition, the potential exists for a more strategic problem: prospective loss of intellectual capability, particularly in microelectronics, as research, development, and design work threatens to follow production work to cost-saving offshore facilities.

B) Cyberterrorist access to our software and communications leads to false nuclear launch indicators that create accidental nuclear war

Blair, president of the Center for Defense Information and former Minuteman launch officer, 9-19-2K4 (Bruce, Center for Defense Information, “The Wrong Deterrence: The Threat of Loose Nukes Is One of Our Own Making”, http://www.cdi.org/friendlyversion/printversion.cfm?documentID=2473)

Another specter concerns terrorists "spoofing" radar or satellite sensors or cyber-terrorists hacking into early warning networks. By either firing short-range missiles that fool warning sensors into reporting an attack by longer-range missiles, or feeding false data into warning computer networks, could sophisticated terrorists generate false indications of an enemy attack that results in a mistaken launch of nuclear rockets in "retaliation?" False alarms have been frequent enough on both sides under the best of conditions. False warning poses an acute danger as long as Russian and U.S. nuclear commanders are given, as they still are today, only several pressure-packed minutes to determine whether an enemy attack is underway and to decide whether to retaliate. Russia's deteriorating early-warning network, coupled with terrorist plotting against it, only heightens the dangers. Russia is not the only crucible of risk. The early-warning and control problems plaguing Pakistan, India and other nuclear proliferators are even more acute. As these nations move toward hair-trigger stances for their nuclear missiles, the terrorist threat to them will grow in parallel. Even the U.S. nuclear control apparatus is far from fool-proof. For example, a Pentagon investigation of nuclear safeguards conducted several years ago made a startling discovery -- terrorist hackers might be able to gain back-door electronic access to the U.S. naval communications network, seize control electronically of radio towers such as the one in Cutler, Maine, and illicitly transmit a launch order to U.S. Trident ballistic missile submarines armed with 200 nuclear warheads apiece. This exposure was deemed so serious that Trident launch crews had to be given new instructions for confirming the validity of any launch order they receive. They would now reject certain types of firing orders that previously would have been carried out immediately.

C) Extinction
American Prospect 2K1
The bitter disputes over national missile defense (NMD) have obscured a related but dramatically more urgent issue of national security: the 4,800 nuclear warheads -- weapons with a combined destructive power nearly 100,000 times greater than the atomic bomb that leveled Hiroshima -- currently on "hair-trigger" alert. Hair-trigger alert means this: The missiles carrying those warheads are armed and fueled at all times. Two thousand or so of these warheads are on the intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) targeted by Russia at the United States; 1,800 are on the ICBMs targeted by the United States at Russia; and approximately 1,000 are on the submarine-based missiles targeted by the two nations at each other. These missiles would launch on receipt of three computer-delivered messages. Launch crews -- on duty every second of every day -- are under orders to send the messages on receipt of a single computer-delivered command. In no more than two minutes, if all went according to plan, Russia or the United States could launch missiles at predetermined targets: Washington or New York; Moscow or St. Petersburg. The early-warning systems on which the launch crews rely would detect the other side's missiles within tens of seconds, causing the intended -- or accidental -- enemy to mount retaliatory strikes. "Within a half-hour, there could be a nuclear war that would extinguish all of us," explains Bruce Blair. "It would be, basically, a nuclear war by checklist, by rote."

2AC Trade Deficit Add-on
A. Healthy Manufacturing solves the Trade Deficit

Swezey 2k11

(Devon Swezey, Project Director for Breakthrough Institute where he works as an energy and climate policy analyst and Ryan McConaghy, “Manufacturing Growth Advanced Manufacturing and the Future of the American Economy,” pg online @ http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/BTI_Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_Manufacturing_Growth_.pdf //um-ef)

However, despite these relative declines, manufacturing remains a sizeable contributor to our economy and directly employs over 11.5 million people. 8 Paradoxically, even as manufacturing’s relative share of employment and GDP has decreased in recent decades, manufacturing has actually become even more important to sustaining American prosperity. Manufacturing is the most capital-intensive and productive sector of the economy, and it is key to developing and commercializing new technologies. Manufacturing also has the largest employment and output multipliers of any sector of the economy, creating many indirect jobs and making it a key catalyst of broad economic growth. Moreover, a healthy manufacturing sector is central to the United States’ ability to reduce its large and persistent trade deficit.
2AC Metal Fabrication Add-on

A. Solves Air Pollution

Heminway 95 (Seth, Coordinator, Sector Notebook Project, Environmental Protection Agency, “EPA Office of Compliance Sector Notebook Project Profile of the Fabricated Metal Products Industry” September 1995, http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/publications/assistance/sectors/notebooks/fabmetsn.pdf) //moxley)

There are numerous pollution prevention trends in the metal fabrication and finishing industry. These include recycling liquids, employing better waste control techniques, using mechanical forms of surface preparation, and/or substituting raw materials. One major trend is the increased recycling (e.g., reuse) of most process liquids (e.g., rinse water, acids, alkali cleaning compounds, solvents, etc.) used during the metal forming and finishing processes. For instance, instead of discarding liquids, companies are containing them and reusing them to cut down on the volume of process liquids that must eventually be disposed of. Also, many companies are replacing aqueous plating with ion vapor deposition. Another common approach to reducing pollution is to reduce rinse contamination via drag-out by slowing and smoothing the removal of parts (rotating them if necessary), maximizing drip time, using drainage boards to direct dripping solutions back to process tanks, and/or installing drag-out recovery tanks to capture dripping solutions. By slowing down the processes and developing structures to contain the dripping solutions, a facility can better control the potential wastes emitted. To reduce the use of acids when cleaning parts, the industry is using and encouraging the use of mechanical scraping/scrubbing techniques to clean and prepare the metal surface. Emphasizing mechanical approaches would greatly diminish the need for acids, solvents, and alkalis. In addition to the mechanical technique for cleaning surfaces, companies are encouraged to substitute acids and solvents with less harmful liquids (e.g., alcohol). Section V.D. lists numerous specific pollution prevention techniques that have been employed in the industry .

---- 1AR Industry key

Industry prevents pollution

Heminway 95 (Seth, Coordinator, Sector Notebook Project, Environmental Protection Agency, “EPA Office of Compliance Sector Notebook Project Profile of the Fabricated Metal Products Industry” September 1995, http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/publications/assistance/sectors/notebooks/fabmetsn.pdf) //moxley)

The best way to reduce pollution is to prevent it in the first place. Some companies have creatively implemented pollution prevention techniques that improve efficiency and increase profits while at the same time minimizing environmental impacts. This can be done in many ways such as reducing material inputs, re-engineering processes to reuse by-products, improving management practices, and employing substitution of toxic chemicals. Some smaller facilities are able to actually get below regulatory thresholds just by reducing pollutant releases through aggressive pollution prevention policies. In order to encourage these approaches, this section provides both general and company-specific descriptions of some pollution prevention advances that have been implemented within the Fabricated Metal Products industry. While the list is not exhaustive, it does provide core information that can be used as the starting point for facilities interested in beginning their own pollution prevention projects. When possible, this section provides information from real activities that can, or are being implemented by this sector -- including a discussion of associated costs, time frames, and expected rates of return. This section provides summary information from activities that may be, or are being implemented by this sector. When possible, information is provided that gives the context in which the techniques can be effectively used. Please note that the activities described in this section do not necessarily apply to all facilities that fall within this sector. Facility-specific conditions must be carefully considered when pollution prevention options are evaluated, and the full impacts of the change must examine how each option affects, air, land, and water pollutant releases.

Potential Industry Add-ons

Forbes 2/14/2k11

(“Intelligence Community Fears U.S. Manufacturing Decline,” pg online @ http://www.forbes.com/sites/beltway/2011/02/14/intelligence-community-fears-u-s-manufacturing-decline/ //um-ef)

Last week, the federal government reported that the U.S. trade deficit grew by 33 percent in 2010 to nearly half a trillion dollars. Most of the gap resulted from an imbalance in trade with China, which shipped $365 billion in goods to America but only bought $92 billion in U.S. goods. The resulting U.S. deficit of $273 billion in bilateral trade with Beijing reflects a persistent feature of the Sino-American relationship since China joined the World Trade Organization in 2001. Over the last ten years, China has mounted the biggest challenge to the U.S. manufacturing sector ever seen, threatening producers of steel, chemicals, glass, paper, drugs and any number of other items with prices they cannot match. Not coincidentally, the United States has lost an average of 50,000 manufacturing jobs every month during the same period. There are usually other things happening in the economy that obscure what China is doing to the U.S. industrial base. For instance, some of the job losses were traceable to steady increases in industrial productivity since 2001, eliminating the need for many workers. Last year’s increase in the trade deficit resulted in large measure from higher prices on imported oil (the average cost per barrel rose from $57 to $75) and a greater propensity of consumers to spend as economic recovery strengthened. Exports of services, consumer products and industrial supplies rose to record levels, even though imports rose faster. But when the impact of transient factors is removed it becomes clear that the underlying narrative of U.S. manufacturing in the new millennium is mostly a story of decline. Competition from China is rapidly eroding the industrial foundations of American economic power.
Adv Manuf Bioterror Scenario

And, Advanced Manufacturing Techniques provide the tools necessary to stop bioterror attacks

Morgan et al. 3 
(Sarah Morgan East Texas Baptist University, Silverio Colon, Arizona State University Department of Bioengineering College of Engineering and Applied Sciences, Judith A. Ruffner and John A. Emerson Organic Materials Department, Ramona L. Myers Nuclear Safety Assessment Department, “Biomanufacturing: A State of the Technology Review “September 2003, http://www.che.ncsu.edu/academics/concentrations/documents/Biomanufacturing-AStateofTechRev.pdf) //moxley

Perhaps the most unique and advantageous aspect of biomanufacturing is the excellent control that may be afforded during fabrication. In particular, sequence-by-sequence building of polymeric materials may be possible. Biological species can be used to synthesize polymers of more uniform chain lengths or chain branching than those produced by conventional synthesis techniques. Additionally, biosynthesis could be used to produce specialty copolymers that are not available through traditional synthesis methods. These applications are of particular interest to SNL as we strive to understand polymers and nanoparticles in terms of their thermal, mechanical, optical, and electrical properties for use in nuclear weapons, satellites, and homeland defense applications. Other biomanufacturing areas of interest include fabrication of sensors and encryption tools. It may be possible to utilize this technology to manufacture sensors that offer superior recognition of chemical and biological agents. Currently, it is possible to manufacture sensors that are able to detect only one or a few agents. However, development of the appropriate bioprocessing techniques will enable manufacture of sensors that are able to detect all materials of interest at once. This is of tremendous interest in detecting and neutralizing potential terrorist attacks using these agents. Additionally, it may be possible to use biosequencing to provide encryption and subsequent decoding of complex, sensitive data. Biomanufacturing has the potential to be one of the defining technologies in the upcoming century. Research, development, and applications in the fields of biotechnology, bioengineering, biodetection, biomaterials, biocomputation and bioenergy will have dramatic impact on both the products we are able to create, and the ways in which we create them. Sandia National Laboratories has the expertise to contribute to any one of these fields.

And, New Gene Manipulation Strategies Increase Risk and Threat – Prefer The Newest Evidence 

MSNBC 12/7/11
(“Clinton warns of bioweapon threat from gene tech,” pg online @ http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/45584359/ns/technology_and_science-security/#.TuaTq7JomzZ //ghs-ef)

GENEVA — New gene assembly technology that offers great benefits for scientific research could also be used by terrorists to create biological weapons, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton warned Wednesday. The threat from bioweapons has drawn little attention in recent years, as governments focused more on the risk of nuclear weapons proliferation to countries such as Iran and North Korea. But experts have warned that the increasing ease with which bioweapons can be created might be used by terror groups to develop and spread new diseases that could mimic the effects of the fictional global epidemic portrayed in the Hollywood thriller "Contagion." Speaking at an international meeting in Geneva aimed at reviewing the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention, Clinton told diplomats that the challenge was to maximize the benefits of scientific research and minimize the risks that it could be used for harm. "The emerging gene synthesis industry is making genetic material more widely available," she said. "This has many benefits for research, but it could also potentially be used to assemble the components of a deadly organism." Gene synthesis allows genetic material — the building blocks of all organisms — to be artificially assembled in the lab, greatly speeding up the creation of artificial viruses and bacteria. The U.S. government has cited efforts by terrorist networks such as al-Qaeda to recruit scientists capable of making biological weapons as a national security concern. "A crude but effective terrorist weapon can be made using a small sample of any number of widely available pathogens, inexpensive equipment, and college-level chemistry and biology," Clinton told the meeting. "Less than a year ago, al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula made a call to arms for, and I quote, 'brothers with degrees in microbiology or chemistry ... to develop a weapon of mass destruction,'" she said. Clinton also mentioned the Aum Shinrikyo cult's attempts in Japan to obtain anthrax in the 1990s, and the 2001 anthrax attacks in the United States that killed five people. Washington has urged countries to be more transparent about their efforts to clamp down on the threat of bioweapons. But U.S. officials have also resisted calls for an international verification system — akin to that for nuclear weapons — saying it is too complicated to monitor every lab's activities.

Nuclear World War III and Extinction

Alexander 2k7 

(Timothy, Former Scottish Editor of Burke’s Peerage, B.Sc. in Pol. Sc. & History; M.A. in European Studies, October 22nd, “War On Iran = You Die from Biowar”, Op Ed News, http://www.opednews.com/articles/genera_lord_sti_071020_war_on_iran__3d_you_di.htm)

We have been conditioned, by seeing films of mushroom clouds and images of nuclear destruction in Japan at the end of WWII, to have some understanding of the horrific effects of a nuclear war. We have NOT been conditioned to understand the effects of Twenty-first Century advanced biological war. The kill numbers are very similar, just with biowar you don't get the "big bangs", the mushroom clouds, the nuclear bombers, the ICBMs, etc. Just sub-microscopic genetically engineered super killer viruses that we have absolutely no defense against, delivered in secret, with a slow horrifying unstoppable migration through the global human population. All the fear of a naturally mutated form of "bird flu" that might kill tens of millions is simply "child's play" compared to multiple designer military viruses that are built to kill in the many hundreds of millions to billions of people globally.  It costs approximately US$1 million to kill one person with nuclear weapons-of-mass destruction but only approximately US$1 to kill one person with biological weapons-of-mass destruction. Bioweapons are truly the "poor man's nukes". The Iranians are known to have a biological weapons program and they, and their allies, certainly have the means to deliver biowar agents into the Israeli and European and North American homelands. Bioweapons do not have to be dispersed via missiles or bombs, they are perfect for non-traditional normally non-military delivery systems. Being very small (there are, for example, typically approximately 40 million bacterial cells in every gram of soil and massively more viruses in the same gram), they lend themselves to an enormous variety of non-detectable methodologies for delivery and use in war, both regionally and globally.   What is being missed here, with all the talk of Iran developing nuclear weapons or not (depending on one's viewpoint), is that Iran is already a state that possesses WMD. HELLO, ANY WAR WITH IRAN IS HIGHLY APT TO INVOLVE LARGE SCALE DEATHS THROUGHOUT THE WORLD DUE TO THE NATURE OF THE IRANIAN WMD THREAT. Hello again, this means that YOU...the person reading this...is apt to die from biowar in event of a war with Iran! We are in a MAD....mutually assured destruction....pre-war state with Iran, just as we are with Russia and and to a lessor extent with China when it comes to nuclear weapons. A famous line from the movie "Wargames" (referring to engaging in nuclear war and the odds of "winning" such a war) is "the only winning move is not to play". Sad to say, this does not seem to have any bearing on the apocalyptic strategy of the neocon push for war with Iran.  The nature of biowar is that it is a "gift that keeps on giving". Once released, advanced recombination DNA based viral bioweapons will continue to spread and kill and kill ....regardless if Iran (and its ally Syria) are but a sea of green radioactive glass devoid of all life. With advanced biowar agents, it is not the quantity that counts but the quality; humans themselves become the vectors and delivery systems of the bioweapons. It does not require large amounts of weapons running into the millions or billions of tons of high explosives; nor does it require ICBMs and cruise missiles and $100 million dollar warplanes to deliver the bioweapons. A very small group of human assets, prepositioned with small amounts of easily hidden biowar weapons (submicroscopic viruses), in the Middle East, Europe, Canada, and America can begin the process that will result in the deaths of hundreds of millions or even billions of human beings. When you get right down to it, does it matter if you die from some exotic bioengineered hemorrhagic fever or from radiation poisoning/nuclear blast .......dead is still dead.  To begin to understand the truly horrific nature of the biowar threat, one only has to look to history for some "mild" examples. The Black Death bubonic pandemic, believed caused by the bacterium Yersinia pestis, is estimated to have killed between a third and two-thirds of Europe's population after it spread to Europe in 1347 from South-western/Central Asia.  Yersinia pestis, being a bacteria is massive when compared to a virus, and is easily treated with modern antibiotics. However, the Soviet Union's Biopreparat organization turned Black Death from a medieval plague into a 20th Century bioweapon. The Yersinia pestis bacteria was exposed to every then-known antibiotic, in a process that any advanced high school or early undergraduate college level biology class student could undertake, and the resulting antibiotic resistant Y. pestis was bred and loaded into a small number of Soviet ICBMs aimed at America. The resistant Y. pestis had also been exposed to various levels of radiation to "radiation harden" the bacteria. The intent was to hit American survivors of a nuclear war with a new and untreatable form of Black Death that itself could survive the effects of nuclear fallout.  As frighting as a totally antibiotic resistant Yersinia pestis bacteria is, it remains "child's play" compared to the more advanced recombination DNA technology used in most biowar programs. This typically involves the recombining of viral DNA into new virus, "designer virus". The Soviets, years ago, engineered a new virus that combined elements of Smallpox and Ebola. With the genetic engineering of viruses those doing the "designing" can engineer into the virus a wide number of different characteristics. For instance, an advanced hemorrhagic fever can be designed to be: airborne (capable of being transmitted via sneezing), with a very small amount of viral material required to infect a human host, with a incubation period of 14 days or longer, with most of the incubation period that is both highly contagious and at best looks like a mild version of the common cold, with the resulting hemorrhagic fever having a mortality of 90% or more.  The same technology can be used to create a large number of different viruses which can all be released on a target population at the same time, vastly complicating detection and containment and treatment programs. In fact the normal research and development process used in genetic engineering results in a large number of different new viruses.  Those nations not directly involved in a strike upon Iran, that is most of the rest of the world, will nevertheless face massive deaths within their nations...they will lose more of their citizens to the war, that we are about to unleash, than they lost in World War II and ALL THE OTHER WARS IN HISTORY COMBINED. Needless to say, this will have a profound effect on their actions towards those nations who have started the mess in the first place. The global military, political, economic, and medical chaos resulting from global biowar will make the use of nuclear weapons a likely outcome as America, the United Kingdom, France and other nations starting the war will be seen as out-of-control "mad dogs" who have unleashed World War III. The Book of Revelations speaks of one-third of the world dying, in the Final Battle, from plague ....biowar; and another one-third of the world dying from "wormwood"....which we now know to be nuclear war effects ...Chernobyl, which comes from the Ukrainian word "chornobyl", translates into wormwood (or its close relative mugwort). (Chernobyl is the site of a massive uncontrolled nuclear meltdown disaster in the Ukraine on the 26th of April 1986).  We are in a period of extreme danger to us all. Even more dangerous than the Cuban Missile Crisis of the 60s. Yet far too many people are so uneducated as to the real dangers from advanced Twenty-first Century biowar that they are totally blind to the profound risk to their own lives.

*****Advanced Manufacturing Add-ons*****

2AC Innovation Add-on (Solves Problems)
A. Advanced Manufacturing is critical to next gen innovations – drives U.S. Innovation

Swezey 2k11

(Devon Swezey, Project Director for Breakthrough Institute where he works as an energy and climate policy analyst and Ryan McConaghy, “Manufacturing Growth Advanced Manufacturing and the Future of the American Economy,” pg online @ http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/BTI_Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_Manufacturing_Growth_.pdf //um-ef)
New manufacturing thrives on and drives innovation. Manufacturing is a core component of the nation’s innovation ecosystem. Firms engaged in manufacturing re-invest a significant portion of revenues in research and development (R&D). Overall, the manufacturing sector comprises two-thirds 9 of industry investment in R&D and employs nearly 64% of the country’s scientists and engineers. 10 Manufacturers also have unique opportunities to apply new technologies for specialized functions and achieve economies of scale at the plant or firm, 11 making the return on manufacturing R&D significant. The transition to advanced manufacturing will enhance the sector’s role in fostering innovation and developing and commercializing new technologies. Advanced manufacturing industries, including semiconductors, computers, pharmaceuticals, clean energy technologies, and nanotechnology, play an outsized role in generating the new technologies, products, and processes that drive economic growth. Advanced manufacturing is also characterized by the rapid transfer of science and technology into manufacturing processes and products, which in and of itself drives innovation. The research-to-manufacturing process is cyclical, with multiple feedbacks between basic R&D, pre-competitive research, prototyping, product development, and manufacturing. This opens new possibilities for product development and manufacturing. 12

B. Solves Chinese Coal and Global Problems
Nye and Armitage 2k7

(Richard Armitage, Former Deputy Secretary of State, and Joseph Nye, Professor of Political Science at Harvard. 12-12-07. “Why So Angry, America?” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/IL12Df01.html)
The world is dissatisfied with American leadership. Shocked and frightened after September 11, 2001, we put forward an angry face to the globe, not one that reflected the more traditional American values of hope and optimism, tolerance and opportunity.   This fearful approach has hurt the United States' ability to bring allies to its cause, but it is not too late to change. The nation should embrace a smarter strategy that blends our "hard" and "soft" power - our ability to attract and persuade, as well as our ability to use economic and military might. Whether it is ending     the crisis in Pakistan, winning the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, deterring Iran's and North Korea's nuclear ambitions, managing China's rise or improving the lives of those left behind by globalization, the US needs a broader, more balanced approach.   Lest anyone think that this approach is weak or naive, remember that Defense Secretary Robert Gates used a major speech on November 26 "to make the case for strengthening our capacity to use 'soft' power and for better integrating it with 'hard' power". We - one Republican, one Democrat - have devoted our lives to promoting American pre-eminence as a force for good in the world. But the US cannot stay on top without strong and willing allies and partners. Over the past six years, too many people have confused sharing the burden with relinquishing power. In fact, when we let others help, we are extending US influence, not diminishing it.   Since September 11, the war on terrorism has shaped this isolating outlook, becoming the central focus of US engagement with the world. The threat from terrorists with global reach is likely to be with us for decades. But unless they have weapons of mass destruction, groups such as al-Qaeda pose no existential threat to the US - unlike our old foes Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union.   In fact, al-Qaeda and its ilk hope to defeat us by using our own strength against us. They hope that we will blunder, overreact and turn world opinion against us. This is a deliberately set trap, and one whose grave strategic consequences extend far beyond the costs this nation would suffer from any small-scale terrorist attack, no matter how individually tragic and collectively painful. We cannot return to a nearsighted pre-September 11 mindset that underestimated the al-Qaeda threat, but neither can we remain stuck in a narrow post-September 11 mindset that alienates much of the world.   More broadly, when our words do not match our actions, we demean our character and moral standing. We cannot lecture others about democracy while we back dictators. We cannot denounce torture and waterboarding in other countries and condone it at home. We cannot allow Cuba's Guantanamo Bay or Iraq's Abu Ghraib to become the symbols of American power.   The United States has long been the big kid on the block, and it will probably remain so for years to come. But its staying power has a great deal to do with whether it is perceived as a bully or a friend. States and non-state actors can better address today's challenges when they can draw in allies; those who alienate potential friends stand at greater risk.   The past six years have demonstrated that hard power alone cannot secure the nation's long-term goals. The US military remains the best in the world, even after having been worn down from years of war. We will have to invest in people and materiel to maintain current levels of readiness; as a percentage of gross domestic product, US defense spending is actually well below Cold War levels. But an extra dollar spent on hard power will not necessarily bring an extra dollar's worth of security.   After all, security threats are no longer simply military threats. China is building two coal-fired power plants each week. US hard power will do little to curb this trend, but US-developed technology can make Chinese coal cleaner, which helps the environment and opens new markets for American industry.   In a changing world, the US should become a smarter power by once again investing in the global good - by providing things that people and governments want but cannot attain without US leadership. By complementing US military and economic strength with greater investments in soft power, Washington can build the framework to tackle tough global challenges. We call this smart power.   Smart power is not about getting the world to like us. It is about developing a strategy that balances our hard (coercive) power with our soft (attractive) power. During the Cold War, the US deterred Soviet aggression through investments in hard power. But as Gates noted late last month, US leaders also realized that "the nature of the conflict required us to develop key capabilities and institutions - many of them non-military". So the US used its soft power to rebuild Europe and Japan and to establish the norms and institutions that became the core of the international order for the past half-century. The Cold War ended under a barrage of hammers on the Berlin Wall rather than a barrage of artillery across the Fulda Gap precisely because of this integrated approach.

2AC Pharma Add-on

A. Advanced Manufacturing key to Pharma Breakthrougs

Swezey 2k11

(Devon Swezey, Project Director for Breakthrough Institute where he works as an energy and climate policy analyst and Ryan McConaghy, “Manufacturing Growth Advanced Manufacturing and the Future of the American Economy,” pg online @ http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/BTI_Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_Manufacturing_Growth_.pdf //um-ef)

New manufacturing thrives on and drives innovation. Manufacturing is a core component of the nation’s innovation ecosystem. Firms engaged in manufacturing re-invest a significant portion of revenues in research and development (R&D). Overall, the manufacturing sector comprises two-thirds 9 of industry investment in R&D and employs nearly 64% of the country’s scientists and engineers. 10 Manufacturers also have unique opportunities to apply new technologies for specialized functions and achieve economies of scale at the plant or firm, 11 making the return on manufacturing R&D significant. The transition to advanced manufacturing will enhance the sector’s role in fostering innovation and developing and commercializing new technologies. Advanced manufacturing industries, including semiconductors, computers, pharmaceuticals, clean energy technologies, and nanotechnology, play an outsized role in generating the new technologies, products, and processes that drive economic growth. Advanced manufacturing is also characterized by the rapid transfer of science and technology into manufacturing processes and products, which in and of itself drives innovation. The research-to-manufacturing process is cyclical, with multiple feedbacks between basic R&D, pre-competitive research, prototyping, product development, and manufacturing. This opens new possibilities for product development and manufacturing. 12

B. Pharma Solves Bioterror
Thompson 2k2   Secretary of Health and Human Services 
(Tommy G., "CDC, Pharmaceutical Companies Counter Bioterror Threat," 4/11 http://japan.usembassy.gov/e/p/tp-se1295.html)
The U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and U.S. pharmaceutical manufacturers are joining forces to better educate health care providers about how to recognize and respond to a bioterror attack. In an April 11 news conference in Washington, representatives of the Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America (PhRMA) and U.S. Health and Human Services Secretary Tommy G. Thompson explained that as many as 80,000 drug company representatives across the country could become involved in the distribution of CDC information about bioterrorism. "When pharmaceutical firms distribute CDC material to health care providers and when America's leading pharmaceutical firms go to work preparing for infectious disease outbreaks with new vaccines and drugs, we're seeing the kind of public-private partnership the American people need now more than ever," said Thompson at the press conference. "It's a smart partnership, one that will provide another outlet for doctors to learn all they can about public health issues." The first guide to be distributed describes the symptoms and treatment for anthrax. Spores of this sometimes-fatal disease were sent through the U.S. mails in a bioterror attack late last year which was primarily centered in New York City, Washington, D.C. and Florida. Five people died, and hundreds who were potentially exposed to the disease took antibiotics as a precautionary measure. As director of the D.C. Department of Health, Dr. Ivan Walks was on the front lines of that episode. At the April 11 press conference he emphasized the value of the new CDC-PhRMA effort. "These informational guides provided by America's pharmaceutical companies will serve as a powerful reference tool and will help us to address our patients' fears in a timely manner," he said. Good morning, and thank you so very much, everyone, for coming. We have an exciting announcement to make today, and I appreciate all of you being here. Right after the attacks of September 11th, PhRMA leaders came to my office to volunteer whatever drugs, researchers and physicians they could to help us address the public health needs we were facing. This was an extraordinary gesture, and I will never forget it. And then I spoke to PhRMA leaders about what we were doing to prepare. We have made great strides in preparing America for any future bioterror event as we have partnered together. Our relationship is a wonderful example of the kind of public-private partnership that is so important to the health and well-being of every American. For example, the CDC - Publishes breaking reports on bioterror and public health-related news in its "Morbidity Mortality Weekly Reports;" --Produces fact sheets, guidelines, news briefs and announcements on its Web site, which has received more than six million visits and 14 million requests for information since September 11th; --And video and satellite broadcasts about bioterrorism are available on-line via the CDC Web site. In addition, the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality, an agency within H-H-S, initiated a new Web site to teach hospital-based physicians and nurses how to diagnose and treat rare infections and exposures to bioterrorist agents such as anthrax and smallpox. . . . The site offers online courses emergency department clinicians, including physicians, nurses, radiologists, pathologists and infection control practitioners. You can check it out at www.bioterrorism.uab.edu. I should also note that PhRMA announced just a few days ago that more than 100 firms are at work developing 256 medicines and vaccines for infectious diseases. Some of these firms are working with the Department of Defense as they consider what kinds of bio-agents our troops might confront abroad. The new program, which begins today as a pilot project in 13 cities, brings together the most authoritative health information from the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and the distribution resources of pharmaceutical companies. Company sales representatives, who routinely visit health care providers, will deliver the new education guides -- the first on the topic of anthrax diagnosis and treatment -- to doctors' offices, hospitals, health care clinics and pharmacies. "With more than 80,000 sales representatives across the country, the pharmaceutical industry has the ability to share important health information with doctors and other health care providers in all 50 states very quickly," said Alan F. Holmer, President of the Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America (PhRMA The education guides being produced by PhRMA in conjunction with the CDC are designed to help health care providers answer questions posed by their patients and by others in the health care field. The guides are not intended to replace other forms of diagnosis or treatment but rather to provide health care providers with a baseline of clear, concise information that can assist them in their jobs. "In order to fight bioterrorism, health care providers must be armed with the most accurate and current information available," said Dr. Michael Friedman, PhRMA's Chief Medical Officer for Biomedical Preparedness and a Senior Vice President at Pharmacia Corporation. "Knowledge is our best weapon against this invisible enemy." 

C.  Nuclear World War III and Extinction

Alexander 2k7 

(Timothy, Former Scottish Editor of Burke’s Peerage, B.Sc. in Pol. Sc. & History; M.A. in European Studies, October 22nd, “War On Iran = You Die from Biowar”, Op Ed News, http://www.opednews.com/articles/genera_lord_sti_071020_war_on_iran__3d_you_di.htm, REQ)

We have been conditioned, by seeing films of mushroom clouds and images of nuclear destruction in Japan at the end of WWII, to have some understanding of the horrific effects of a nuclear war. We have NOT been conditioned to understand the effects of Twenty-first Century advanced biological war. The kill numbers are very similar, just with biowar you don't get the "big bangs", the mushroom clouds, the nuclear bombers, the ICBMs, etc. Just sub-microscopic genetically engineered super killer viruses that we have absolutely no defense against, delivered in secret, with a slow horrifying unstoppable migration through the global human population. All the fear of a naturally mutated form of "bird flu" that might kill tens of millions is simply "child's play" compared to multiple designer military viruses that are built to kill in the many hundreds of millions to billions of people globally.  It costs approximately US$1 million to kill one person with nuclear weapons-of-mass destruction but only approximately US$1 to kill one person with biological weapons-of-mass destruction. Bioweapons are truly the "poor man's nukes". The Iranians are known to have a biological weapons program and they, and their allies, certainly have the means to deliver biowar agents into the Israeli and European and North American homelands. Bioweapons do not have to be dispersed via missiles or bombs, they are perfect for non-traditional normally non-military delivery systems. Being very small (there are, for example, typically approximately 40 million bacterial cells in every gram of soil and massively more viruses in the same gram), they lend themselves to an enormous variety of non-detectable methodologies for delivery and use in war, both regionally and globally.   What is being missed here, with all the talk of Iran developing nuclear weapons or not (depending on one's viewpoint), is that Iran is already a state that possesses WMD. HELLO, ANY WAR WITH IRAN IS HIGHLY APT TO INVOLVE LARGE SCALE DEATHS THROUGHOUT THE WORLD DUE TO THE NATURE OF THE IRANIAN WMD THREAT. Hello again, this means that YOU...the person reading this...is apt to die from biowar in event of a war with Iran! We are in a MAD....mutually assured destruction....pre-war state with Iran, just as we are with Russia and and to a lessor extent with China when it comes to nuclear weapons. A famous line from the movie "Wargames" (referring to engaging in nuclear war and the odds of "winning" such a war) is "the only winning move is not to play". Sad to say, this does not seem to have any bearing on the apocalyptic strategy of the neocon push for war with Iran.  The nature of biowar is that it is a "gift that keeps on giving". Once released, advanced recombination DNA based viral bioweapons will continue to spread and kill and kill ....regardless if Iran (and its ally Syria) are but a sea of green radioactive glass devoid of all life. With advanced biowar agents, it is not the quantity that counts but the quality; humans themselves become the vectors and delivery systems of the bioweapons. It does not require large amounts of weapons running into the millions or billions of tons of high explosives; nor does it require ICBMs and cruise missiles and $100 million dollar warplanes to deliver the bioweapons. A very small group of human assets, prepositioned with small amounts of easily hidden biowar weapons (submicroscopic viruses), in the Middle East, Europe, Canada, and America can begin the process that will result in the deaths of hundreds of millions or even billions of human beings. When you get right down to it, does it matter if you die from some exotic bioengineered hemorrhagic fever or from radiation poisoning/nuclear blast .......dead is still dead.  To begin to understand the truly horrific nature of the biowar threat, one only has to look to history for some "mild" examples. The Black Death bubonic pandemic, believed caused by the bacterium Yersinia pestis, is estimated to have killed between a third and two-thirds of Europe's population after it spread to Europe in 1347 from South-western/Central Asia.  Yersinia pestis, being a bacteria is massive when compared to a virus, and is easily treated with modern antibiotics. However, the Soviet Union's Biopreparat organization turned Black Death from a medieval plague into a 20th Century bioweapon. The Yersinia pestis bacteria was exposed to every then-known antibiotic, in a process that any advanced high school or early undergraduate college level biology class student could undertake, and the resulting antibiotic resistant Y. pestis was bred and loaded into a small number of Soviet ICBMs aimed at America. The resistant Y. pestis had also been exposed to various levels of radiation to "radiation harden" the bacteria. The intent was to hit American survivors of a nuclear war with a new and untreatable form of Black Death that itself could survive the effects of nuclear fallout.  As frighting as a totally antibiotic resistant Yersinia pestis bacteria is, it remains "child's play" compared to the more advanced recombination DNA technology used in most biowar programs. This typically involves the recombining of viral DNA into new virus, "designer virus". The Soviets, years ago, engineered a new virus that combined elements of Smallpox and Ebola. With the genetic engineering of viruses those doing the "designing" can engineer into the virus a wide number of different characteristics. For instance, an advanced hemorrhagic fever can be designed to be: airborne (capable of being transmitted via sneezing), with a very small amount of viral material required to infect a human host, with a incubation period of 14 days or longer, with most of the incubation period that is both highly contagious and at best looks like a mild version of the common cold, with the resulting hemorrhagic fever having a mortality of 90% or more.  The same technology can be used to create a large number of different viruses which can all be released on a target population at the same time, vastly complicating detection and containment and treatment programs. In fact the normal research and development process used in genetic engineering results in a large number of different new viruses.  Those nations not directly involved in a strike upon Iran, that is most of the rest of the world, will nevertheless face massive deaths within their nations...they will lose more of their citizens to the war, that we are about to unleash, than they lost in World War II and ALL THE OTHER WARS IN HISTORY COMBINED. Needless to say, this will have a profound effect on their actions towards those nations who have started the mess in the first place. The global military, political, economic, and medical chaos resulting from global biowar will make the use of nuclear weapons a likely outcome as America, the United Kingdom, France and other nations starting the war will be seen as out-of-control "mad dogs" who have unleashed World War III. The Book of Revelations speaks of one-third of the world dying, in the Final Battle, from plague ....biowar; and another one-third of the world dying from "wormwood"....which we now know to be nuclear war effects ...Chernobyl, which comes from the Ukrainian word "chornobyl", translates into wormwood (or its close relative mugwort). (Chernobyl is the site of a massive uncontrolled nuclear meltdown disaster in the Ukraine on the 26th of April 1986).  We are in a period of extreme danger to us all. Even more dangerous than the Cuban Missile Crisis of the 60s. Yet far too many people are so uneducated as to the real dangers from advanced Twenty-first Century biowar that they are totally blind to the profound risk to their own lives.

----Impacts: Smallpox

B. Pharma solves smallpox bioterror 

Washington Post 2k1 
(Justin Gillis, “Scientists Race for Vaccines,” November 8, 2001, Lexis)

U.S. scientists, spurred into action by the events of Sept. 11, have begun a concerted assault on bioterrorism, working to produce an array of new medicines that include treatments for smallpox, a safer smallpox vaccine and a painless anthrax vaccine. At least one major drug company, Pharmacia Corp. of Peapack, N.J., has offered to let government scientists roam through the confidential libraries of millions of compounds it has synthesized to look for drugs against bioterror agents. Other companies have signaled that they will do the same if asked.These are unprecedented offers, since a drug company's chemical library, painstakingly assembled over decades, is one of its primary assets, to which federal scientists usually have no access."A lot of people would say we won World War II with the help of a mighty industrial base," said Michael Friedman, a onetime administrator at the Food and Drug Administration who was appointed days ago to coordinate the pharmaceutical industry's efforts. "In this new war against bioterrorism, the mighty industrial power is the pharmaceutical industry."Researchers say a generation of young scientists never called upon before to defend the nation is working overtime in a push for rapid progress. At laboratories of the National Institutes of Health, at universities and research institutes across the land, people are scrambling.But the campaign, for all its urgency, faces hurdles both scientific and logistical. The kind of research now underway would normally take at least a decade before products appeared on pharmacy shelves. Scientists are talking about getting at least some new products out the door within two years, a daunting schedule in medical research. If that happens, it will be with considerable assistance from the nation's drug companies. They are the only organizations in the country with the scale to move rapidly to produce pills and vials of medicine that might be needed by the billions. The companies and their powerful lobby in Washington have been working over the past few weeks to seize the moment and rehabilitate their reputations, tarnished in recent years by controversy over drug prices and the lack of access to AIDS drugs among poor countries. The companies have already made broad commitments to aid the government in the short term, offering free pills with a wholesale value in excess of $1 billion, as well as other help. The question now is whether that commitment will extend over the several years it will take to build a national stockpile of next-generation medicines. A good deal of basic research is already going on at nonprofit institutes that work for the government under contract, and scientists there say they are newly optimistic about the prospects of commercial help. "The main issue is, can we get the facilities?" said John Secrist III, vice president for drug discovery and development at Southern Research Institute in Birmingham, which is looking, under federal grant, for antiviral drugs to treat smallpox. Given the new mood in the country, he said, "if we come up with a molecule that's going to be of help, then I have no doubt that we could very rapidly convert that into doses for humans." Many of the projects that could lead to new drugs and vaccines were underway before Sept. 11, thanks partly to an extensive commitment NIH made two years ago. Others, like the smallpox project Eli Lilly initiated, have been started from scratch in recent weeks. Before Sept. 11, NIH had planned to spend $93 million on next-generation bioterrorism research this budget year. That was nearly double the amount in the prior year, but now the actual figure is likely to jump by tens of millions. Other parts of the government, including the Department of Defense, are spending millions as well, often in cooperation with NIH. Much of the immediate focus is on better defenses for smallpox and anthrax, two bioterror agents theoretically capable of killing millions. Smallpox was eradicated from the United States in 1949 and from the rest of the world in 1978. The last remaining stocks of virus are supposedly secure in two repositories in the United States and Russia. Some terrorist groups are feared to have gotten their hands on virus samples from Russia, and if that's true, they could set off a worldwide epidemic.
C. Extinction
John Smart – President of the Institute for the Study of Accelerating Change. 2004 
[Genetically modified pathogen (GMP) Policy, August 03] 
It is possible that with the mobilization of massive logistical resources around the planet, we will prevail over genetically modified and engineered pathogens (GMPs). But I would not bet on it. It would be great to have a sensor network, but with most Health and Human Services offices lacking a basic Internet connection, we have a way to go. From what I can tell, a crash-program in antiviral development may provide a ray of hope (e.g., HDP-cidofovir and some more evolutionarily robust and broad-spectrum host-based strategies). Most importantly, from my random walk through government labs, talks with policy planners, CDC folk and DOD Red Team members, I haven’t seen any policy bifurcation for GMPs (for detection and response). I think there should be distinct policy consideration given to GMPs vs. natural pathogens. The threat from GMPs is much greater [than from natural pathogens], and the strategic response would need special planning. For example, the vaccinations that eradicated smallpox last time around may not be effective for IL-4 modified smallpox, and in-situ quarantine may be needed. “Telecommuting” for many forms of work will need to be pre-enabled, especially remote operation of the public utilities and MAE-East &West and other critical NAP nodes of the Internet. The delicate "virus-host balance" observed in nature (whereby viruses tend not to be overly lethal to their hosts) is a byproduct of biological co-evolution on a geographically segregated planet. And now, both of those limitations have changed. Organisms can be re-engineered in ways that biological evolution would not have explored, nor allowed to spread widely, and modern transportation undermines natural quarantine formation. In evolution, pathogens do not become overly lethal to their host, for that limits their own propagation to a geographically-bound quarantine zone. Evolution may have created 100% lethal pathogens in the past, but those pathogens are now extinct because they killed all of their locally available hosts. A custom-engineered or modified pathogen [such as IL-4 Smallpox] may not observe that delicate virus-host balance, nor the slow pace of evolutionary time scales, and could engender extinction level events with a rapidity never before seen on Earth. Bottom line, I think a lot more (and more selective) biotech security would be helpful. But I wonder what assumptions go into their model for the rate of spread and the human dynamic among care givers and quarantine enforcers. Using Ro from past pandemics might not be accurate. Self-quarantine would certainly occur, and economic collapse is probably a given. People would not go to work. I guess that’s the best scenario. Let's assume IL-4 mousepox and smallpox have similar effects on their hosts (this is an unknown). The IL-4 splice into mousepox made smallpox 100% lethal to its host, and 60% lethal to mice who had been vaccinated (more than 2 weeks prior). Even with a vaccine, the IL-4 mousepox is twice as lethal as natural smallpox (which killed ~30% of unvaccinated people). The last wave of “natural” human smallpox killed over one billion people. Even if we vaccinated everyone, the next wave could be twice as lethal. And, of course, we won’t have time to vaccinate everyone nor can we contain outbreaks with vaccinations.  The ratio of those available to enforce quarantine to those contained makes this seem completely infeasible. With unplanned quarantine locations, there is no physical infrastructure to assist in the containment. With some planning, we could think about containment suits (expensive) and accelerating trials of antivirals like HDP cidofovir. Unfortunately, this is just one example, and not a particularly difficult genetic modification. According to Preston in The Demon in the Freezer, a single person in a typical university biolab can splice the IL-4 gene from the host into the corresponding pox virus. The techniques and effects are public information. The gene is available mail order. Every year technology trends are lowering the “barriers to entry” to the world of mass destruction. It used to take a coordinated effort of many people to kill a million people. And a billion people, well, leave that to smallpox. Compare nuclear weapons to bio weapons. Information access, raw material access and popular experience with the techniques differ widely. Biotech knowledge is tightly coupled to economic progress. Commercial interests ensure the availability of materials, know how and trained people. We are entering an era where a single person can design, build and release a weapon of mass destruction. And it does not require a "rocket scientist" any more or an expensive lab. The opening line of his forthcoming book: ”Biological warfare is the largest threat to the human race, a substantially bigger threat than nuclear war.” The reasons pivot on relative ease of access, difficulty in monitoring (vs. radioactive materials), and distributed effects from deployment. Recent bioweapons, such as anthrax, were trivial to manufacture and distribute, but they were the “BB guns” of bioweapons (treatable with antibiotics and non-contagious). Contagious pathogens engender an entirely unique set of social phenomena. A planned release of a contagious pathogen would trigger a massive wave of social isolation and economic collapse. Simply, people would not go to work.  And yes, “weaponizing” pathogens for survival in a container (in a rocket for example) and efficiently releasing it at the right altitude with just the right droplet size is difficult. But that’s overkill, so to speak, and reflects a cold war era mentality. Since the terrorists can be among us, they have much easier options. They can let nature run its course by self-infecting and then riding the subways and circulating in airports for days. If they figure out the perfume bottles, they can work on aerosol release on the last day of a pediatrics conference (before everyone flies home). They have many simple options that don’t need a lab. Here is some more detail from Richard Preston on the relative ease of working with bioweapons, in this case IL-4 smallpox: “It was a formula for a superweapon… It's so simple that a grad student could do it… The standard cookbook for engineering a virus is a four-volume series of bright red ring binders entitled Current Protocols in Molecular Biology… it's sold on Amazon... Designing a hotter strain of smallpox is as simple as following a recipe-style protocol outlined in binder four, section 16.15. So long as you have a stock of smallpox, the genes that you'd want to insert can be ordered through the mail. If people are evil enough to use smallpox as a weapon, Mr. Jahrling reasons, surely they would be willing to tweak it to make it more deadly.” Of course, smallpox is just one example, and access to the pathogen is difficult today: “Many experts believe, however, that the smallpox virus is not confined to these 2 official repositories and may be in the possession of states or subnational groups pursuing active biological weapons programs. Of particular importance and concern is the legacy of the former Soviet Union's biological weapons program. It is widely known that the former Soviet Union maintained a stockpile of 20 tons of smallpox virus in its biological weapons arsenal throughout the 1970s, and that, by 1990, they had a plant capable of producing 80 - 100 tons of smallpox per year.” Many of those scientists have since scattered around the globe. The quote comes from the Dark Winter simulation, which predicted millions of infections and the collapse of the U.S. economy within two months, all from 30g of smallpox released in three cities. Bill Joy summarizes that “The risk of our extinction as we pass through this time of danger has been estimated to be anywhere from 30% to 50%.”

2AC Nano Add-on (China)

A. Advanced Manufacturing key to U.S. Nanotech

Swezey 2k11

(Devon Swezey, Project Director for Breakthrough Institute where he works as an energy and climate policy analyst and Ryan McConaghy, “Manufacturing Growth Advanced Manufacturing and the Future of the American Economy,” pg online @ http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/BTI_Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_Manufacturing_Growth_.pdf //um-ef)

New manufacturing thrives on and drives innovation. Manufacturing is a core component of the nation’s innovation ecosystem. Firms engaged in manufacturing re-invest a significant portion of revenues in research and development (R&D). Overall, the manufacturing sector comprises two-thirds 9 of industry investment in R&D and employs nearly 64% of the country’s scientists and engineers. 10 Manufacturers also have unique opportunities to apply new technologies for specialized functions and achieve economies of scale at the plant or firm, 11 making the return on manufacturing R&D significant. The transition to advanced manufacturing will enhance the sector’s role in fostering innovation and developing and commercializing new technologies. Advanced manufacturing industries, including semiconductors, computers, pharmaceuticals, clean energy technologies, and nanotechnology, play an outsized role in generating the new technologies, products, and processes that drive economic growth. Advanced manufacturing is also characterized by the rapid transfer of science and technology into manufacturing processes and products, which in and of itself drives innovation. The research-to-manufacturing process is cyclical, with multiple feedbacks between basic R&D, pre-competitive research, prototyping, product development, and manufacturing. This opens new possibilities for product development and manufacturing. 12

B. Nanotech key to developing quantum encryption

Koenig 2k8

(Kelly, consultant with CSC's Global Business Solutions. extensive experience in business architecture, risk mitigation and process improvement solutions, master’s degree from Northwestern University (joint program with Kellogg School of Management and McCormick School of Engineering and Applied Science. December 2008, “ Bleeding Edge: Nanotechnological Applications In Quantum Cryptography)
 After considering the physical limits of today’s technology and the energy needs we face today, we’re witnessing products coming to market that have already begun to exploit the potential of nanotechnology. However, the full potential that can be expected from advanced research investment in nanotechnology has not yet reached the market – it has only begun to scratch the surface. A nanotechnological solution such as quantum cryptography is a leading force in a strong wave of nanotechnologies based on completely new properties relatively unacknowledged by the mainstream. Quantum cryptography is a powerful solution to today’s security issues. It has already proven to be a successful and in-demand security solution, and it represents an enormous potential for market capture. It’s an innovation that promises to revolutionize the entire IT industry over the next two decades. Learning the principles behind quantum cryptography provides value for the next generation of nanotechnologies coming through the pipeline. It is important to educate and engage people of all backgrounds, both business and technical, in order to open a dialogue for future collaborations. Such collaborations ensure that the benefits of nanotechnology will be realized. 

C. China is pulling ahead in the quantum encryption arms race – this kills U.S. ability to deter Chinese cyber-attacks

Shay, 10

(Christopher, Time Correspondent, “ China's Great (Quantum) Leap Forward,”  Sep. 09, 2010, Time.com, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,2016687,00.html)
 The advance in secure communications comes none too soon. With ever-increasing computing power, the expiration date on today's cryptography techniques could be looming, Luce says. Right now, breaking modern encryption techniques require such computing power that one can change the code long before a computer has time to crack it. But "it's become very difficult to 'future proof' the encryption of data," Luce writes for the Jamestown Foundation. Tomorrow's computers will improve and data could suddenly become unprotected, while quantum teleportation, he says, "has a seemingly infinite time horizon." (Comment on this story.) Though the Chinese scientists claim in their peer-reviewed paper that this experiment communicated quantum information more than 20 times farther than previous tests over open space, this may not be entirely true. According to Luce in 2005, a group of universities along with defense corporations with a grant from the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) transferred quantum information over 23 km (14 miles) in Cambridge, Massachusetts. Though Luce writes that a few differences in the DARPA project "may not technically disqualify the Chinese" from their claims, it's clear the U.S. military is also investing in this technology. Luce says it's difficult to know how far the U.S. is in developing quantum teleportation, "because a lot of the U.S. work is classified." Of course, what's possible in theory — perfectly secure communication — is different from what will happen in practice. Luce suspects China's pioneering research in this technology is as much an attempt to find weaknesses in a possible U.S. quantum security network as it is to develop its own. Roy of the East-West Center says one of China's "pockets of excellence" is its cyber-warfare capability. If developed by the U.S., however, this technology could help neutralize China's ability to break into sensitive computer systems. Less than two weeks ago, researchers from Germany and Norway claim to have hacked a commercial quantum cryptography system by exploiting flaws in its detection equipment. It doesn't undermine the fundamental principle of secure quantum messaging, but it is a reminder that there is almost always a loophole. "The security of quantum cryptography relies on quantum physics but not only," Gerd Leuchs, a professor at the University of Erlangen-Nürnberg, says in a press release announcing the vulnerabilities. "It must also be properly implemented." No one claims that the Chinese military will surpass the U.S.' anytime soon, but it isn't just dueling naval exercises that will determine pecking order. It's also how fast China can integrate the newest technologies into its military, maintaining its strengths like cyber-warfare while improving the PLA's precision, coordination and secrecy. In these ways, China has made a quantum leap forward.
2AC Biotech Add-on
A. Advanced Manufacturing key to Biotech

B. Solves Food Shortages and Ag

Batra 2k10 
(Karen, Biotechnology Industry Organization, world's largest biotechnology organization, providing advocacy, business development and communications services, “Biotechnology Makes Agricultural Production More Earth-Friendly Greener Farming Means Cleaner Air, Water, Land and Energy”, pg online @ http://www.bio.org/news/pressreleases/newsitem.asp?id=2010_0422_01)

Biotechnology provides tools and technologies that provide solutions to many of today’s global environmental challenges. Agricultural biotechnology provides environmental benefits by: Increasing production yields, thereby reducing pressures to force more land, often marginal and highly erodible land, into production; Using biotech herbicide tolerant crops that allow the use of no-till farming practices, enhancing soil moisture content, reducing erosion and limiting carbon dioxide emissions; Using biotech crops that need fewer applications of pesticides, and that thrive in a no-till environment, greatly reducing on-farm energy consumption and associated environmental impacts; and Reducing waste production from livestock feedlots and concentrated animal agriculture operations via biotechnology-improved feed products and biotech nutritional supplements for livestock.  “The world population is nearly 7 billion people, and that number is expected to reach 9 billion in the next two to three decades. Feeding and fueling a growing planet will require a 70 percent increase in agricultural productivity,” said Sharon Bomer Lauritsen, BIO’s Executive Vice President for Food and Agriculture. “Biotechnology can help us boost production in an environmentally sustainable way.” Bomer points to a recent report issued by the National Research Council that details the environmental benefits from biotech crops such as reductions in the use of pesticides, and increased use of tillage techniques that reduce soil erosion, water pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. “One of the most significant benefits of using biotech crops is the reduction in on-farm energy use and reduced greenhouse gas emissions from no-till farming practices,” said Bomer. “In 2007, for example, the 274 million acres of biotech crops resulted in a 31.3 billion pound reduction in carbon dioxide emissions. This is equivalent to removing 6.3 million cars from the road for a year.” But biotechnology is not just helping today’s farmers. It also is promising even more solutions to tomorrow’s challenges. In the future, we’ll have biotech crops and trees that are more tolerant of environmental stresses such as drought, frost, floods and high-saline soils. We’ll see biotech crops that use soil nutrients such as nitrogen more efficiently, reducing the need for fertilizers. We’ll see genetically engineered animals that use feed more efficiently and produce less manure. And we’ll see more dedicated energy crops and trees and agricultural waste such as cornstalks being used to create bio-based energy. “Farmers are not defenseless in their struggle against evolving agriculture challenges and we can meet these challenges with solutions that are more environmentally friendly,” said Bomer. “Biotechnology will continue to be one of the ‘greenest’ tools available to help farmers better provide the food, fuel and fiber to serve a growing population.” 

Adv Manufacturing k Competitiveness

A. Advanced Manufacturing is key to U.S. Competitiveness

Swezey 2k11

(Devon Swezey, Project Director for Breakthrough Institute where he works as an energy and climate policy analyst and Ryan McConaghy, “Manufacturing Growth Advanced Manufacturing and the Future of the American Economy,” pg online @ http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/BTI_Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_Manufacturing_Growth_.pdf //um-ef)

New manufacturing will help determine whether America leads or follows in the world economy. In the post-World War II period, America has enjoyed an unparalleled status as the world’s economic leader. While we are still at the top of the international heap, globalization and technological development have allowed hungry new competitors like China, India, and Brazil to enter the scene and challenge America’s global position. As much as the Preservationists would hope to insulate traditional manufacturing from the detrimental impacts of global competition, the genie is out of the bottle. We have no choice but to take on other nations in the contest for new markets and customers. Developing a robust advanced manufacturing sector will help make the difference between being a global leader or follower—a reality our rivals have already recognized and embraced. Today, numerous countries are leveraging strategic government investments to move into advanced technology industries, challenging America’s historic leadership in the area. Many European and Asian nations view advanced manufacturing as a strategic industry because of its unique ability to add value to their economies—in the form of skilled jobs, new parts suppliers, services, tax revenues, expanded export opportunities, new spin-offs and innovations, and greater economic growth. As a result, these nations are pursuing intentional policy strategies to develop advanced manufacturing industries. Many countries, including Germany, China, Japan, Singapore, Taiwan, and South Korea, offer incentives to high-tech firms to establish manufacturing facilities within their borders. These incentives include tax breaks, cash grants, free land, access to cheap credit, speedy regulatory approval, and the public provision of infrastructure and high-value human capital. 37 For example: • Germany supports its advanced manufacturing core, which largely produces specialized products for advanced technologies, with a robust network of government-funded research institutes that tackle applied research problems for manufacturers and help them adopt cutting edge technologies. 38 Manufacturing still comprises 17% of GDP in Germany and the country runs a large trade surplus in manufactured goods. • Japan is implementing a well-funded science and technology strategy that focuses on R&D and new manufacturing processes in priority areas like nanotechnology, energy, manufacturing technology, and IT, with government ministries working in close collaboration with industry. 39

2AC Internals: Bioman k Bioterror

Biomanufacturing infrastructure is k2 preventing bioterror

O’Connell et al. 2K4, 
(K.P. O'Connell, P. E. Anderson, D.C. Lukens, M.H. Kim, A.S. Khan, R.G. Thompson, J.T. Park, J.J. Valdes, US Army Edgewood Chemical Biological Center @ University of Maryland, "Preparedness Against bioterrorism and re-emerging infectious diseases, pg. 197)//moxley

A flexible, creative, and rapidly responsive biomanufacturing infrastructure is an essential part of an effective overall strategy for bioterrorism preparedness and biological defense. A variety of approaches and technologies are evolving to provide the capacity to bring innovations in biological threat detection, prophylaxis and therapeutics rom the laboratory bench to advanced development and ultimately to the end user and/or the marketplace. Biotechnology products, including affinity reagents, real time PCR probes and primers, molecular elements for microarray design and manufacture, therapeutic pesticides, and vaccines each have unique requirements for their production at useful scales. 

Biomanufacturing key to preventing bio-terror – sensors and encryption tools

Morgan et al. 3 (Sarah Morgan East Texas Baptist University, Silverio Colon, Arizona State University Department of Bioengineering College of Engineering and Applied Sciences, Judith A. Ruffner and John A. Emerson Organic Materials Department, Ramona L. Myers Nuclear Safety Assessment Department, “Biomanufacturing: A State of the Technology Review “September 2003, http://www.che.ncsu.edu/academics/concentrations/documents/Biomanufacturing-AStateofTechRev.pdf) //moxley

Perhaps the most unique and advantageous aspect of biomanufacturing is the excellent control that may be afforded during fabrication. In particular, sequence-by-sequence building of polymeric materials may be possible. Biological species can be used to synthesize polymers of more uniform chain lengths or chain branching than those produced by conventional synthesis techniques. Additionally, biosynthesis could be used to produce specialty copolymers that are not available through traditional synthesis methods. These applications are of particular interest to SNL as we strive to understand polymers and nanoparticles in terms of their thermal, mechanical, optical, and electrical properties for use in nuclear weapons, satellites, and homeland defense applications. Other biomanufacturing areas of interest include fabrication of sensors and encryption tools. It may be possible to utilize this technology to manufacture sensors that offer superior recognition of chemical and biological agents. Currently, it is possible to manufacture sensors that are able to detect only one or a few agents. However, development of the appropriate bioprocessing techniques will enable manufacture of sensors that are able to detect all materials of interest at once. This is of tremendous interest in detecting and neutralizing potential terrorist attacks using these agents. Additionally, it may be possible to use biosequencing to provide encryption and subsequent decoding of complex, sensitive data. Biomanufacturing has the potential to be one of the defining technologies in the upcoming century. Research, development, and applications in the fields of biotechnology, bioengineering, biodetection, biomaterials, biocomputation and bioenergy will have dramatic impact on both the products we are able to create, and the ways in which we create them. Sandia National Laboratories has the expertise to contribute to any one of these fields.

Effective biomanufacturing industry prevents bioterrorism

Davey et al. 3 (Congress Chair: Brian Davey (OPCW/ the Netherlands) Congress Co-Chair: Barbara Price (U.S.) Congress Co-Chair: Slavko Bokan (Croatia)"The Second World Congress on Chemical, Biological and Radiological Terrorism", September 2003, http://cbmts-industry.com/upload/86495c13658b330ae0e516baa458dde5.pdf) //moxley

A flexible, creative, and rapidly responsive biomanufacturing infrastructure is an essential part of an effective overall strategy for bioterrorism preparedness and biological defense. The multi-faceted approach to biological manufacturing being advanced by the U.S. Army Edgewood Chemical Biological Center and its partners in government, academia and industry. State-of-the- art biological manufacturing methods (efficient cell culture reactors, cost analysis studies) as well as traditional methods (fermentation) and an advanced cryorepository are being used to solve problems in biological agent detection, agent simulation, environmental decontamination and the production of biological for human clinical trials. Results from additional research on real-time optical monitoring of in vivo production of recombinant proteins are available.

***Manufacturing Internals***

Internals: Roads/Bridges/Transit k Manufacturing

Investing in infrastructure is key to manufacturing industry
Hermann 2k11

(Andrew Herrmann, P.E. SECB, F.ASCE President American Society of Civil Engineers, Impact Of Infrastructure Investment On The Manufacturing Sector, pg lexis//um-ef)

Failure to Act estimates that in order to bring the nation's surface transportation up to good levels, or a grade of B, policymakers must invest approximately $1.7 trillion in the nation's highway systems between now and 2020. The U.S. is currently on track to spend a portion of that, a projected $877 billion, during the same timeframe. This infrastructure funding gap equals $846 billion over 9, years or $94 billion per year, from all levels of government. Small investments in infrastructure, equal to about 60 percent of what Americans spend on fast food each year would: Protect 1.1 million jobs Save Americans nearly 2 billion hours in travel time each year Deliver an average of $1,068 to each family; and Protect $2,600 in GDP for every man, woman, and child in the United States. Surface transportation infrastructure is a critical engine of the nation's economy. It is the thread which knits the country together. To compete in the global economy, improve our quality of life and raise our standard of living, we must successfully rebuild America's public infrastructure. ASCE looks forward to working with Congress as it develops legislation which will bring the nation's infrastructure into the Twenty-First Century. As shown in ASCE's surface transportation economic study, the nation's economic health is dependent on a strong infrastructure system. By updating, maintaining, and building our roads, bridges, and transit systems, the nation can create jobs in both the public and private sector, while fostering and growing manufacturing in the United States. Therefore, the first step toward a modernized transportation system must include passing a multi-year surface transportation authorization, at or above current levels of investment. The nation's economic health will continue to be linked to its infrastructure strength, which means the time to act is now.

Internals: Plan k Manufacturing

And, increasing the Gas Tax for Highway funding is critical to U.S. Manufacturing – boosts multiple levels of the industry

The Hill 2/17

(“Chamber, AFL-CIO: Raise gas tax to fund infrastructure fixes,” pg lexis//um-ef)

The nation’s biggest labor and business groups came together on Wednesday to urge Congress to find a new source of funding for infrastructure projects, possibly through an increase to the gas tax. AFL-CIO President Richard Trumka and U.S. Chamber of Commerce President Thomas Donohue joked about their unlikely partnership but said they are serious about finding a way to provide long-term funding for the nation’s highways, bridges, railways and ports. During a hearing of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee on infrastructure spending, Donohue and Trumka said there needs to be an “appropriate” increase in the federal fuel tax. “The gas tax has not been raised since 1993,” Trumka said. “It provides diminishing levels of funding and should be raised.” “Seventeen years is a long time” to go without an increase to the tax, Donohue said. The federal gas tax is 18.4 cents a gallon. Some states have implemented their own increases to pay for infrastructure improvements. Sen. Tom Carper (D-Del.), a member of the panel, has suggested gradually increasing the gas tax to provide more cash for the Highway Trust Fund to help repair and improve the nation’s infrastructure. “While there is a growing consensus that investing in our infrastructure is the first, best thing Congress can do for our short- and long-term economic success, there is no such consensus on how to fund it at the level it requires,” Trumka told the panel. The Obama administration has expressed opposition to an increase in the gas tax, arguing that any tax increases during the economic downturn would prove detrimental to the recovery. The issue also has brought together panel Chairwoman Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.) and ranking member James Inhofe (R-Okla.). “We don’t get along with you [Democrats] on environment issues,” Inhofe said. “We’re together on this very significant issue. There’s not a person up here who doesn’t look at dire straits that we’re in.” Donohue emphasized the need for policymakers to agree on a way forward for infrastructure, assess the cost and then determine how to leverage enough cash to pay for a long-term plan. “There should be no further delay on a multiyear authorization of the federal highway and public transportation programs,” Donohue said. “The Chamber’s business members large and small engage in long-term planning that relies on assumptions about the economic foundation of our country. Passage of a strong highway and public transportation authorization proposal with bipartisan support will help to set the table on which these companies and their employees conduct business.” Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood is asking Congress to complete a six-year transportation bill before the August recess. The last bill expired in September 2009 and has been continued under short-term extensions. The White House’s fiscal 2012 budget request provides an outline for an aggressive $556 billion infrastructure plan that would funnel $50 billion this year into transportation projects and $8 billion into high-speed rail. So far, the administration is leaving the decisions on how to pay for the plan to Congress. Trumka rolled out a list of possible funding solutions, including imposing a user fee for drivers based on vehicle miles traveled, reauthorizing the Build American Bond program, implementing a financial speculation transaction fee on Wall Street and convincing the Federal Reserve to buy infrastructure bonds. “We believe everything should be on the table when looking at funding source, utilizing innovative ideas as well as beefing up revenue streams that currently fund the system,” Trumka said. “All of these ideas would help,” he added. “But they alone will not generate the robust levels of funding needed for us to stay competitive in the global economy.” Donohue said any long-term bill must improve safety, reduce congestion, maximize the use of existing assets, improve urban mobility and ensure rural connectivity for small communities to support major economic population centers, Donohue said. “We have outlined the wide gap between what is needed to fund a modern system and what the U.S. is actually investing,” Donohue said. Trumka and Donohue said they would soon be sitting down soon to discuss another issue, U.S. manufacturing, which they view as intrinsically tied to infrastructure spending. “Investing in infrastructure projects will also boost our manufacturing sector,” Trumka said. “These projects create substantial long-term employment in manufacturing, design and engineering when we use the domestic U.S. supply chain to produce the materials that will be needed — from concrete, wire, steel and pipes to high-speed trains.” If Congress can get past short-term extensions of the transportation bill, that will be a signal that would spur more private investment, Donohue said. “We have simply coasted through the past several decades, and this neglect will require a herculean effort to restore our competitiveness in the world,” Trumka said. The House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee is expected on Wednesday to approve another short-term extension of current surface transportation through the end of the fiscal year, which ends Sept. 30.

Internals: Plan k Manuf firms

Infrastructure development provides demand for manufacturing

Lind 2k12

(Michael Lind is policy director of New America’s Economic Growth Program and a co-founder of the New America Foundation. Joshua Freedman is a program associate in New America’s Economic Growth Program. “Value Added: America’s Manufacturing Future,” pg online @ http://growth.newamerica.net/sites/newamerica.net/files/policydocs/Lind,%20Michael%20and%20Freedman,%20Joshua%20-%20NAF%20-%20Value%20Added%20America%27s%20Manufacturing%20Future.pdf //um-ef)
Infrastructure and Energy Policies In addition to these forms of direct assistance, infrastructure and energy policies can indirectly retain or promote onshoring of manufacturing in the U.S. Reducing congestion and bottle-necks in road, rail, air and marine transportation of goods and people, by expanding capacity and using IT to create smart, networked transportation and delivery systems, can reduce the costs of manufacturing in America. So can low energy prices, made possible by environmentally-sound exploitation of the abundant new natural gas reserves opened up by hydraulic fracturing (fracking) and by renewable energy technologies, where those are appropriate. In addition to lowering the costs of manufacturing, the construction of new, more efficient transportation and communications systems can provide a source of demand for manufacturing firms. This is particularly important in the recovery from the Great Recession, as markets in emerging economies like China and India replace debtfueled domestic consumption in the U.S. 

Internals: Highways k Manufacturing

And, highway infrastructure funding is critical to U.S. Manufacturing

PR Newswire 1/25

(“Time for Washington to do More than Talk About Infrastructure and Job Creation,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Last night President Obama spoke about the urgent need for growth in American manufacturing, "We have a huge opportunity, at this moment, to bring manufacturing back. But we have to seize it. Tonight, my message to business leaders is simple: Ask yourselves what you can do to bring jobs back to your country, and your country will do everything we can to help you succeed." America's manufacturers are working hard every day to bring jobs back to this country by investing in our workers, our facilities and our operations to strengthen and revitalize our industries. What we need from Washington to help our efforts succeed is an infrastructure program that will help U.S. manufacturers complete globally. It is time for Congress and the Administration to pass a fully-funded highway bill and not more short-term stop gap measures. We continue to see bipartisan rhetoric from both the Administration and members of Congress supporting job creation through infrastructure investment, but still no action has been taken. Last night President Obama insisted for the second year in a row that we need to "do some nation-building right here at home." America's manufacturers are done with rhetoric, and ready for action. There is no one piece of legislation now before Congress that could do more to immediately create jobs and sharpen U.S. competitiveness than the highway bill. Instead of long-term reauthorization of funds to pay for much needed investment in our crumbling roads and bridges, Congress has kicked the can down the road eight different times, passing yet another six-month extension. As our global competitors know, 21st century roads and bridges are not made six months at a time.

(_) Surface transportation key to manufacturing

AASHTO 11 – [Testimony of Susan Martinovich, director Nevada Department of Transportation and President, American Association of State Highway and Transportation. “Transportation’s Role in Supporting Our Economy and Creating Jobs” 1/26/11 http://downloads.transportation.org/Martinovich_EPW_Testimony_Final_012611.pdf //NGopaul]

The United States still has the world’s largest manufacturing economy, producing 21 percent of global manufactured products. U.S. manufacturing produces $1.6 trillion of value each year, or 11 percent of U.S. GDP. While the proportion of manufacturing is down, the U.S. has seen significant manufacturing production growth. While other sectors have expanded, basic manufacturing could continue to have a significant and even resurgent place in our 
Internals: Manufacturing Base k Adv Manuf (2AC)

And, the manufacturing BASE is critical to development of ADVANCED manufacturing

Swezey 2k11

(Devon Swezey, Project Director for Breakthrough Institute where he works as an energy and climate policy analyst and Ryan McConaghy, “Manufacturing Growth Advanced Manufacturing and the Future of the American Economy,” pg online @ http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/BTI_Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_Manufacturing_Growth_.pdf //um-ef)

It’s also important to note that even the innovative, high-tech services that Pollyannas point to as the future of the American economy will still depend on the maintenance of a vibrant U.S. manufacturing base. The manufacturing sector is the largest supplier of technologies for the hightech service sector, and the effective integration of these technologies into service systems often requires close association with manufacturing firms as well the development of the technologies themselves. Given that manufacturing industries account for nearly 70% of industry R&D and nearly the same share of the country’s scien tists and engineers, there’s no doubt that a diminished advanced manufacturing sector would negatively impact U.S. competitiveness in high-tech services. 34

Internals: Manufacturing k Engineers

And, keeping U.S. Manufacturing strong is key to Engineering and Science jobs

Lind 2k12

(Michael Lind is policy director of New America’s Economic Growth Program and a co-founder of the New America Foundation. Joshua Freedman is a program associate in New America’s Economic Growth Program. “Value Added: America’s Manufacturing Future,” pg online @ http://growth.newamerica.net/sites/newamerica.net/files/policydocs/Lind,%20Michael%20and%20Freedman,%20Joshua%20-%20NAF%20-%20Value%20Added%20America%27s%20Manufacturing%20Future.pdf //um-ef)
A disproportionate share of workers involved in R&D are employed directly or indirectly by manufacturing companies; for example, the US manufacturing sector employs more than a third of U.S. engineers.17 This means that manufacturing provides much of the demand for the U.S. innovation ecosystem, supporting large numbers of scientists and engineers who might not find employment if R&D were offshored along with production. 

Internals: Manufacturing key to DIB

Specifically, a healthy domestic base is key to mobilization and deterrence.

McCormick 4/24/08 

(Beth, Acting Director, Defense Technology Security Administration, Department Of Defense, FNS, lexis)

The third goal of my agency is to assure the health of the defense industrial base. U.S. national security depends on a strong U.S. industrial base that can easily mobilize to support military capabilities and deter potential adversaries. The United States must maintain a technology superiority and highly competitive defense industrial base to support increased global competition. DTSA will continue to balance national security interests while being receptive to the needs of the U.S. industrial base.

Internals: Undermines DIB

And, declining manufacturing undermines the Defense Industrial Base – trade action DOESN’T SOLVE
Forbes 2/14/2k11

(“Intelligence Community Fears U.S. Manufacturing Decline,” pg online @ http://www.forbes.com/sites/beltway/2011/02/14/intelligence-community-fears-u-s-manufacturing-decline/ //um-ef)

Last week, the federal government reported that the U.S. trade deficit grew by 33 percent in 2010 to nearly half a trillion dollars. Most of the gap resulted from an imbalance in trade with China, which shipped $365 billion in goods to America but only bought $92 billion in U.S. goods. The resulting U.S. deficit of $273 billion in bilateral trade with Beijing reflects a persistent feature of the Sino-American relationship since China joined the World Trade Organization in 2001. Over the last ten years, China has mounted the biggest challenge to the U.S. manufacturing sector ever seen, threatening producers of steel, chemicals, glass, paper, drugs and any number of other items with prices they cannot match. Not coincidentally, the United States has lost an average of 50,000 manufacturing jobs every month during the same period. There are usually other things happening in the economy that obscure what China is doing to the U.S. industrial base. For instance, some of the job losses were traceable to steady increases in industrial productivity since 2001, eliminating the need for many workers. Last year’s increase in the trade deficit resulted in large measure from higher prices on imported oil (the average cost per barrel rose from $57 to $75) and a greater propensity of consumers to spend as economic recovery strengthened. Exports of services, consumer products and industrial supplies rose to record levels, even though imports rose faster. But when the impact of transient factors is removed it becomes clear that the underlying narrative of U.S. manufacturing in the new millennium is mostly a story of decline. Competition from China is rapidly eroding the industrial foundations of American economic power. That trend has now progressed to a point where the U.S. intelligence community has become concerned. Richard McCormack reported in Manufacturing & Technology News on February 3 that the Director of National Intelligence has initiated preparation of a National Intelligence Estimate to assess the security implications of waning manufacturing activity in America. National Intelligence Estimates are the most authoritative analyses prepared by the intelligence community, definitive interagency products typically reserved for the most serious threats. So the fact that the nation’s top intelligence official thinks a National Intelligence Estimate is needed for manufacturing isn’t a good sign. It suggests that America’s industrial decline is approaching the status of a crisis. Federal policymakers have been getting hints that all was not well in the industrial base for some time. For example, when Defense Secretary Robert Gates decided to surge production of armored trucks for the Iraq counter-insurgency campaign in 2007, it was discovered there was only one steel plant in the nation producing steel of sufficient strength to meet military needs. That plant — the old Lukens Steel Company facility in Coatesville, Pennsylvania — had been bought by European steel giant Arcelor Mittal, and already had weapons makers waiting in line for the output its limited capacity could support. Other items needed for the Iraq-bound trucks also were in short supply, such as oversized tires. The Pentagon had to cobble together an ad hoc network of domestic and foreign suppliers in order to ramp up production of the needed trucks, suggesting that the industrial complex FDR once called “the arsenal of democracy” had become a rather fragile affair. The National Intelligence Estimate being managed by senior intelligence official Lawrence Gershwin will be looking at much more than the military industrial base, because it is supposed to capture all of the adverse security consequences arising from declining manufacturing activity. Take the case of steel. The year before China joined the WTO, the United States and China each produced about 100 million tons of crude steel. But once China was in the WTO, its steel output rose rapidly while U.S. production drifted downward. Last year, China produced eleven times as much steel as America (880 million tons versus 81 million). The huge size of the Chinese industry now makes it a dominant force in both the global steel market and the market for production inputs such as iron ore and metallurgical coal. Few U.S. producers can compete with China’s state-supported producers, and as a result some key products like the “rebar” used to reinforce concrete are no longer produced at all in America. It’s hard to fault China for the scale of its industrial investment when its needs are so great. China may now have 45 percent of global capacity for smelting aluminum, but it also consumes 40 percent of global output. The problem comes when the Chinese government intervenes to help indigenous producers in what is supposed to be a free trade system. For instance, shortly after joining the WTO Beijing decided to target antibiotics as a growth sector and invested vast sums in building penicillin fermenters. According to a story in the January 20, 2009 New York Times, government subsidies so thoroughly disrupted pricing in the global market for antibiotics that many western producers had to either move facilities to Asia or exit the business entirely. The reason this might matter to intelligence analysts is that the last U.S. source of key ingredients for antibiotics — a Bristol-Myers Squibb plant in East Syracuse, New York — has now closed, leaving the U.S. dependent on foreign sources in a future conflict. Some analysts have argued that developments like the decline of the domestic antibiotics industry are caused as much by federal policies as Chinese pricing. There’s no question that U.S. pharmaceutical facilities are subject to greater oversight by organizations like the Food and Drug Administration and the Environmental Protection Agency than their Chinese counterparts are, and everybody knows that America has some of the highest corporate tax rates in the world. However, even when government works closely with domestic manufacturers, the allure of Chinese subsidies can be overwhelming. Massachusetts gave a solar-panel maker called Evergreen $43 million in aid to build panels in the state, but the company recently decided to lay off 800 workers and set up a production facility in China with a local partner. The reason was low-interest loans from state-controlled banks. Since Beijing began targeting green energy for state subsidies, China’s share of solar-panel production has leaped from less than ten percent to about half of global output. Almost all of its production is exported. China began subsidizing domestic enterprises long before it gained entry to the World Trade Organization, but there isn’t much doubt that better access to the global trading system bolstered its ability to compete across a broader range of manufactured items. During the 1990s, the United States typically recorded trade surpluses in nine of eleven “advanced technology” product categories tracked by the federal government — everything from biotechnology to aerospace to electronics. But one year after China joined the WTO, the United States recorded its first trade deficit ever in advanced technology, and the year after that China surpassed Japan as the biggest supplier of technology products to America. In 2006 it displaced America as the world’s largest producer of electronics for the first time in a century, and it has broadened the gap in every successive year. China now accounts for most of the U.S. trade gap in manufactured goods, and it competes against U.S. companies in virtually every product category. Louis Uchitelle noted in the New York Times on February 12 that the last U.S. manufacturer of flatware — knives, forks and spoons — had closed its doors in upstate New York, a victim of lower-priced Chinese products. An earlier story in the Wall Street Journal reported that imports had surged from 31 percent of household furniture sales in the U.S. to 56 percent over ten years, and it doesn’t take much research to figure out where most of that imported furniture is coming from. While the National Intelligence Estimate isn’t likely to focus on flatware or furniture, it does need to consider the cumulative impact of China’s post-WTO export surge on the ability of U.S. manufacturers to compete in any product category. China is now mounting an assault on the market for commercial transports (airliners), the last area of advanced technology other than weapons where the United States still enjoys a sizable trade surplus. Under pressure from a deep recession and market-friendly Republicans, the Obama Administration has made important moves to shore up U.S. manufacturing by bailing out auto companies, launching trade actions, and bolstering export subsidies (the U.S. ranks last among the top 15 manufacturing nations in the portion of its industrial production that is exported). However, the evidence of the last decade does not suggest that U.S. manufacturing can be rescued simply by lowering tax rates or telling the EPA to lighten up. China’s intensely mercantilist government is engaged in a global campaign to become the world’s dominant manufacturing nation, and no U.S. company on its own can hope to compete against state-subsidized Chinese enterprises. Indeed, there are strong incentives not to compete since shifting production to China will enable U.S. companies to gain access to what may one day soon be the world’s largest consumer market. The new National Intelligence Estimate should be a wake-up call for U.S. politicians and policymakers, but there is as yet little evidence that they grasp the urgency of halting America’s decline in manufacturing.

Internals: Manufacturing key Deterrence

U.S. manufacturing and the Defense Industrial Base is CRITITCAL to deterrence
Eaglen and Sayers 2k9

(Mackenzie M. Eaglen and Eric Sayers, “Maintaining the Superiority of America’s Defense Industrial Base,” pg online Heritage Backgrounder, No. 2276 May 22, 2009 //um-ef)

The Foundation of American Military Strength Since World War II, the United States has benefited from the skills of a robust defense industrial and manufacturing workforce. Over six decades, various U.S. defense strategies have emphasized the benefits of a technologically superior military to help deter and win wars. This “technical overmatch” has been pursued by the U.S. military for decades in an attempt to deter potential enemies from engaging the U.S. in conflict and to reduce risk and the loss of life on the battlefield. The ability to maintain America’s military technological edge reflects the superior efficiency of America’s defense industry. America’s capital-intensive Air Force and Navy operate the world’s best fighter aircraft, long-range bombers, aircraft carriers, destroyers, cruisers, and submarines. Similarly, the Army is building a host of next-generation platforms, including tanks and attack helicopters, that will allow it to complete its missions. This is also the case in platform systems and areas such as lowobservable and very-low-observable technologies, submarine quieting, acoustic detection, digital-signal processing for a range of applications, active electronically scanned arrays, near-real-time sensorto-shooter targeting connectivity, and allweather guided munitions.2 Although technology alone has not assured American military superiority, the defense industry has nevertheless been a potent enabler of American military might. The base of this power can be found in a series of core capabilities that the U.S. has been able to maintain and continue to modernize over recent decades. These include, among others, air dominance, strategic lift, the ability to project power throughout and beyond the world’s oceans, counterinsurgency proficiency, and the ability to seize and control land. Maintaining these capabilities has enabled the soldier, sailor, airman, and Marine to remain adequately prepared for a full spectrum of potential operations.

And, strong infrastructure critical to the U.S. DIB Military Strength and Deterrence
O’Hanlon 2k12

http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2011/2/defense%20ohanlon/02_defense_ohanlon
The United States faces other problems too. Despite the strength of certain cutting-edge technology sectors in this country, most classic manufacturing industries are in relatively weak shape, and overall manufacturing output as a percent of GDP declined from 21.2 percent in 1979 to just 11.5 percent three decades later.14 Aerospace remains a bright spot in this picture, with total sales exceeding $200 billion a year and an export trade balance exceeding $50 billion annually even in recent economically difficult times.15 Yet like other aspects of the national security industrial base, it is at some risk. A core underlying trend is the issue of human capital—the young men and women who will staff the defense industry firms and invent the key military technologies of the future. In many ways, they are more the base than the plants and facilities themselves. Unfortunately a great deal of defense industry work cannot be globalized, and this once rich pipeline is under significant stress, with long-term consequence for the firms that must recruit from this pool (as a great deal of defense industry work cannot be globalized). Science and technology education levels among the country’s public school students are mediocre by global standards—ranking typically in the 20s among 40 nations participating in recent surveys, and 36th among all countries in “health and primary education” according to the World Economic Forum.16 Although elite universities remain strong, including in the sciences, more and more of the country’s science and engineering graduate students are foreigners who often return home after obtaining their degrees. As a percent of U.S. degrees earned, science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) degrees have fallen from around 25 percent a quarter century ago to only about 16 percent in recent years. This contrasts with levels ranging from 25 to 33 percent in most western nations and 38 percent in Korea.17 These trends are simply not consistent with the country’s long-term need to maintain domestic advantages in cutting-edge technology sectors. In his new book Brain Gain, Darrell West argues that, while education reform to deal with problems in science and engineering capability is certainly necessary, the United States must also rethink its immigration policies. Current immigration policy has not been strategic and the political debate on it has become deeply disappointing. Since 2005, only 6.5 percent of U.S. visas have gone towards highly skilled workers; comparatively, Canada set aside 58 percent, using its visas as part of a drive to fill needed skills gaps and aid long-term economic growth and competitiveness. Reorienting policy towards greater efforts to attract workers with needed skills should be prioritized. In addition to matters such as H-1B visas, the United States presently makes a massive investment in many foreign PhDs (approximately $300,000 per graduate) that is usually lost when a student must return to their native country after receiving their degree.18 The infrastructure that the base also depends on is also weakening, all the more concerning as newer powers outdistance the United States in everything from high-speed rail to major ports to broadband internet capacity. Current annual spending on infrastructure is perhaps $20 billion too low simply to maintain existing services, and about $80 billion too low relative to what would be optimal.19 This is happening at a time when the finances of cities are in greater peril than at any time over the last quarter century. Even if some of the problem is due to the short-term effects of the great recession, the decline in the property values that provide the base for urban services will probably be longer-lasting. State budgets are similarly strained; for example, Maryland has $33 billion in unfunded future pension and health-care obligations to state employees, and another seven states are in similarly bad straits (with yet another dozen also in some trouble).20 California, the nation’s largest state, is in the most worrisome shape of all. Such localities will not be in a position to provide the type of support or even tax credits they once offered in competitions to entice major new defense industrial facilities to be built in their areas. The above trends all pose threats, either direct or indirect, to America’s future power. They could weaken what the defense industry needs to produce world-class equipment for America’s men and women in uniform. They could impede the government from sustaining adequate defense budgets. They could erode the will of the American people to continue to support an enlightened foreign policy focused more on heading off threats, sustaining the global commons and maintaining global order than on waiting for threats to develop and trying to respond only then. They are all of concern.

Impacts: Tech Dominance (Heg)

Manufacturing base key to US tech dominance

Hawkins 2k4

(William R. Hawkins, Senior Fellow for National Security Studies at the U.S. Business and Industry Council. 1/6/2004 “Debate Rages Over How to Respond to China’s Economic Challenge”, Jamestown Foundation, China Brief, v4n1, http://www.jamestown.org/publications_details.php?volume_id=395&issue_id=2888&article_id=23437)

It may, however, be time to consider protecting strategic sectors of the American economic base. In October, the President's Council of Advisors on Science and Technology's Subcommittee on Information Technology Manufacturing and Competitiveness issued its "Preliminary Draft Findings and Observations." Members of the subcommittee include chairman George Scalise, president of the Semiconductor Industry Association; Michael Dell, CEO of Dell Computer Corp., and Gordon Moore, chairman emeritus of Intel. The paper warns that U.S. technological preeminence is not assured because as manufacturing is moving overseas, research and development are following. This risks a shift in future innovation that could leave America behind the technology curve. Global R&D centers are emerging around manufacturing in China, where labor costs for R&D design capabilities are one-third to one-tenth what they are in the United States.
Impacts: Deterrence solves conflict

Credible deterrence solves global nuclear wars.

C. Paul Robinson, president and director of the Department of Energy Sandia National Laboratories, “A White Paper: Pursuing a New Nuclear Weapons Policy for the 21st Century,” 3/22/2001, http://www.nukewatch.org/importantdocs/resources/pursuing_a_new_nuclear_weapons_p.html
I served as an arms negotiator on the last two agreements before the dissolution of the Soviet Union and have spent most of my career enmeshed in the complexity of nuclear weapons issues on the government side of the table. It is abundantly clear (to me) that formulating a new nuclear weapons policy for the start of the 21st Century will be a most difficult undertaking. While the often over-simplified picture of deterrence during the Cold War—two behemoths armed to the teeth, staring each other down—has thankfully retreated into history, there are nevertheless huge arsenals of nuclear weapons and delivery systems, all in quite usable states, that could be brought back quickly to their Cold War postures. Additionally, throughout the Cold War and ever since, there has been a steady proliferation of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction by other nations around the globe. The vast majority of these newly armed states are not U.S. allies, and some already are exhibiting hostile behaviors, while others have the potential to become aggressors toward the U.S., our allies, and our international interests.  Russia has already begun to emphasize the importance of its arsenal of nuclear weapons to compensate for its limited conventional capabilities to deal with hostilities that appear to be increasing along its borders. It seems inescapable that the U.S. must carefully think through how we should be preparing to deal with new threats from other corners of the world, including the role that nuclear weapons might serve in deterring these threats from ever reaching actual aggressions.  I personally see the abolition of nuclear weapons as an impractical dream in any foreseeable future. I came to this view from several directions. The first is the impossibility of ever “uninventing” or erasing from the human mind the knowledge of how to build such weapons. While the sudden appearance of a few tens of nuclear weapons causes only a small stir in a world where several thousands of such weapons already exist, their appearance in a world without nuclear weapons would produce huge effects. (The impact of the first two weapons in ending World War II should be a sufficient example.) I believe that the words of Winston Churchill, as quoted by Margaret Thatcher to a special joint session of the U.S. Congress on February 20, 1985, remain convincing on this point: “Be careful above all things not to let go of the atomic weapon until you are sure, and more sure than sure, that other means of preserving the peace are in your hands.”  Similarly, it is my sincere view that the majority of the nations who have now acquired arsenals of nuclear weapons believe them to be such potent tools for deterring conflicts that they would never surrender them. Against this backdrop, I recently began to worry that because there were few public statements by U.S. officials in reaffirming the unique role which nuclear weapons play in ensuring U.S. and world security, far too many people (including many in our own armed forces) were beginning to believe that perhaps nuclear weapons no longer had value. It seemed to me that it was time for someone to step forward and articulate the other side of these issues for the public: first, that nuclear weapons remain of vital importance to the security of the U.S. and to our allies and friends (today and for the near future); and second, that nuclear weapons will likely have an enduring role in preserving the peace and preventing world wars for the foreseeable future. These are my purposes in writing this paper.  For the past eight years, I have served several Commanders-in-Chief of the U.S. Strategic Command by chairing the Policy Subcommittee of the Strategic Advisory Group (SAG). This group was asked to help develop a new terms of reference for nuclear strategy in the post-Cold War world. This paper draws on many of the discussions with my SAG colleagues (although one must not assume their endorsement of all of the ideas presented here). We addressed how nuclear deterrence might be extended—not just to deter Russia—but how it might serve a continuing role in deterring wider acts of aggression from any corner of the world, including deterring the use of nuclear, chemical or biological weapons. [Taken together, these are normally referred to as Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD).] My approach here will be to: (1) examine what might be the appropriate roles for nuclear weapons for the future, (2) propose some new approaches to developing nuclear strategies and policies that are more appropriate for the post-Cold War world, and (3) consider the kinds of military systems and nuclear weapons that would be needed to match those policies.  The Role(s) of Nuclear Weapons  The Commander-in-Chief of the Strategic Command, Admiral Rich Mies, succinctly reflected the current U.S. deterrent policy last year in testimony to the U.S. Senate: “Deterrence of aggression is a cornerstone of our national security strategy, and strategic nuclear forces serve as the most visible and most important element of our commitment Š (further) deterrence of major military attack on the United States and its allies, particularly attacks involving weapons of mass destruction, remains our highest defense priority.” While the application of this policy seemed clear, perhaps we could have said even “straightforward,” during the Cold War; application of that policy becomes even more complicated if we consider applying it to any nation other than Russia. Let me first stress that nuclear arms must never be thought of as a single “cure-all” for security concerns. For the past 20 years, only 10 percent of the U.S. defense budget has been spent on nuclear forces. The other 90 percent is for “war fighting” capabilities. Indeed, conflicts have continued to break out every few years in various regions of the globe, and these nonnuclear capabilities have been regularly employed. By contrast, we have not used nuclear weapons in conflict since World War II. This is an important distinction for us to emphasize as an element of U.S. defense policy, and one not well understood by the public at large. Nuclear weapons must never be considered as war fighting tools. Rather we should rely on the catastrophic nature of nuclear weapons to achieve war prevention, to prevent a conflict from escalating (e.g., to the use of weapons of mass destruction), or to help achieve war termination when it cannot be achieved by other means, e.g., if the enemy has already escalated the conflict through the use of weapons of mass destruction. Conventional armaments and forces will remain the backbone of U.S. defense forces, but the inherent threat to escalate to nuclear use can help to prevent conflicts from ever starting, can prevent their escalation, as well as bring these conflicts to a swift and certain end.  In contrast to the situation facing Russia, I believe we cannot place an over-reliance on nuclear weapons, but that we must maintain adequate conventional capabilities to manage regional conflicts in any part of the world. Noting that the U.S. has always considered nuclear weapons as “weapons of last resort,” we need to give constant attention to improving conventional munitions in order to raise the threshold for which we would ever consider nuclear use. It is just as important for our policy makers to understand these interfaces as it is for our commanders.  Defenses  Although it is beyond the scope of this paper to strictly consider “defensive” tactics and armaments, I believe it is important for the United States to consider a continuum of defensive capabilities, from boost phase intercept to terminal defenses. Defenses have always been an important element of war fighting, and are likely to be so when defending against missiles. Defenses will also provide value in deterring conflicts or limiting escalations. Moreover, the existence of a credible defense to blunt attacks by armaments emanating from a rogue state could well eliminate that rogue nation’s ability to dissuade the U.S. from taking military actions. If any attack against the U.S., its allies, or its forces should be undertaken with nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction, there should be no doubt in the attacker’s mind that the United States might retaliate for such an attack with nuclear weapons; but the choice would be in our hands.
***Manufacturing Uniqueness***

2AC Slayer 

Manufacturing is on steep decline – will take the U.S. economy with it – new action is key

Nash-Hoff 3/28/12
(“American Manufacturing Has Declined More Than Most Experts Have Thought,” pg online @ http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michele-nashhoff/manufacturing-jobs_b_1382704.html //um-ef)
A new report released by the Information Technology & Innovation Foundation (ITIF) presents a strong case that manufacturing has declined more during the last decade than it did during the Great Depression of the 1930s. It's gratifying to finally see a well-respected non-partisan "think tank" release a report based on empirical data that corroborates what those of working in the manufacturing industry have experienced, about which I have been speaking and writing since 2003. One of the main points of the report is that during the Great Depression, we lost 30.9% of manufacturing jobs, but in the decade of 2000-2010, we lost 33.1% of manufacturing jobs. It becomes more serious when you realize that in the Great Depression, manufacturing accounted for 43% of jobs lost and 34% of all jobs at the time, but now manufacturing only represents about 11% of all jobs, but nearly one-third of the job loss. This percentage loss represents 5.7 million manufacturing jobs. The report states: "On average, 1,276 manufacturing jobs were lost every day for the past 12 years. A net of 66,486 manufacturing establishments closed, from 404,758 in 2000 down to 338,273 in 2011. In other words, on each day since the year 2000, America had, on average, 17 fewer manufacturing establishments than it had the previous day." When you understand the multiplier effect of manufacturing jobs, creating 2-3 supporting jobs, this loss of manufacturing jobs represents 11 to 17 million jobs. The report states, "In fact, in January 2012 there were more unemployed Americans (12.8 million) than there were Americans who worked in manufacturing (just under 12 million)." No wonder we have the high local, state, and federal deficits that we are experiencing -- there are fewer taxpayers and more benefit collectors. The two million manufacturing jobs we lost during the Great Recession was added to the over 3.7 million we had already lost. After the recession ended, the report states: "Just 166,000, or 8.2 percent, returned. That leaves 91.8 percent of jobs to be recovered. At the rate of growth in manufacturing jobs in 2011, it would take until at least 2020 for employment to return to where the economy was in terms of manufacturing jobs at the end of 2007. In reality... U.S. manufacturing has been in a state of structural decline due to loss of U.S. competitiveness, not temporary decline based on the business cycle." It's obvious that with unemployment at 8.3 percent, "all those jobs have not been recreated in other industries." If manufacturing declines further, there are no guarantees that other jobs will appear to replace those lost in manufacturing. The authors validate what I've written in my book and previous articles: "manufacturing jobs pay more; manufacturing is a source of good jobs for non-college-educated workers; and manufacturing is the key driver of innovation -- without manufacturing, non-manufacturing innovation jobs (for example, research and design) will not thrive." For years, most economists, experts, and government officials have said that the decline in manufacturing is a natural outcome of our transformation from an industrial society to a post-industrial society. "This decline is often cited by defenders as 'normal' and in line with what is happening in other countries. In this 'post-industrial' view, advanced nations are transitioning from factories to services; the greater and faster the loss of manufacturing, the more successful nations are in mastering the transition." The authors concede that there is: "Some truth to the post-industrialists' view. Advanced economies naturally see manufacturing jobs contribute to a smaller share of total employment, since manufacturing productivity is typically higher than non-manufacturing productivity. But normally the loss is modest and gradual, in contrast to the United States where in the last decade it was sudden and steep." In addition: "Advanced nations do lose some lower-value-added, lower-skill, commodity-based manufacturing to lower-wage nations. But ... they also increase their demand for the higher-value-added products that developed nations should naturally produce ... the process of global integration does not and should not naturally lead to the deindustrialization of developed economies, but rather to the transformation of their industrial bases toward more complex, higher-value-added production." These same experts have denied that manufacturing has been in decline, arguing that manufacturing became incredibly productive just like agriculture did a century earlier so that fewer workers are needed in the industry. The authors state that: "Virtually everyone makes the argument that massive manufacturing job decline is a sign of success: manufacturers are using technology to automate work and to become more efficient ... Manufacturing is like agriculture has been the dominant story. The United States produces more food than ever, but because farming has become so efficient, it requires a very small share of U.S. workers to grow and harvest the food. So while manufacturing productivity growth may be tough on workers, job loss is seen as a sign of strength, not weakness." It's true that job loss could be result of increased productivity, but what these experts have ignored is that manufacturing's share of the Gross Domestic Product (GD) declined from 15% in 2000 to 11.0% in 2009. While manufacturing has declined as a share of GDP in the United States and some other nations, such as Canada, Italy, Spain, and the United Kingdom," it is stable or even growing in many others (including Austria, China, Finland, Germany, Japan, Korea, the Netherlands, and Switzerland.)" The ITIF report dispels the myth that increased productivity is the reason for the job loss with a review of the productivity of various manufacturing industry sectors, showing that in 2010, "13 of the 19 manufacturing sectors (employing 55 percent of manufacturing workers) were producing less than they there were in 2000 in terms of inflation-adjusted output." In addition, the authors assert that "the government's official calculation of manufacturing output growth, and by definition productivity, is significantly overstated. "Correcting for biases in the official data, ITIF finds that from 2000 to 2010, U.S. manufacturing labor productivity growth was overstated by a remarkable 122 percent. Moreover, manufacturing output, instead of increasing at the reported 16 percent rate, in fact fell by 11 percent over the period." This was during a period when the U. S. GDP increased by 17 percent. Besides, the report states that: "It is not clear how productivity could be the culprit behind the large share of job loss in the 2000s when manufacturing labor productivity (as measured by the official value added data) was not substantially different in the 1990s than it was in the 2000s. During the 1990s, manufacturing jobs fell by one percent, while labor productivity increased by 53 percent. In the 2000s, manufacturing jobs fell by 33 percent while productivity increased by 66 percent ... the 2000s productivity number is actually significantly overstated, even more so than the 1990s figure. Adjusting for bias in the data, the actual productivity growth in the 2000s was just 32 percent." The authors provide evidence that: "There are serious problems with how the U.S. government measures manufacturing output that cause it to significantly overstate output and, by extension, productivity. In order to see how productivity and output are overstated, it is necessary to understand both concepts." Their explanation is too complicated to consider in this short article, but is well worth reading in the report. They conclude: "that there are substantial upward biases in the U.S. government's official statistics and that real manufacturing output and productivity growth is significantly overstated. The most serious bias relates to the computers and electronics industry (NAICS 334) -- its output is vastly overstated. Correcting for these statistical biases, we see that the base of U.S. manufacturing has eroded faster over the past decade than at any time since WWII, when the United States began compiling the statistics." I can substantiate this conclusion from my experience as a manufacturers' representative for American companies who perform fabrication services, such as plastic and rubber molding, metal stamping and casting, machining, and sheet metal fabrication for other American manufacturers. While many of the manufacturers in my sales territory of southern California may still be assembling their products in the U.S., many of the components and subassemblies they are using have been produced offshore. Obviously, it takes fewer American workers to produce the end product because part of the work was actually done by foreign workers.

Uniq: Manufacturing Down

Demand and sales down

Bloomberg Businessweek 6/27

(“Durable Goods Orders May Point to U.S. Manufacturing Slowdown,” pg online @ http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-06-27/durable-goods-orders-may-point-to-u-dot-s-dot-manufacturing-slowdown //um-ef)

Orders for durable goods in May probably failed to make up for the worst four months since the recession, indicating U.S. manufacturing will cool, economists said before a report today. The projected 0.5 percent gain in bookings for goods meant to last at least three years would follow little change in April, according to the median forecast of 76 economists surveyed by Bloomberg News. Orders fell 6.6 percent in the first four months of the year, the weakest stretch since the same period in 2009, during the last recession. A slowdown in global growth emanating from Europe may harm exports and prompt companies to curtail equipment spending, hurting sales at manufacturers like Joy Global Inc. (JOY) (JOY) Combined with a slackening in demand from American households facing 8.2 percent unemployment, the cutbacks help explain why the Federal Reserve extended a plan to keep borrowing costs low. “We’re seeing signs of weakness in manufacturing,” said Millan Mulraine, a senior U.S. strategist at TD Securities in New York. “There’s a lot of uncertainty about the nature of demand, about the global outlook, about the U.S. outlook.”

And, U.S. Manufacturing is struggling – prefer experts 

Bloomberg Businessweek 7/17/12

(“US industrial production rose in June,” pg online @ http://www.businessweek.com/ap/2012-07-17/us-factory-output-rose-0-dot-4-percent-in-june //um-ef)
Analysts say the U.S. manufacturing sector is struggling to mount a sustained recovery after three months of slow growth. Factory output rose 0.7 percent last month, after falling by the same amount in May, the Fed said. Factories produced more machines and vehicles used by businesses. Production of consumer goods edged higher. Auto production rebounded after its first decline of the year. Overall industrial production, which includes mining and utilities, rose 0.4 percent in June. Mining activity increased 0.7 percent, while utility output fell 1.9 percent. June's strong results follow a period of shaky growth for the factory sector, which is a crucial contributor to economic expansion. Factory output fell in two of the past four months. "The trend has downshifted," said Jim O'Sullivan, chief U.S. economist at High Frequency Economics. "I wouldn't extrapolate the rebound in June as a sign that momentum is picking up again." Factory growth slowed in the second quarter to an annual rate of 1.4 percent, after leaping 9.8 percent in the first quarter, O'Sullivan noted. Other indicators of factory output also have weakened. A manufacturing survey by the Institute for Supply Management fell in June for the first time in nearly three years. Indexes for exports, production and new orders all softened. Demand for exports has weakened in recent months as Europe battles a deep recession and China's economy grows more slowly. U.S. consumers are spending sluggishly, creating less new demand for factory goods. Americans spent less at retail businesses in June for the third straight month, the Commerce Department said Monday. It was the first three-month decline for retail sales since the height of the financial crisis.

And, largest contraction since 2008

Market Watch 7/24/12
(“U.S. manufacturing growth 2nd-worst post recession,” pg online @ 

WASHINGTON (MarketWatch) — Growth in the U.S. manufacturing sector slowed in July to the second-weakest level since the country emerged from recession, according to a survey released Tuesday. The Markit flash U.S. manufacturing purchasing managers index dropped to 51.8 from 52.5 in June, which is the worst level since December 2010 and second-worst since late 2009. Any readings above 50 indicate an improvement from the prior month. The flash index is based on 85% to 90% of typical monthly responses and released about a week ahead of the final data. Though the index isn’t as widely followed as the similarly constructed Institute for Supply Management’s manufacturing gauge, the data nonetheless help confirm the slowdown which the ISM results have been showing. The output index dropped to 52.2 from 53.4 in June, and the new-orders index fell to 51.9 from 53.7, with the new-export orders staying in contraction territory at 48.2 from 48.3. One small bit of good news came from employment, which edged up to a 52.9 from a 52.8 reading. “The U.S. manufacturing sector is clearly struggling under the pressure from falling exports, which showed the first back-to-back monthly decline for almost three years in July,” said Chris Williamson, chief economist at Markit, in a statement.

Weak demand for U.S. exports is killing manufacturing

Reuters 7/24
(“Manufacturing growth slowest in 19 months: Markit,” pg online @ http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/07/24/us-usa-economy-pmi-markit-idUSBRE86N0SP20120724 //um-ef)
(Reuters) - Manufacturing this month expanded at its slowest pace since late 2010, hobbled by weak overseas demand for American goods, though a rise in domestic orders helped cushion the blow. Financial information firm Markit said on Tuesday its U.S. "flash" manufacturing Purchasing Managers Index for July fell to 51.8 from 52.5 in June. July marked the fourth consecutive month of slower growth and the sector's weakest showing since December, 2010. The index remained above 50, indicating factory activity continued to expand, only less rapidly. New orders for exports fell outright for the second straight month, the first back-to-back decline in nearly three years, Markit said, as recession in Europe dented demand. "The U.S. manufacturing sector is clearly struggling under the pressure from falling exports," said Chris Williamson, chief economist at Markit. "Reassuringly, domestic demand appears to be showing ongoing signs of resilience, encouraging firms to take on more staff." When including domestic demand, new orders grew, though the reading of 51.9 showed the pace of growth slowed. June's tally was 53.7. The employment index rose to 52.9 in July from 52.8. Even so, economists worry that the broader U.S. economy, which grew at a 1.9 percent rate in the first quarter, has since lost momentum. A poll of 74 economists polled by Reuters expects April-to-June growth to have slowed to 1.5 percent. Last year, manufacturing had been something of a bright spot in an atmosphere of otherwise sluggish growth, but it too has showed signs of slowing over the last few months. The Labor Department said employers added fewer than 100,000 new jobs in June for the third consecutive month. Williamson said there are more clouds on the horizon. "Overall, the third quarter is so far shaping up to be worse than the second quarter in terms of growth, which is a growing concern for policymakers," he said.

Manufacturing production down – June shrink proves

Rugaber, 7/3/12 (Cristopher, staff writer for the Associated Press, “U.S. manufacturing index hits 3-year low”, 7/3/12, AD: 7/24/12, http://www.bendbulletin.com/article/20120703/NEWS0107/207030323/)
U.S. manufacturing shrank in June for the first time in nearly three years, adding to signs that economic growth is weakening. Production and exports declined, and the number of new orders plunged, according to a monthly report released Monday by the Institute for Supply Management. The slowdown comes as U.S. employers have scaled back hiring, consumers have turned more cautious, Europe faces a recession and manufacturing has slowed in big countries like China. “This is not good,” said Dan Greenhaus, chief economic strategist at BTIG, an institutional brokerage. Though the report “does not mean recession for the broader economy, it is still a terribly weak number.” The trade group of purchasing managers said its index of manufacturing activity fell to 49.7. That’s down from 53.5 in May. And it’s the lowest reading since July 2009, a month after the Great Recession officially ended. Readings below 50 indicate contraction. Economists said the manufacturing figures were consistent with growth at an annual rate of 1.5 percent or less. That would be down from the January-March quarter’s already tepid annual pace of 1.9 percent. “Our forecast that the U.S. will grow by around 2 percent this year is now looking a bit optimistic,” said Paul Dales, an economist at Capital Economics. Stocks fell sharply after the report was released at 10 a.m. But investors appeared to shake off the bad manufacturing news by the end of the day. The Dow Jones industrial average recovered most of its early losses to close down just 8.7 points at 12,871. And broader indexes ended the day up. Most economists aren’t yet predicting another recession. Though the ISM report suggests manufacturing is contracting, it typically takes a sustained reading below 43 to signal the economy isn’t growing. Still, U.S. manufacturing, which has helped drive growth since the recession ended, is faltering at a precarious time. Americans have pulled back on spending, which drives roughly 70 percent of growth. Europe’s economy is likely in recession, which has hurt U.S. exports. And China’s manufacturing sector grew in June at its slowest pace in seven months, according to a survey released Sunday by the state-affiliated China Federation of Logistics and Purchasing. Manufacturing will likely stay weak for the next few months. The ISM’s gauge of new orders, a measure of future activity, plunged from 60.1 to 47.8. That’s the first time it has fallen below 50 since April 2009, when the economy was still in recession. Fewer new orders reflect growing concerns of businesses. In addition to slower global growth and less spending by U.S. consumers, many companies worry that U.S. lawmakers won’t extend a package of tax cuts at the end of the year. Bricklin Dwyer, an economist at BNP Paribas, said the uncertainty “has left businesses unwilling to invest.” A gauge of production in the ISM’s survey fell to its lowest level in more than three years. U.S. factories are also reporting less overseas demand. A measure of exports dropped to 47.5, its lowest level since April 2009. A gauge of employment edged down but remained at a healthy level of 56.6. That suggests factories may still be adding jobs. Manufacturers have reported job gains for eight straight months. Overall hiring has slowed sharply this spring. Employers added an average of only 73,000 jobs per month in April and May. That’s much lower than the average of 226,000 added in the first three months of this year. The unemployment rate rose in May to 8.2 percent from 8.1 percent, the first increase in a year. Worries about slowing job growth are outweighing the benefits of lower gas prices. A measure of consumer confidence fell in June for the fourth straight month. Slower job growth and falling confidence are weighing on consumers’ willingness to spend. Americans cut back on purchases of autos and other long-lasting factory goods in May, the government said Friday. The sharp drop in U.S. factory activity overshadowed more positive news on housing. Construction spending rose 0.9 percent in May from April, the Commerce Department said in a separate report Monday. It was the second straight monthly increase, even though the level of spending still isn’t healthy. The increase was driven by a surge in residential construction. Home sales are up from the same month last year. Mortgage rates are at the lowest levels in history. And prices have begun to stabilize in most markets. 

*****DIB Uniqueness*****
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U.S Defense a necessary tool for American excellence- on the brink now 
Watts 08 [  Barry D. Watts, Senior Fellow, is an expert on a range of topics, including air power, Air Force transformation, net assessment, and the military use of space. He headed the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation in the Defense of Department during 2001–2002. Following retirement from the Air Force in 1986, Watts worked for, and later directed, the Northrop Grumman Analysis Center. His recent publications include US Fighter Modernization Plans (with Steve Kosiak), Six Decades of Guided Munitions and Battle Networks, and Long-Range Strike: Imperatives, Urgency and Options. He holds a Bachelor of Science in mathematics from the US Air Force Academy and a Master of Arts in philosophy from the University of Pittsburgh. “The U.S Defense Industrial Base: Past, Present and Future.”  http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=9&ved=0CHoQFjAI&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.csbaonline.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2011%2F02%2F2008.10.15-Defense-Industrial-Base.pdf&ei=f6sRUJbxNY-I8QSg04DoDQ&usg=AFQjCNHQq1DngN1bSR1yMop0dHPQBkjX8A] H. Kenner 

The emergence, during the presidency of Dwight Eisenhower, of a peacetime defense industry of significant proportions was an unprecedented event in the history of the American republic. Two geopolitical developments made its emergence more or less unavoidable for a nation committed to leadership of the Free World after World War II. One was the onset of the US-Soviet Cold War in the late 1940s and the formulation, in response, of the strategy of trying to contain Soviet power. The other was North Korea’s invasion of South Korea in June 1950, which precipitated the large increases in defense spending called for in Paul Nitze’s formulation of containment in April 1950. The standing military-industrial complex that these developments brought into being endures to this day. Since the 1950s, the US defense industrial base has been a source of long-term strategic advantage for the United States, just as it was during World War II. American defense companies provided the bombers and missiles on which nuclear deterrence rested and armed the US military with world-class weapons, including low-observable aircraft, wide-area surveillance and targeting sensors, and reliable guided munitions cheap enough to be employed in large numbers. They also contributed to the development of modern digital computers, successfully orbited the first reconnaissance satellites, put a man on the moon in less than a decade, and played a pivotal role in developing the worldwide web. Critics have long emphasized President Eisenhower’s warning in his farewell television address that the nation needed to “guard against the acquisition of undue influence, whether sought or unsought, by the military-industrial complex.” Usually forgotten or ignored has been an earlier equally important, passage in Eisenhower’s January 1961 speech: A vital element in keeping the peace is our military establishment. Our arms must be mighty, ready for instant action, so that no potential aggressor may be tempted to risk his own destruction. Eisenhower’s warning about undue influence, rather than the need to maintain American military strength, tends to dominate contemporary discussions of the US defense industrial base. While the percentage of US gross domestic product going to national defense remains low compared to the 1950s and 1960s, there is a growing list of defense programs that have experienced problems with cost, schedule, and, in a few cases, weapon performance. In fairness, the federal government, including the Department of Defense and Congress, is at least as much to blame for many of these programmatic difficulties as US defense firms. Nevertheless, those critical of the defense industry tend to concentrate on these acquisition shortcomings. The main focus of this report is on a larger question. How prepared is the US defense industrial base to meet the needs of the US military Services in coming decades? The Cold War challenge of Soviet power has largely ebbed, but new challenges have emerged. There is the immediate threat of the violence stemming from SalafiTakfiri and Khomeinist terrorist groups and their state sponsors, that have consumed so much American blood and treasure in Iraq; the longer-term challenge of authoritarian capitalist regimes epitomized by the rise of China and a resurgent Russia; and, not least, the worsening problem of proliferation, particularly of nuclear weapons. In the face of these more complex and varied challenges, it would surely be premature to begin dismantling the US defense industry. From a competitive perspective, therefore, the vital question about the defense industrial base is whether it will be as much a source of long-term advantage in the decades ahead as it has been since the 1950s. The bulk of this report is contained in three chapters. Chapter 1 traces the evolution of the US defense industrial base since World War II. Chapter 2 offers an assessment of the industry’s performance to date. Chapter 3 addresses two questions: first, what kind of defense industry is in the best interests of the United States, especially in the foreseeable future? Second, if the defense industry best suited to cope with the challenges of the early twenty-first century is substantially different from the one which exists today, what steps might be undertaken to begin bringing about the required changes?  There do not appear to be easy answers to either question. It is probably not possible, nor would it be wise, for the federal government to set about imposing a purportedly more efficient or effective structure on the US defense industrial base. During the 1990s, US political leaders and defense industry analysts called for replacing a defense industry largely isolated from the commercial sectors of the US economy with a single, integrated industrial base that would serve multiple customers. In hindsight, such advice seems to have overlooked the unique requirements and government-imposed constraints that pervade major weapons programs, and defense-industry leaders were probably right not to go very far down the road in trying to heed it. That said, how active a role should the US federal government play in structuring the defense industrial base? In 1993, former Defense Secretary Les Aspin told the  leaders of about fifteen leading defense firms that around half of them needed either to exit the defense business or disappear. How these firms should respond was pretty much left to industry leaders to determine for themselves. The government’s policy was to take a hands-off approach to the future structure of the industrial base, and the result was the emergence of supplier monopolies or duopolies in many defense product lines. For example, the nation’s six shipbuilding yards are now owned by two large defense firms, Northrop Grumman and General Dynamics, and Lockheed Martin is getting close to being the only prime contractor with a full capacity to design, develop, and produce advanced combat aircraft. Moreover, Boeing is now the only US supplier of the large transport aircraft that could be modified to replace the US Air Force’s aging KC-135 fleet of aerial tankers. These developments, which erode healthy competition and limit the military’s choice of suppliers, argue that the federal government should not continue with its laissez-faire approach to the structure of the defense industry. 
If the Industrial base is depleted it just bolsters our impact- action Is needed now 

Watts 08 

[  Barry D. Watts, Senior Fellow, is an expert on a range of topics, including air power, Air Force transformation, net assessment, and the military use of space. He headed the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation in the Defense of Department during 2001–2002. Following retirement from the Air Force in 1986, Watts worked for, and later directed, the Northrop Grumman Analysis Center. His recent publications include US Fighter Modernization Plans (with Steve Kosiak), Six Decades of Guided Munitions and Battle Networks, and Long-Range Strike: Imperatives, Urgency and Options. He holds a Bachelor of Science in mathematics from the US Air Force Academy and a Master of Arts in philosophy from the University of Pittsburgh. “The U.S Defense Industrial Base: Past, Present and Future.”  http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=9&ved=0CHoQFjAI&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.csbaonline.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2011%2F02%2F2008.10.15-Defense-Industrial-Base.pdf&ei=f6sRUJbxNY-I8QSg04DoDQ&usg=AFQjCNHQq1DngN1bSR1yMop0dHPQBkjX8A] H. Kenner 

Doing so will not be easy. If there is one clear message that emerges from the evolution of the US industrial base since World War II it is the sheer difficulty of shaping the industry for the better. The reasons improvement is so difficult include the many uncertainties about future defense needs, the greater complexity of twenty-first century threats to American security compared to the monolithic Soviet threat of the Cold War, the lack of anything approaching a bipartisan consensus on national security strategy, the ability of defense companies to lobby their congressional representatives and senators, and the prospect that Congress may do more to hinder than help the emergence of a more enlightened approach to improving the defense industry. The first step toward a more active and effective approach to the US defense industry will be for the National Security Council and the Department of Defense (DoD) to begin seriously addressing the core issue of the industry’s health and structure. This challenge is far broader than merely trying to reduce cost overruns or schedule slippage in individual defense-acquisition programs. A recent assessment of the Defense Department’s acquisition performance reviewed no less than 128 studies that addressed perceived problems with the system. But even within DoD there are two other processes that affect acquisition narrowly construed: the requirements process, which was recast in 2003 as a joint enterprise overseen by the Joint Staff, and the Pentagon’s planning, programming, budgeting, and execution process. Both of these are constantly subject to interventions from members of Congress, congressional committees, and their staffs. Consequently the questions about the ability of the defense industrial base to deal with future national security challenges involve many more power centers and stakeholders than just those in the Defense Department. Nor is the future structure and effectiveness of the defense industrial base a problem that can be solved with a one-time fix. A sustained effort over successive administrations will be required, involving incremental adjustments as circumstances and the security environment change. The foremost problem, though, is that the US government has yet to begin the necessary thinking about the industrial base broadly construed. In July 2006, a Defense Science Board report argued that there was a critical need for the Defense Department to develop a National Security Industrial Vision. Not only have past DoD vision documents tended to be thin on substance, but the last time any high-level government policy or strategy document even mentioned the need to pay attention to the defense industrial base was in 1997, when the National Defense Panel published its report Transforming Defense. What considerations are relevant to the development of a more consistent, thoughtful, longer-term strategy for ensuring that the US defense industrial base continues to be a source of American advantage in the future? Based on the history and evidence in this report, a number of suggestions come to mind. The most important, though, concerns the longstanding emphasis in US acquisition practices and regulations on the costs of individual programs as the primary metric for managing and evaluating the development and procurement of military goods and services. The Government Accountability Office’s latest comparison of past and current portfolios of major defense programs has shown that the single-minded emphasis on the costs has not succeeded in stemming cost growth or schedule slippage. Are there viable alternatives? The most promising alternative, which has been largely captured in the Defense Acquisition Performance Assessment’s 2007 report, is to shift the government’s primary emphasis in acquisition programs from cost to time-based metrics. 

 (_) Cuts will destroy the industrial base

Slattery 7/24 – [Brian is an editor who specializes in publications about economics, public policy, and international affairs. “Mandated Cuts Will Create “National Security Nightmare” 7/24/12 http://blog.heritage.org/2012/07/24/mandated-cuts-will-create-national-security-nightmare/ //NGopaul]

Constituents at a Great Falls, Montana, town hall meeting understand what many in Congress do not seem to understand: Cuts mandated by budget sequestration will erode the defense industrial base to the point where irreversible damage may be done to military readiness. Recounting a town hall meeting with Congressman Denny Rehberg (R–MT) in Great Falls, Heritage’s James Carafano writes that citizens “were worried about jobs.… What made even less sense to these folks was how the cuts could go forward when leaders on both sides of the aisle know it will create a national security nightmare.” The cuts in question are those mandated by sequestration, which, if left unaddressed, will cut more than $500 billion from national security funding over the next 10 years. The concern is not over jobs or economic stimulation; it is about military readiness. As Carafano notes, the defense industry relies a great deal on “human capital.” Many of the skills that go into building, maintaining, and repairing military equipment often take years to master. Losing these skills harms military readiness, because it often means that programs take longer and are more expensive to build. Furthermore, when these workers leave their respective industries, it can take years to get their skills back. Budgetary uncertainty at the Department of Defense can dramatically affect the suppliers on which it relies. The cuts from sequestration are perceived as so catastrophic that they are already affecting defense contractors. These companies are required by law to give 60-day notices of job terminations. They often rely on long-term planning and buying of raw materials and subcontracting to deliver on time and under cost. The closer we get to sequestration’s deadline, the more these companies will have to cut back in preparation. The Armed Forces are already in dire need of modernization. Sequestration will exacerbate this concern—and not only regarding the planes, ships, and vehicles that the forces will have to retire prematurely. The thousands of defense industry jobs lost due to canceled contracts and less work pose a significant readiness challenge as well. While America has ridden through austere defense budgets in the past, the cuts that will begin in January 2013 could possibly weaken the industrial base to an unprecedented level. While the active duty and reserve forces scramble to figure out how to protect the country with fewer resources, their lifeline—the defense industry—will be scrambling for work elsewhere. The government should fulfill its constitutional responsibility and provide for the common defense. First and foremost, this means stopping sequestration.

(_) Cuts are decimating the industry

Radelat 7/26 - [Ana is longtime Washington correspondent who has written for more than a dozen newspapers. She is a graduate of the University Of Maryland School Of Journalism. “Threat of defense industry cuts already resulting in layoffs” 7/26/12 http://www.ctmirror.org/story/16996/threat-defense-industry-cuts-already-resulting-layoffs //NGopaul]

Economists warn it will push the nation over a fiscal cliff, and Connecticut's defense industry says it will bleed jobs. But Congress has not been able to come up with a way to avoid "sequestration," or massive, automatic budget cuts scheduled to go into effect Jan. 2. Those cuts would have a disproportionate effect on U.S. defense spending, slashing it by $600 billion, and defense contractors in Connecticut and across the nation are already sending out pink slips in anticipation. During a pitched fight over the debt ceiling last year, Congress agreed to implement automatic cuts if lawmakers couldn't agree on how to cut $1.2 trillion from the federal budget. That dismayed Connecticut's defense industry, which is already struggling to cope with a shrinking defense budget. Defense contractors, and lawmakers from states like Connecticut that are dependent on military spending, have begun a new push to try to avoid sequestration. "This was a terrible idea to begin with," said Rep. Chris Murphy, D-5th District. "There was no thought put into this." When Congress considered the budget deal that included the sequestration provision last year, Murphy, Rep. John Larson, D-1st District, and Rep. Rosa DeLauro voted against the deal, which was crafted to avoid a government shutdown. Reps. Joe Courtney, D-2nd District, and Jim Himes, D-4th District, voted for the plan. Last week, David Hess, president of Pratt & Whitney, testified at a meeting of the House Armed Services Committee that his industry is already reacting to the prospect of federal money drying up. "Companies are limiting hiring and halting investments," he said. Hess also said that Pratt & Whitney's "sister division" Sikorsky Aircraft would choose to put their research and development dollars into commercial instead of defense programs if they had to make that decision now. "The consequences (of sequestration) will be dire," Hess said. How dire? The National Association of Manufacturers released a study last month estimating that Connecticut would lose more than 9,000 defense industry jobs next year if sequestration takes effect and cost the nation nearly 1 million jobs of all types. Ben Bernanke, chairman of the Federal Reserve, and Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner have both recently warned Congress if it doesn't avoid sequestration the nation will plunge into another recession. But Congress faces major political hurdles in approving a budget that would avoid draconian defense cuts. Stalemate In a rare show of bipartisanship earlier this month, the House voted 414-2 to require the Obama administration to detail -- within 30 days -- how it would cut agencies and programs if sequestration occurs. Congress could avoid all of that if it could agree on a budget that cuts about $109 billion from the 2013 federal budget.

*****General TI Add-ons*****

2AC Trade Leadership Add-on
A. Highways are critical to U.S. Trade Leadership 
Kasavant 2k11

(Ken Casavant Director and Professor, Freight Policy Transportation Institute School of Economic Sciences Washington State University “The Relationship Between U.S. Transport Infrastructure Improvements And International Trade,” //um-ef)
U.S. supply chain and export competitiveness is essentially dependent on the national transportation infrastructure. The complex system of seaports, airports, warehousing and distribution centers is connected through intermodal transportation networks to local and global markets. Maintaining efficient transport infrastructure that serves as a platform for integrated global supply chains is crucial for meeting the increased demand for transportation services. The influence of transportation infrastructure improvements on economic growth and development is one of the key questions in transport economics, which has been subjected to numerous reassessments (Aschauer, 1989; Clark et al., 2004; Easterly, 1993). Nevertheless, the general agreement in the peer-reviewed literature is that the transportation infrastructure improvements, combined with necessary political and institutional conditions can contribute to economic growth by facilitating international trade, strengthening regional supply chains, and creating jobs (Nadiri and Mamunes, 1994; Banister and Berechman, 2001; Istrate et al., 2010). In this study, the Freight Policy Transportation Institute (FPTI) at Washington State University (WSU) reviews the relationship between U.S. transportation infrastructure improvements and its export competitiveness. Investigation of infrastructure investment effects on net welfare changes is particularly important to the U.S. in the aftermath of the recent economic recession. In particular, infrastructure improvements are essential for export competitiveness in agricultural commodities trade, an export-oriented industry that heavily relies on timely and efficient transportation of crops from production regions to processing and/or transshipment locations and exporting ports. Further, understanding the extent to which the improved transport infrastructure may contribute to the country’s export competitiveness is particularly essential in light of the grain export competitor countries’ (e.g., Brazil) recent investments in new and efficient transportation capacity and infrastructure (Cost et al. 2007). Increasing U.S. international trade has recently been prioritized by the National Export Initiative and National Supply Chain Infrastructure Competitiveness Initiative (U.S. Department of Commerce, 2010). As the recent Presidential executive order states “…a critical component of stimulating economic growth in the United States is ensuring that U.S. businesses can actively participate in international markets by increasing their exports of goods, services, and agricultural products. Improved export performance will, in turn, create good high-paying jobs” (The White House, 2010). The path to export growth critically depends on capacity improvement of the complex, interconnected transportation networks, which include highway networks, railroad, intermodal terminals, inland waterways and sea ports. To better implement proposed export promotion plans at the state and national levels, policymakers need to understand how investments in different areas of the aging U.S. transportation infrastructure will contribute to the country’s international trade flows and producer revenues through an overall increased economic activity. Increasing exports and staying highly competitive in world markets, requires maintaining reasonable transportation costs, which can be achieved by preserving and developing efficient transport infrastructure. To facilitate the decision making at the policy-level, the main goal of this study is to highlight the potential impact of infrastructural improvements in the U.S. transportation networks on the country’s export competitiveness. Current issues of freight transportation, including waterways lock improvement projects, port-rail connectivity, volume and capacity are discussed to emphasize the need for improvements the national transportation infrastructure system.

B. US Trade leadership is critical to multilateral trade – which solves all global problems
Panitchpakdi 2k4 
(Supachai Panitchpakdi, secretary-general of the UN Conference on Trade and Development, 2/26/2004, American Leadership and the World Trade Organization, p. http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/spsp_e/spsp22_e.htm )
The second point is that strengthening the world trading system is essential to America's wider global objectives. Fighting terrorism, reducing poverty, improving health, integrating China and other countries in the global economy — all of these issues are linked, in one way or another, to world trade. This is not to say that trade is the answer to all America's economic concerns; only that meaningful solutions are inconceivable without it. The world trading system is the linchpin of today's global order — underpinning its security as well as its prosperity. A successful WTO is an example of how multilateralism can work. Conversely, if it weakens or fails, much else could fail with it. This is something which the US — at the epicentre of a more interdependent world — cannot afford to ignore. These priorities must continue to guide US policy — as they have done since the Second World War. America has been the main driving force behind eight rounds of multilateral trade negotiations, including the successful conclusion of the Uruguay Round and the creation of the WTO. The US — together with the EU — was instrumental in launching the latest Doha Round two years ago. Likewise, the recent initiative, spearheaded by Ambassador Zoellick, to re-energize the negotiations and move them towards a successful conclusion is yet another example of how essential the US is to the multilateral process — signalling that the US remains committed to further liberalization, that the Round is moving, and that other countries have a tangible reason to get on board. The reality is this: when the US leads the system can move forward; when it withdraws, the system drifts. The fact that US leadership is essential, does not mean it is easy. As WTO rules have expanded, so too has as the complexity of the issues the WTO deals with — everything from agriculture and accounting, to tariffs and telecommunication. The WTO is also exerting huge gravitational pull on countries to join — and participate actively — in the system. The WTO now has 146 Members — up from just 23 in 1947 — and this could easily rise to 170 or more within a decade. Emerging powers like China, Brazil, and India rightly demand a greater say in an institution in which they have a growing stake. So too do a rising number of voices outside the system as well. More and more people recognize that the WTO matters. More non-state actors — businesses, unions, environmentalists, development NGOs — want the multilateral system to reflect their causes and concerns. A decade ago, few people had even heard of the GATT. Today the WTO is front page news. A more visible WTO has inevitably become a more politicized WTO. The sound and fury surrounding the WTO's recent Ministerial Meeting in Cancun — let alone Seattle — underline how challenging managing the WTO can be. But these challenges can be exaggerated. They exist precisely because so many countries have embraced a common vision. Countries the world over have turned to open trade — and a rules-based system — as the key to their growth and development. They agreed to the Doha Round because they believed their interests lay in freer trade, stronger rules, a more effective WTO. Even in Cancun the great debate was whether the multilateral trading system was moving fast and far enough — not whether it should be rolled back. Indeed, it is critically important that we draw the right conclusions from Cancun — which are only now becoming clearer. The disappointment was that ministers were unable to reach agreement. The achievement was that they exposed the risks of failure, highlighted the need for North-South collaboration, and — after a period of introspection — acknowledged the inescapable logic of negotiation. Cancun showed that, if the challenges have increased, it is because the stakes are higher. The bigger challenge to American leadership comes from inside — not outside — the United States. In America's current debate about trade, jobs and globalization we have heard a lot about the costs of liberalization. We need to hear more about the opportunities. We need to be reminded of the advantages of America's openness and its trade with the world — about the economic growth tied to exports; the inflation-fighting role of imports, the innovative stimulus of global competition. We need to explain that freer trade works precisely because it involves positive change — better products, better job opportunities, better ways of doing things, better standards of living. While it is true that change can be threatening for people and societies, it is equally true that the vulnerable are not helped by resisting change — by putting up barriers and shutting out competition. They are helped by training, education, new and better opportunities that — with the right support policies — can flow from a globalized economy. The fact is that for every job in the US threatened by imports there is a growing number of high-paid, high skill jobs created by exports. Exports supported 7 million workers a decade ago; that number is approaching around 12 million today. And these new jobs — in aerospace, finance, information technology — pay 10 per cent more than the average American wage. We especially need to inject some clarity — and facts — into the current debate over the outsourcing of services jobs. Over the next decade, the US is projected to create an average of more than 2 million new services jobs a year — compared to roughly 200,000 services jobs that will be outsourced. I am well aware that this issue is the source of much anxiety in America today. Many Americans worry about the potential job losses that might arise from foreign competition in services sectors. But it’s worth remembering that concerns about the impact of foreign competition are not new. Many of the reservations people are expressing today are echoes of what we heard in the 1970s and 1980s. But people at that time didn’t fully appreciate the power of American ingenuity. Remarkable advances in technology and productivity laid the foundation for unprecedented job creation in the 1990s and there is no reason to doubt that this country, which has shown time and again such remarkable potential for competing in the global economy, will not soon embark again on such a burst of job-creation.  America's openness to service-sector trade — combined with the high skills of its workforce — will lead to more growth, stronger industries, and a shift towards higher value-added, higher-paying employment. Conversely, closing the door to service trade is a strategy for killing jobs, not saving them. Americans have never run from a challenge and have never been defeatist in the face of strong competition. Part of this challenge is to create the conditions for global growth and job creation here and around the world. I believe Americans realize what is at stake. The process of opening to global trade can be disruptive, but they recognize that the US economy cannot grow and prosper any other way. They recognize the importance of finding global solutions to shared global problems.  Besides, what is the alternative to the WTO? Some argue that the world's only superpower need not be tied down by the constraints of the multilateral system. They claim that US sovereignty is compromised by international rules, and that multilateral institutions limit rather than expand US influence. Americans should be deeply sceptical about these claims. Almost none of the trade issues facing the US today are any easier to solve unilaterally, bilaterally or regionally. The reality is probably just the opposite. What sense does it make — for example — to negotiate e-commerce rules bilaterally? Who would be interested in disciplining agricultural subsidies in a regional agreement but not globally? How can bilateral deals — even dozens of them — come close to matching the economic impact of agreeing to global free trade among 146 countries? Bilateral and regional deals can sometimes be a complement to the multilateral system, but they can never be a substitute. There is a bigger danger. By treating some countries preferentially, bilateral and regional deals exclude others — fragmenting global trade and distorting the world economy. Instead of liberalizing trade — and widening growth — they carve it up. Worse, they have a domino effect: bilateral deals inevitably beget more bilateral deals, as countries left outside are forced to seek their own preferential arrangements, or risk further marginalization. This is precisely what we see happening today. There are already over two hundred bilateral and regional agreements in existence, and each month we hear of a new or expanded deal. There is a basic contradiction in the assumption that bilateral approaches serve to strengthen the multilateral, rules-based system. Even when intended to spur free trade, they can ultimately risk undermining it. This is in no one's interest, least of all the United States. America led in the creation of the multilateral system after 1945 precisely to avoid a return to hostile blocs — blocs that had done so much to fuel interwar instability and conflict. America's vision, in the words of Cordell Hull, was that “enduring peace and the welfare of nations was indissolubly connected with the friendliness, fairness and freedom of world trade”. Trade would bind nations together, making another war unthinkable. Non-discriminatory rules would prevent a return to preferential deals and closed alliances. A network of multilateral initiatives and organizations — the Marshal Plan, the IMF, the World Bank, and the GATT, now the WTO — would provide the institutional bedrock for the international rule of law, not power. Underpinning all this was the idea that freedom — free trade, free democracies, the free exchange of ideas — was essential to peace and prosperity, a more just world.  It is a vision that has emerged pre-eminent a half century later. Trade has expanded twenty-fold since 1950. Millions in Asia, Latin America, and Africa are being lifted out of poverty, and millions more have new hope for the future. All the great powers — the US, Europe, Japan, India, China and soon Russia — are part of a rules-based multilateral trading system, greatly increasing the chances for world prosperity and peace. There is a growing realization that — in our interdependent world — sovereignty is constrained, not by multilateral rules, but by the absence of rules.

2AC Shipping Add-on

A. Highway Congestion guts shipping
Traffic World 8/13 2k7
(The Road Less Funded; Projected deficit in federal Highway Trust Fund could hit shippers, carriers in the bottom line,” pg lexis//um-ef)
Carriers and shippers could spend more time sitting in traffic, and states could see substantial budget cuts to their federal transportation funding, if action isn't taken to stem a Highway Trust Fund deficit that recent estimates put at $4 billion and beyond. "If we have to cut back on infrastructure investment in the country, it is going to start affecting [shippers'] bottom line," said Janet F. Kavinoky, director of transportation infrastructure for the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. "I think that shippers are really going to feel the productivity impacts." The new estimates for fiscal year 2009, released last month by the Office of Management and Budget, are a huge increase in earlier estimates that had put the shortfall in the Highway Account of the Trust Fund at $200 million, according to the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. "The impact of these shortfalls will be dramatic," said John Horsley, AASHTO executive director. "Clearly, states cannot meet transportation demands in the face of such dramatic cuts." And AASHTO warned nastier predictions could be forthcoming. If the deficit was to be offset by obligation limitation reductions, it would require reducing the distribution of federal funding to states by as much as $16.5 billion in fiscal year 2009, according to Horsley. Officials say there are a number of reasons for the increased estimates, including a pullback reaction to the increased price of gasoline, which led to a 1 percent drop in revenue for fuel taxes from earlier estimates. A decrease in large truck sales taxes, which according to AASHTO figures accounts for a $1.5 billion loss, was another factor. If a solution to the shortfall is not reached, a 36 percent cut in states' federal highway programs would be needed - though many say that is not likely to occur shortly before an election. "It's not as if this situation is a surprise," said Dave Bauer, senior vice president for government affairs at the American Road & Transportation Builders Association. "Congress created a crisis that was going to have to be addressed with difficult decisions." Many analysts say that Congress is smart enough to find a way around the funding crisis - especially with an election coming up - but the solution might not be easy. "$4.3 billion is not a number to be sneezed at," said Jack Basso, AASHTO's chief operating officer. One possible answer includes raising the federal gasoline tax by 3 cents - though analysts say that is unlikely to be done before an election. Other solutions include cracking down on fuel tax evasion, which Bauer said has been estimated to cost the government as much as $1 billion a year. Taking another look at fuel tax exemptions received by state and local governments could save the Trust Fund more than $1.1 billion a year, according to analysts. "While I can understand a policy decision not to tax state governments, I also know that a government vehicle causes the same wear and tear on a bridge that my Volkswagen does," Bauer said. Greg Cohen, president and CEO of the American Highway Users Alliance, recommended putting $8 billion that was, in effect, transferred into the General Fund in 1998, back into the trust fund. "We would like that money back," Cohen said. He also suggested crediting unearned interest into the trust fund, an amount he estimated to be at $6 billion.

Highways K Heg

Highway infrastructure is key to successful military deployment

NCHRP, 6 (the Transportation Research Board’s National Cooperative Highway Research Program, “Future Options for the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways”, 6/13/06, AD: 7/24/12, http://www.interstate50th.org/docs/techmemo1.pdf)

Following the war the “Pershing Map” of 1922 defining military needs was produced in anticipation of the defining of first 7 percent highway system required by the Federal Highway Act of 1921. All of the routes on the Pershing map were incorporated into the first Federal-aid system. In 1935 BPR and the War Department restudied military highway needs working with the states. These updated needs were important in the selection of the 26,700 mile system recommended in the 1939 report Toll Roads and Free Roads. At the start of WW II the War Department brought the total mileage it considered important up to 74,600 miles of which 29,000 were considered critical. Bridges unable to support heavy military loads were of particular concern. The Defense Highway Act of 1941 provided some funds for military related highway needs and work on the 1300 mile Alaska Highway was begun. The war efforts resulted in serious deterioration of the nation’s highways. At the same time normal road programs ground to a halt with gas rationing drying up revenues and war efforts getting priorities for cement, steel, and related materials. The same 1941 Defense Act provided $10 million for post war planning and it was this money that led to the Interregional Highways report of 1944 which recommended an “optimum” system of 33,920 miles or about 1 percent of the then total road and street mileage. (Note the precision!) The postwar highway bill that was enacted after 9 months of debate authorized a 40,000 miles National System of Interstate Highways. Military requirements have changed over the years. They have moved from the need for a paved load bearing system that accessed military facilities and ports, to a system that would transport the missiles of the Cold War era to finally today to the rapid deployment needs of the Iraq wars which stress high volume movements between bases, equipment and munitions manufacturers, and ports and airports. It is rather ironic to think that many highway histories have characterized the addition of the word Defense to the title of the Interstate System as a ploy to gain support, but the highway/defense connection has a long and continuing history. The most recent evolution is the importance being placed on military needs in the definition of intermodal connectors on the NHS system.

Highways key to military readiness, mobility

Cocker 2 (Janine, marketing coordinator for McMahon in Motion, a transportation newsletter, “Defense Mobilization: Ensured through the Strategic Highway Network”, 2002, AD: 7/24/12, http://www.mcmtrans.com/newsletters/2002/MIMwinterSp02.pdf)

Our nation’s highways link US military bases with rail, seaports, and airports, making the 161,000-mile National Highway System (NHS) a key component in national defense mobility. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in association with the U.S. Department of Defense, Homeland Security Council, and the states, is committed to ensuring defense mobilization by improving the condition of the Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET) and its connectors, a 61,000-mile subset of the NHS. The Federal Highway Administration leads the way When the federal government needs to respond to a threat or a natural disaster highways must be ready. The FHWA coordinates emergency preparedness meetings with military and state officials to address issues associated with military deployment during national emergencies. The FHWA also coordinates with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the Office of Emergency Transportation in planning an implementing the hurricane evacuation liaison program, which provides traffic information during major evacuations. The Strategic Highway Network is in great shape The condition of STRAHNET routes surpasses that of the NHS. Pavement smoothness was much better than NHS levels in 2000, with 96.3 percent of mileage rated acceptable or better. Bridge deficiencies were identical to NHS levels at 21.5 percent. The condition of bridges with 16 or more feet of clearance showed steady improvement. Surface transportation continues to be an important service facility for civilian and military use. During a threat or a natural disaster, commercial bus carriers and rail lines can move military personnel using the highway and rail transportation system. The FHWA takes the lead by inviting all involved agencies to coordinate with the military base personnel to develop strategic plans and procedures to ensure prompt and efficient military responses.

The military uses highways to practice responses to threats of National security and defense.

Federal Highway Administration 09 [“Coordinating Military Deployments on Roads and Highways”, http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop05029/chapter_3.htm]
National security strategy and, more recently, the global war on terrorism have increased the requirement for military deployments. Planning for national emergencies may require military forces to convoy to military seaports or aerial ports of embarkation for foreign deployment. Military national security missions may also require forces to convoy within the United States to protect borders, high-value targets, or critical infrastructure. This scenario requires every State to be prepared to facilitate and support the movement of military forces through their State to port locations or to DoD mission assignments. Planning for military deployments requires an understanding of deployment concepts and processes. State and local agency planners will find this chapter useful for understanding convoy terminology and concepts. Detailed supplemental materials about convoys are provided in Appendix B. This chapter begins with an overview of military deployment concepts. Subsequent sections highlight which agencies are involved at different points of a typical military deployment and provide a set of actions for supporting agencies to consider when developing procedures or plans. Self-assessment questions are enclosed at the end of this chapter for State agency reference. These questions may help agencies better prepare for a national emergency involving military convoys.

National emergency military deployment plans and procedures should document the convoy support process and provide a basis for training and execution. To complete the planning process, plans and procedures must be tested and adjusted annually (even more frequently if the volume and expected demand for military deployment is higher than historical averages) through periodic drills and exercises. Moreover, as State agencies develop and respond to requirements for the National Incident Management System (NIMS), these procedures will likely be integrated with or annexed to local, State, and regional plans and programs. Figure 8 illustrates the key ingredients for well-coordinated and executed military deployments.

The U.S. Highway System is key to US National Defense

FHWA Office of Operations 9 [Federal Highway Administration, March 27th, 2009, “Coordinating Military Deployments on Roads and Highways” http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop05029/chapter_1.htm]
Strategic mobility and readiness are keys to the military’s ability to project power worldwide. Each of the military services—Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps, as well as their component Reserve, National Guard, and Coast Guard counterparts—has made great strides in implementing the specific recommendations of the congressionally mandated 2001 Mobility Requirements Study and more recent findings from Operations Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Iraqi Freedom (OIF) as well as the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT).¶ The ability to deploy equipment and personnel rapidly is an imperative of the national military strategy. That strategy expects the military to defend the homeland, deter aggression in four regions of the world, swiftly defeat adversaries in two other conflicts, and conduct a limited number of small operations. Implied in these missions is the requirement to deploy forces within the United States and from the United States to anywhere in the world.¶ To assist the military services in their planning and better prepare for future operations, the Department of Defense has established an objective of being able to deploy to a theater within 10 days sufficient combat power to defeat an enemy during the next 30 days and be ready for the next fight within another 30 days. Key to meeting these deployment goals is the capability of units to move rapidly from their installations to land, sea, and aerial ports of embarkation or to designated locations within the United States.¶ Military units use various methods to move equipment and personnel to seaports. Heavy equipment usually will be shipped by rail; however, some equipment must be deployed on public roads, either driven by military personnel or consigned to commercial carriers, to arrive at the seaport on specific dates and times for loading onto ships. When the military uses public roads, it organizes the equipment into convoys for control and protection. Appendix B provides detailed information about the military's organization of convoys and standard highway procedures for convoys. 

The Military uses highways when transporting equipment for shipping

Journal of Defense Modeling and Simulation f05 [“An Object-Oriented Architecture for the Simulation of Cargo Terminals”, April 2005, http://dms.sagepub.com/content/2/2/101.full.pdf+html] H. Kenner 
Transportation logistics planning for military¶ operations is used to improve the flow of military cargo¶ through a cargo transportation network. The network¶ is comprised of a set of cargo terminals interconnected¶ by a transportation infrastructure. The cargo terminals¶ include points of origin and destination, intermediate¶ transfer points for transportation mode changes, and/¶ or points of intermediate storage. The Port Simulation¶ Model (PORTSIM) [4, 5, 6] addresses two modes of¶ military cargo operations: seaports of debarkation¶ (SPOD) and seaports of embarkation (SPOE). The¶ SPOE mode deals with the arrival of cargo at the port¶ via rail and highway transports, staging of cargo, and loading of a ship with cargo. The SPOD mode¶ focuses on the activities of unloading cargo from a¶ ship, staging, parking and inspection of the cargo, and¶ clearing the cargo from the port using rail and highway¶ transports. The Configurable Port Simulation (CPortS)¶ [7–10] supports PORTSIM by providing the SPOD¶ capability and is the foundation of the work presented¶ here. PORTSIM suffers from mutually exclusive SPOE¶ and SPOD processes and fixed cargo flow. Other¶ examples of cargo terminal models are TRANSCAP¶ [11, 12], which models offloading at installations, and¶ TLoads [13], which attempts to assess the capability of¶ tactical and sea-based distribution systems.¶ Past work has examined modeling the actual¶ transportation segments of the defense transportation¶ system. Such efforts include ELIST [14], which models¶ theater rail and highway infrastructure, and MIDAS¶ [15] and JFAST [16], which model the strategic lift¶ segments. However, none are stochastic models. These¶ models study the restrictions of the transportation¶ infrastructure rather than the cargo terminals (nodes¶ in a network). They also aggregate the cargo, often¶ dealing with it as quantities in terms of weight, area,¶ or number of pieces rather than individual items. The¶ AMP model [17] acts as a shell to interconnect these¶ models into an end-to-end logistics model, but at a low¶ level of fidelity, again focusing more on the links than¶ the nodes within the network. 

2AC Tourism Add-on

(_) Tourism vital to econ and highways are key

NCHRP 7 - [The National Cooperative Highway Research Program conducts research in problem areas that affect highway planning, design, construction, operation, and maintenance nationwide. “Relationships between Transportation and Tourism: Interaction between State Departments of Transportation and State Tourism Offices” November 2007 http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/trbnet/acl//NCHRP202423D_FinalReportContractor_20071126.pdf //NGopaul]

Travel and tourism (T&T) is a huge and diverse industry. With $1.3 trillion in direct and indirect expenditures, it is one of America’s largest industries. T&T in 2005 generated $17 1 billion in payroll, $654 billion in direct travel expenditures and $105 billion in Federal, State and local taxes, providing 7.5 million jobs directly and another 10 million indirectly. T&T businesses are mainstays of many local and State economies, providing substantial payrolls, jobs, and tax revenue. In more than two-thirds of the states, T&T is among the top three sources of jobs. About 90% of T&T is comprised of small businesses.1 Approximately 80% of all travel occurs on highways and driving is the most popular recreational activity for Americans. To be a tourist is to be concerned about driving time, driving safety, driving costs, and driving frustration. Two caveats: First, the term “travel and tourism,” as commonly used, includes travel for business purposes, as well as leisure travel. For example, the United Nations World Tourism Organization states that tourism comprises the activities of persons traveling to and staying in places outside their usual environment for not more than one consecutive year for leisure, business and other purposes.2 In many instances, however, it may be difficult to distinguish between business and leisure travel since both purposes may be served by the same trip. Second, as commonly used, “travel and tourism,” also includes recreation away from home, such as hiking, camping, horseback riding, snowmobiling and off-road vehicle use; especially as they occur on national parks, forests and other Federal lands. Often, although closely related to tourism, much of this type of recreation involves short local trips that may or may not be classified as tourism. Therefore, the economic impact of such recreational activities is only partially captured by the T&T data, and not all of it is necessarily included. Despite these caveats, it can be safely assumed that the combined economic impact of travel, tourism and recreation is huge. At the same time, since people travel over highways regardless of whether their purpose is tourism, business or recreation, it can be assumed that they are concerned about the same issues of highway safety, driving costs and driving frustration. Henceforth, this project will refer to tourism and recreation away from home as a single entity, while recognizing that it is more customary to separate them and that tourism data usually include other travel data as well.

Highways k Tourism

(_) Infrastructure benefits tourism – that’s key to the economy

Wilkerson 3 – [Chad is a policy economist at the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City. “Travel and Tourism: An Overlooked Industry in the U.S. and Tenth District” 2003 http://www.kcfed.org/publicat/econrev/PDF/3q03wilk.pdf //NGopaul]

Travel and tourism is clearly an important industry in the United States. While estimates of travel expenditures as a share of national output vary based on the measure used, most studies place the current share between 4 and 6 percent. This is larger than the contribution to U.S. GDP of residential fixed investment, motor vehicle output, and national defense. In its travel and tourism satellite accounts, the BEA found that total domestic tourism demand in 1997 was approximately $408 billion.7 Of this total, slightly more than 70 percent was for leisure travel. A recent study by Global Insight found that travel and tourism accounted for 4.0 percent of total output in the nation’s top 100 metropolitan areas in 2000. Perhaps the most widely cited statistics of travel and tourism’s importance are those of the Travel Industry Association of America (TIA), whose estimates show that travel expenditures in the United States were $591 million in 2000 before falling to $555 million in 2001. Since comparisons across states and localities in this article will often be based on employment in the basic travel and tourism industries (hotels, air travel, amusement/recreation), the amount of national employment in these industries is also relevant. In 2000, the most recent year for which data are available, the basic travel and tourism industries accounted for 3.6 percent of total U.S. employment, up from 3.3 percent in 1990. These shares are similar to those found in the BEA’s satellite accounts for 1997 (3.5 percent of total employment) and the Global Insight study (4.2 percent). Unlike in some industries—such as retail trade, which accounts for 14 to 19 percent of employment in all U.S. states—travel and tourism’s share of employment varies considerably across states. The highest shares are found in Nevada (27.7 percent) and Hawaii (12.3 percent), while the lowest shares are in Alabama (1.8 percent) and Arkansas (2.0 percent). The disparities in travel and tourism’s share are even greater across metropolitan areas. In Atlantic City and Las Vegas, for example, roughly 30 percent of all jobs are in the basic travel and tourism industries, and many other jobs undoubtedly rely on visitors to the casinos and other attractions in those cities. By contrast, four of the nation’s metro areas have less than 1 percent of their total employment in travel and tourism.8 Across nonmetro counties, the variation is wider still. A total of 106 rural counties had more than 1,000 travel and tourism jobs in 2000, with some counties having as much as 90 percent of their total employment in the industry. By contrast, 71 rural counties had no travel and tourism jobs whatsoever in 2000, and 759 others had less than 1 percent of their employment in the industry. The differing importance of travel and tourism across the nation is due to several factors. Travel and tourism employment is concentrated in some locations because of the presence of natural amenities such as ocean coasts or mountain ranges and the recreational opportunities they provide. Many other areas benefit from important transportation infrastructure, such as interstate highways or airports. And some places, such as Las Vegas and Orlando, are major tourist areas because of massive development of tourist attractions.

2AC Industry Add-on

(_) Lack of HTF funding kills a litany of industries

McConnell 12 – [James G. McConnell is the Chicago Economic Policy Examiner and has practiced law in Chicago for over 35 years, representing government, public and private Fortune 100 businesses, major insurance companies, and financial institutions. His economic policy insights are based on direct experience. “Will Presidential Politics Bankrupt The Highway Trust Fund?” 6/11/12 http://www.examiner.com/article/will-presidential-politics-bankrupt-the-highway-trust-fund //NGopaul]

While Senate Democrats are still hoping for passage of some sort of conference compromise long term reauthorization measure for the federal Highway Trust Fund, it now appears House Republicans just want to kick the can down the road past the presidential election. Trouble is, that maneuver would likely put the Highway Trust Fund in insolvency. Last week, in response to an end of press conference question on surface transportation appropriations, House Speaker John Boehner said, “We’re going to go with a six month extension” when the current band aid measure expires at the end of this month. The reply from Senate Majority Leader Barbara Boxer, who is still conducting behind closed doors leadership meetings aimed at pushing through some sort of conference committee long term reauthorization measure, was steely and pointed: “I am very disappointed that Speaker Boehner is even talking about a long term transportation extension, which would lead to the Highway Trust Fund going bankrupt. Three million jobs and thousands of businesses are at stake.” Boxer is right. If Congress refuses to deal now with the long term problems facing funding for infrastructure construction in the United States, declining motor fuel tax revenues resulting from higher mileage cars and trucks and folks driving fewer miles, future and even current projects for road and bridge repairs, drinking and waste water treatment systems, rail and waterway transportation, airport expansion, and other infrastructure construction paid for from the Trust Fund and managed mostly by fiscally struggling state and local government agencies, will grind to a halt, leaving skilled construction tradespeople and construction contracting businesses across the country high and dry. For example, Mark Foster, North Carolina’s Department of Transportation chief financial officer, has to check his cash balance every morning at 7 a.m., to be certain the state has not committed more spending that it can reasonably expect to receive reimbursement from Washington for the federal 25% of the state’s transportation funding total. “We … watch our IOU’s from the feds very closely, in terms of what we have extended in the state dollar in anticipation of recovering the federal dollar,” he says. “You make sure at the end of the day, when you make a commitment, you can pay for it.” The Congressional enactment of nine sequential temporary extensions of Highway Trust Fund appropriations since 2009, with no effort whatsoever toward rectifying the long term problems with federal funding for surface transportation, makes state and local officials more and more nervous with each passing day. Foster, for one, says he is daily attempting to avoid “hard stops and starts just based on what is happening in Washington. That’s not fair to our industry and certainly that causes lots of consternation locally as we make priority commitment to certain projects.” Nevada DOT spokesman Scott Magruder is equally cautious. “We are monitoring our cash flow. There is a potential, yes, where new construction projects would get delayed down the road.” Washington Governor Chris Gregorie echoes that sentiment, remarking that the state’s major projects “are all at risk.” The lack of effective leadership on this issue in Congress is appalling. The construction industry is a significant factor in our nation’s economic recovery, and already lags well behind manufacturing and other sectors in terms of bouncing back. Construction lost 28,000 jobs in May, and general contractors don’t see significant revenue increases for 18 months to two years. Construction’s share of gross domestic product has declined from the characteristic 4% to 5% down to a historic low of a mere 3%. Construction industry recovery is still a long way off, and political leaders in Congress shoulder a major share of responsibility for that fact due to their refusal to face the tough issues involved in long term Highway Trust Fund reauthorization. Shame on them all.

Surface Transpo k Tourism 

(_) Effective surface transportation key to tourism – studies prove

NCHRP 7 - [The National Cooperative Highway Research Program conducts research in problem areas that affect highway planning, design, construction, operation, and maintenance nationwide. “Relationships between Transportation and Tourism: Interaction between State Departments of Transportation and State Tourism Offices” November 2007 http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/trbnet/acl//NCHRP202423D_FinalReportContractor_20071126.pdf //NGopaul]

The 2004 project by Petraglia and Weisbrod (PW) consisted of (1) a literature review drawn primarily from TRB publications (including NCHRP Report 419 summarized above), conference proceedings, academic publications, and state DOT reports; (2) a survey of agency practices distributed to state DOTs, Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), state tourism and parks departments, federal land management agencies and regional planning agencies that was designed to profile the range of activities being undertaken by state DOTs and to provide some insight into the extent of their involvement with state and regional agencies; and (3) case studies as identified by the literature, the survey, or additional research. PW concluded with a positive assessment: The findings from this synthesis indicate that a successful and growing track record exists for integrating aspects of tourism-recreation travel into statewide and regional transportation planning and project delivery. Major inroads have been established by nontransportation entities in articulating tourism-related travel needs and projects that would benefit their regions and in their successful application for transportation funding. Many of these tourism related projects have been supported through the matching of state, local, and private sector funds with monies provided through the federal Transportation Enhancements program. Added to this growing record is the finding that many state DOTs are thinking more broadly and proactively about how their planning activities should be cognizant of and responsive to key cultural, historical, and recreational assets, as well as environments that are threatened (physically and economically) by unmitigated congestion related to visits by automobile. . . . A number of transportation agencies expressed the need for specific improvements in the availability and detail of tourism travel data. The most widely requested forms of data are tourism origin-destination patterns, followed by tourism visitor traffic counts and tourism industry employment data. It is apparent from these two analyses that tourism and recreation share many common interests with transportation. Their impact on one another can be profound. The prescriptive recommendations of NCHRP Report 419 and the lessons extracted from the literature by NCHRP Synthesis 329 provide many ideas and lessons about how to develop more effective and efficient relationships between tourism and recreation and transportation.

(_) Bad highways kill tourism – Saskatchewan proves

NDP Caucus 11 – [New Democratic Party of Canada “Pothole-filled highways put tourism industry at risk” 6/13/11 http://ndpcaucus.sk.ca/news?id=812 //NGopaul]

Chartier says neglected highways negatively impacts tourism. Saskatchewan's vital tourism industry is being put at risk because of dangerously brutal conditions of key Saskatchewan highways. For example, Highway No. 2 is in extremely bad condition due to the neglect of the Wall government, according to NDP Tourism, Parks, Culture and Sport Critic Danielle Chartier. "Tourism is one of the most important industries in this province," the Saskatoon Riversdale MLA said. "However, many tourists won't return if their vehicles are severely damaged by massive potholes on Saskatchewan's highways." Highway No. 2 runs from the U.S.-Canada border, through Regina and Prince Albert, connecting to tourism points in northern Saskatchewan, including Waskesiu in Prince Albert National Park. "We've heard reports from people in the area of Highway No. 2 that tourists from the United States and other parts of Canada travelling to Prince Albert National Park and area provincial parks have sworn they won't come back to camp with their RVs, cars, trucks and boats because of the terrible condition of the road," Chartier added. She said the government should be trying to help bolster the tourism industry, not destroy it by neglecting key roads tourists use every summer to get to some of the province's key destinations. "This unnecessary neglect comes at a time when the government is raking in record revenues. It could do proper repair on these key highways, if it wanted. The Wall government has no excuse for making the tourism industry pay for its unwillingness to properly maintain key Saskatchewan highways," Chartier said. "Saskatchewan has wonderful tourism destinations but we can't expect people to travel to them and put themselves at risk with such dangerous road conditions."

Impacts: Tourism Solves Poverty

(_) Tourism solves poverty and global unity

UN News 11 – [The United Nations News Centre in New York provides daily UN News, UN Documents and Publications, and UN Overview information “Tourism an important force to reduce poverty and foster global solidarity” 9/27/12 http://www.un.org/apps/news/story.asp?NewsID=39820&Cr=tourism&Cr1 //NGopaul]

Top United Nations officials stressed the importance of tourism in reducing poverty and linking countries through tolerance and solidarity as they marked World Tourism Day today. “At a time of profound global economic uncertainty, tourism’s ability to generate socio-economic opportunities and help reduce the gap between rich and poor, is more important than ever,” Secretary Ban Ki-moon noted in his message for the Day. “There is no better way to learn about a new culture than to experience it first-hand. Tourism offers a wonderful connecting thread between visitor and host community. It promotes dialogue and interaction. Such contact between people of different backgrounds is the very foundation for tolerance. In a world struggling for peaceful coexistence, tourism can build bridges and contribute to peace,” he said. Mr. Ban called for the incorporation of the Global Code of Ethics for Tourism, a set of principles adopted by the UN to guide tourism stakeholders into sustainable and responsible tourism development. The UN World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) Secretary General, Taleb Rifai, also stressed the importance of the code in his message saying that tourism growth brings serious responsibilities to minimize any potentially negative impacts on the cultural assets and heritage of mankind. “With 940 million tourists crossing international borders in 2010, never have the world’s peoples and cultures been drawn together as now. Through tourism, millions of people are brought closer every day,” he said, noting this year’s theme for the Day: “Tourism – linking cultures.” “Experiencing different ways of life, discovering new food and customs and visiting cultural sites have become leading motivations for travel, and as a result, a crucial source of revenue and job creation, particularly for developing countries. Income from tourism is often redirected towards the safeguarding of these sites and even the revitalization of cultures,” he added. Celebrated annually on 27 September, World Tourism Day serves to raise awareness among the international community of the importance of tourism and the contributions it can make in the economic, political and social sectors, and how it can help towards achieving the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). This year’s main celebrations are being held in Aswan, Egypt, with many other events taking place around the world. As part of the celebrations, industry leaders, academics and the media will take part in a think-tank discussion that will address the role of tourism in building understanding and tolerance worldwide. UNWTO also launched a photo competition offering a trip to Egypt as its prize and its first-ever Twitter competition, asking people to tweet on how tourism can help link cultures.

(_) Tourism vital to US econ

 US Department of Commerce 10 – [“Commerce Secretary Gary Locke Highlights Importance of Tourism to U.S. Economy in Orlando” 5/3/10 http://www.commerce.gov/news/press-releases/2010/05/03/commerce-secretary-gary-locke-highlights-importance-tourism-us-econom //NGopaul]

U.S. Commerce Secretary Gary Locke discussed the importance of the travel and tourism industry to the U.S. economy today at a town hall meeting in Orlando, Fla. Generating nearly $1.3 trillion in economic output for the U.S. economy and supporting 8.2 million U.S. jobs, the industry is a key component of our nation’s economy. Locke also highlighted President Obama’s new Task Force on Space Industry Workforce and Economic Development, a $40 million interagency effort to facilitate economic development in the Space Coast region that Locke will co-chair. “This administration is committed to making sure that we help local economies like Florida’s Space Coast adjust and thrive in the years ahead,” Locke said. “The space industry is obviously such an important part of this region’s economy; so too, is travel and tourism.” Joined by U.S. Sen. Bill Nelson and U.S. Reps. Suzanne Kosmas and Alan Grayson at the University of Central Florida’s Rosen College of Hospitality Management, Locke addressed students and industry and community leaders on the state of the travel and tourism industry, President Obama’s National Export Initiative (NEI), and the Commerce Department’s plans for job creation and economic growth. Florida is the second most popular destination for international visitors to the United States, and Orlando is among the top five visited cities. “Today, one out of every 16 Americans work – either directly or indirectly – in travel and tourism-related industries,” Locke said. “Attracting more international travelers to the United States will create jobs in America, strengthen the economy, and help the travel and tourism industries thrive.” Locke met with senior executives representing the Orlando travel and tourism community following the town hall meeting, and discussed the Travel Promotion Act and opportunities for industry leaders to serve on the Board of Directors for the Corporation for Travel Promotion. On March 4, President Obama signed the Travel Promotion Act of 2009 into law, putting into place a new public-private partnership between the U.S. government and the nation’s travel and tourism industry. When international visitors come to the United States, they spend money on a wide range of goods and services that support American jobs. Travel and tourism is the top services export for the U.S. The NEI is focused on creating a more robust effort to expand trade advocacy in all its forms, especially for small- and medium-sized enterprises. This effort includes educating U.S. companies about opportunities overseas, improving access to credit for businesses that want to export, and continuing the rigorous enforcement of trade laws so that American companies compete on a level playing field. In 2009, the United States welcomed 54.9 million international visitors and generated $121.1 billion in revenues for the country.

(_) Tourism is a larger industry than both agriculture and oil

Wilkerson 3 – [Chad is a policy economist at the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City. “Travel and Tourism: An Overlooked Industry in the U.S. and Tenth District” 2003 http://www.kcfed.org/publicat/econrev/PDF/3q03wilk.pdf //NGopaul]

As in the nation, the travel and tourism industry has become increasingly important in the Tenth Federal Reserve District.1 Indeed, by the late 1990s, the industry contributed more to gross output in the district than either agriculture or oil and gas extraction, the region’s defining industries for much of the 20th century. Travel and tourism is especially important in the district’s Rocky Mountain states, which are home to popular vacation spots like Yellowstone National Park, Santa Fe, and the Colorado ski resorts, as well as Denver, a top business travel destination.

(_) Tourism key to combating climate change and poverty

WTO 7 – [The World Trade Organization is an organization for trade opening. “Tourism will contribute to solutions for global climate change and poverty challenges” 3/8/07 http://www.enclaverising.com/articles/article16.htm //NGopaul]

UNWTO says that the world must respond in a holistic way to the twin challenges of Climate Change and Poverty and that the tourism sector can effectively contribute to the solutions. UNWTO Secretary-General Francesco Frangialli said that “in recent years world leaders have identified a range of challenges of truly global impact with extreme poverty and climate change as the most trenchant issues. They require innovative and changed behaviour to effectively respond over time and Tourism can and must play its part in the solutions to both”. He said that “UNWTO has been actively working on these issues for some years and is committed to seek balanced and equitable policies to encourage both responsible energy related consumption as well as anti-poverty operational patterns. This can and must lead to truly sustainable growth within the framework of the Millennium Development Goals.” "World tourism has entered into a historically new phase of growth, which began three years ago. In 2005, it broke through the barrier of 800 million international arrivals. Last year, it reached 842 million. This new phase is characterized by a more solid and more responsible type of growth", UNWTO Secretary-General, Francesco Frangialli, said during his key note speech on the opening of the ITB international tourism fair in Berlin. According to UNWTO figures, this increase represents over 20% growth in the span of three years, equivalent to 150 million additional visitors. Africa registered the strongest growth as it had also done in 2005. Asia-Pacific and Latin America also posted outstanding results and the Middle East proved remarkably resilient in spite of the upheavals being experienced by the region. While Europe developed on target with world growth, Mr. Frangialli underscored the positive results measured by international arrivals to Germany of nearly 10% in large part thanks to the "Football World Cup effect". The German experience underscores the positive link between sport and tourism, which is one of the reasons behind the close relations between UNWTO and FIFA ahead of the South African World Cup 2010. Big sporting events can promote tourism, which in turn can be streamlined into socio-economic development efforts. Tourism exchanges benefit primarily the countries of the South The strong and sustained rise of tourism over the past fifty years is one of the most remarkable phenomena of our time. In spite of the various recent crises, some of which have obviously affected tourist movements, this major industry continues to grow steadily: -The number of international tourist arrivals has risen from 25 million in 1950 to 842 million in 2006; this rise is equivalent to an average annual growth of about 7% over a long period. -The revenues generated by these arrivals--not including airline ticket sales and revenues from domestic tourism--have risen by 11% a year (adjusted for inflation) over the same span of time; this outstrips that growth rate of the world economy as a whole. International tourism receipts reached US$ 680 billion in 2005 (€547 billion), making it one of the largest categories of international trade. -Depending on the year, this trade volume equals or exceeds that of oil exports, that of food products, or even that of cars and transport equipment. -Tourism, taken in the narrow sense, represents one quarter of all exports of services – 40% if we include air transport. -Its share of direct foreign investment flows, though still limited, has increased spectacularly between 1990 and 2005. Tourism has shown to be a strong contributor to the balance of payments, as well as a highly labour-intensive activity that opens up opportunities for the small businesses that provide products and services to the tourism industry. Its impact is particularly strong in the local farming and fishing industries, handicrafts and even the construction industry. In these countries, tourism creates many direct and indirect jobs. It represents fertile ground for private initiative. It serves as a foothold for the development of a market economy where small and medium-sized enterprises can expand and flourish. In poor rural areas, it often constitutes the only alternative to declining subsistence farming On the one hand: Tourism can contribute to poverty reduction The geographical expansion and labour intensive nature of the Tourism sector provide a spread of employment which is particularly relevant in remote and rural areas where many of the poor live. Poverty alleviation has become an essential condition for peace, environmental conservation and sustainable development, besides being an ethical obligation in an affluent world, where the divide between poor & rich nations seems to have increased in recent years. UNWTO statistics show the growing strength of the tourism industry for developing countries: -International tourism receipts for developing countries (low income, lower and upper middle income countries) will soon pass more than US$ 250 billion. -Tourism is one of the major export sectors of poor countries and a leading source of foreign exchange in 46 of the 49 Least Developed Countries. Through its ST-EP programme (Sustainable Tourism – Eliminating Poverty), UNWTO has put in place a framework for poverty alleviation, linking its longstanding pursuit of sustainable tourism with the United Nations Millennium Development Goals and its own Global Code of Ethics. Funding has been approved for 13 ST-EP projects so far, amounting to around US$1 million, benefiting 18 countries (Ethiopia, Gambia, Guinea, Honduras, Kenya, Lao, Madagascar, Mali, Mozambique, Tanzania, Vietnam and Zambia, and a regional project in West Africa). In parallel, 25 ST-EP projects are being implemented by UNWTO with funding from the Netherlands Development Organization (SNV) for a total of around € 1.2 million (Albania, Cambodia, Cameroon, Ethiopia, Montenegro, Nepal, Niger, Rwanda, SADC countries, Uganda). Italy, is funding 8 ST-EP projects (Colombia, Ghana, Guatemala, Nicaragua, Mali), and funding has been approved for additional projects during 2007. On the other hand: Tourism as a cause and a vector for climate change issues Favourable climatic conditions at destinations are key attractions for tourists, especially in beach destinations, which are still the dominating form of tourism. Mountain tourism or winter sports are also highly dependent on specific climate and weather conditions. In general, for all forms of tourism activities taking place outdoors, accurate climate and weather information is key for the planning and carrying out of trips and programmes. Climate can impact on a wide range of other basic resources of tourism, such as availability and quality of freshwater supply. Inadequate climatic conditions can seriously harm tourism operations and host communities that depend on them. Directly, climate variability and changing weather patterns can affect the planning of tourism programmes and seriously affect the tourists’ comfort, their travel decisions, and eventually the tourists’ flow. Indirectly, climate change can have a significant impact on tourism activities by altering the natural environment that represents both a key attraction and a basic resource for tourism. At the same time, transport, which is at the heart of travel and tourism is an evident challenge – not only the high profile air transport with its direct interrelationship to green house gases, but also road and rail transport which are major factors in intraregional and domestic tourism, but also cruises which are one of the fastest growing areas of the sector. In this context we are working particularly closely with the International Civil Aviation Organization to ensure that a true tourism dimension is reflected in their work in this area. But climate change also brings some opportunities, and it can induce the re-structuring of both, tourism demand and supply patterns. For example, extremely hot temperatures in the main season of seaside tourism destinations might reduce the tourists’ motivation to travel, but it can increase visitations in shoulder seasons, or in warmer winter periods; it can also divert tourists to more in-land and higher altitude coastal areas with cooler temperatures. Summer seasons in mountain regions, meanwhile, could lengthen, and generate increased demand, although this could bring further negative environmental consequences. Whatever the environmental outcome, tourism cannot be seen in isolation. Major changes in the pattern of demand will lead to wider impacts on many areas of economic and social policy - such as, for example, in employment and labour demand and in regional policy issues such as housing, transport and social infrastructure. Knock-on effects could influence other sectors, such as agriculture supplying tourism demand, handicraft industries, local small business networks and so on. In recognizing the high dependence of tourism activities on climate conditions, and the high vulnerability of many destinations to climate change impacts, UNWTO made an important initial step to address the complex relations between climate change and tourism by convening the First International Conference on Climate Change & Tourism, in 2003 in Djerba (Tunisia). The conference brought together delegates from 53 countries, drawn from the scientific community, various UN agencies, the tourism industry, NGOs, national tourism administrations and environment departments, as well as local governments. The main outcome was the Djerba Declaration on Climate Change and Tourism - a basic framework for further action by stakeholder groups. The path aheadThis year, to further develop awareness and improve the understanding of this complex relationship, we are convening two conferences to follow up on Djerba in collaboration with the United Nations Environment Programme – with whom we are working closely on all these issues: -The first will be a Global Summit in Davos (Switzerland) at the beginning of October, and will convene senior experts from tourism and environment ministries, academic institutions and researchers, for a high-level technical debate and the search of possible courses of action. -The outcome of this first event will be submitted to a Ministerial Conference in London, on 13 November held with the UK Government in the context of World Travel Market, for recommending policy decisions in this field. “Climate change as well as Poverty alleviation will remain central issues for the world community. Tourism is an important element in both. Governments and the private sector must place increased importance on these factors in tourism development strategies and in climate and poverty strategies. They are interdependent and must be dealt with in a holistic fashion. This calls for a more responsible growth. Tourism has become both the victim and the vector of climate change Our sector has to reduce its emissions; it also has to adapt", Mr Frangialli said. UNWTO is therefore strongly engaged in a leadership initiative to evolve to more responsible tourism growth, bearing in mind that "the development of tourism means, above all, social progress, job creation and poverty alleviation", he concluded.

Surface Transpo k Econ

(_) Surface transportation k/t the economy – laundry list of reasons

AASHTO 11 – [Testimony of Susan Martinovich, director Nevada Department of Transportation and President, American Association of State Highway and Transportation. “Transportation’s Role in Supporting Our Economy and Creating Jobs” 1/26/11 http://downloads.transportation.org/Martinovich_EPW_Testimony_Final_012611.pdf //NGopaul]

1. Construction Jobs. As demonstrated by the economic recovery act, investments in our nation’s transportation systems create good paying construction jobs and leave behind infrastructure improvements that bring long-lasting benefits to the economy. ARRA projects are repaving 35,000 miles of highways, repairing 1,300 bridges, relieving congestion, removing freight bottlenecks and enhancing rural access. Approximately $24 billion -- or half of the $48 billion in economic recovery act funds allocated to transportation -- were spent on highways, rail, transit, and airports in 2010. This is just one-tenth of the approximately $240 billion spent that year by all levels of government to build and maintain transportation infrastructure. That investment helped create thousands of jobs and reduce the unemployment rate in the construction industry from 27% in January, 2010 to 18% by November.1The Federal Highway Administration estimates that 30,000 direct and indirect jobs are created for every $1 billion invested in highway construction. 2. Transportation is vital to the U.S. economy. A $1.2 trillion industry, transportation accounts for nine percent of the U.S. Gross Domestic Product. More importantly, it provides the infrastructure, equipment and services that support all other industries, especially manufacturing, retail, services, agriculture, and natural resources, which together account for 84 percent of the U.S. economy. The overall benefits of transportation investments to the broader economy are estimated to be five times the $240 billion spent by governments each year on highway, transit and other transportation infrastructure. 3. Sustaining an Export-led Recovery. For the past year U.S. exports have been expanding at double digit rates. Sustaining an “export-led” economic recovery strategy will require a national freight transportation system that is efficient and reliable. The challenge we face is that the current capacity of our nation’s roads, rails and seaports is not keeping pace with demand. To do so, governments, at all levels, will need to ramp up essential investment. 4. Infrastructure Investment Deficit. As a nation we face not only a fiscal deficit but a transportation infrastructure deficit which must be addressed if we are to ensure a prosperous and economically competitive future. Two Congressionally appointed commissions determined that the U.S. is currently investing at 40% of the level needed.

(_) Surface transportation to the economy - empirics

AASHTO 11 – [Testimony of Susan Martinovich, director Nevada Department of Transportation and President, American Association of State Highway and Transportation. “Transportation’s Role in Supporting Our Economy and Creating Jobs” 1/26/11 http://downloads.transportation.org/Martinovich_EPW_Testimony_Final_012611.pdf //NGopaul]

Long Lasting Results of Transportation Investments The federal economic stimulus program has helped to create and sustain good paying jobs, but it also left behind improvements in transportation assets that bring long-lasting benefits to the economy. For example, in Nevada, many local agencies and Nevada DOT were able to reduce their backlog of pavement preservation needs. ARRA allowed potholed pavements to be repaved in metropolitan areas such as Stewart Avenue in front of the City Hall in Las Vegas. Nevada DOT was able to repave a critical segment of Interstate 15 between Las Vegas and the California state line as well as major portions of Interstate 80 in northern Nevada. Other examples of what ARRA funds made possible in Nevada include: • The enhancement of tourism in our state with the construction of a new welcome center on US 95 near the California border; • The beautification of several miles of US 95 in Las Vegas with a recently completed $4 million landscape and aesthetics project, which received high praise in the local newspaper. • The installation ADA ramps and reconstruction of bus stops in Las Vegas, which improved access to transit for the disabled. • A $3 million wildlife crossing in Elko County on US 93 improved public safety. Motion activated cameras confirmed the effectiveness of these crossings in protecting motorists from herds of deer crossing over the highway. • The new Meadowood interchange project, now underway in Reno, promises additional access for residents and retail shoppers to a major commercial center, which will further enhance the local economy. In Tennessee, the economic recovery act provided $32 million for an interchange modification on Interstate 40 in Nashville. The interchange provides direct access to several distribution hubs for major companies, including Fed Ex and UPS. The first phase of the project was completed in 2005, but due to a lack of available funding, the second phase was delayed until Recovery Act funds were made available. Last summer, the New Mexico Department of Transportation completed the Interstate 40/Paseo del Volcan Interchange in Albuquerque’s growing westside. The project, which took four years and cost $60 million, improved the state's busiest east/west commercial freight corridor. The final segment of the project was paid for with $15 million in Recovery Act funds. The project is reducing congestion in an area where population is expected to double in the next 15 years, saving time and money for commuters and businesses. Last September, Caltrans broke ground on a $140.2 million project on Interstate 5, which will ease traffic congestion and improve air quality. This San Fernando section of Interstate 5 is one of busiest in the Los Angeles region with an average daily traffic volume that can exceed 300,000. The project was financed in part with $31.2 million from the economic recovery act. According to Caltrans, "The improvements we're undertaking now will benefit residents, commuters, commercial vehicles and California as a whole by improving mobility in this important corridor."

(_) Solves econ – creates export led recovery

AASHTO 11 – [Testimony of Susan Martinovich, director Nevada Department of Transportation and President, American Association of State Highway and Transportation. “Transportation’s Role in Supporting Our Economy and Creating Jobs” 1/26/11 http://downloads.transportation.org/Martinovich_EPW_Testimony_Final_012611.pdf //NGopaul]

How to Sustain an Export-led Recovery? For an “export-led” economic recovery strategy to succeed will require a national freight transportation system that is efficient and reliable. The good news today is that for the last year U.S. exports have been expanding at double digit rates. The challenge we face in keeping pace with that growth is that the nation’s highways, railroads, ports, waterways, and airports all require investment well beyond current levels to maintain, much less improve their performance. The global economy is pressuring countries to upgrade infrastructure in order to remain competitive, gain advantage, or keep from falling behind. The good news is that compared with its competitors, the United States still has the most fully developed, efficient, and productive transportation system. It is losing ground, however, due to age and capacity constraints, and needs to be improved. So how is it that U.S. exports have been able to expand? The itinerary of President Obama’s week-long tour of Asia’s emerging economies in late 2010 illustrated the markets we are trying to reach. He visited India, Indonesia, Korea, and China. In those and other developing economies 70 million new consumers are entering the middle class each year. They aspire to the same lifestyles enjoyed by middle-class families in the developed world in terms of cars, homes, food, and travel. General Motors sold more cars in China in 2009 than it did in the United States. Caterpillar is shipping heavy equipment from its plants in Peoria, Illinois to countries like China, India, and Korea which have undertaken massive road building projects. Boeing is filling orders for jet airplanes to carry Asian business and leisure travelers all over the world. And U.S. farmers are shipping increasing quantities of American beef, chicken, wheat and corn to consumers in developing economies. Three years ago, economic analysts forecast that over the next twenty years U.S. exports would grow at a rate of 5.8 percent annually, outpacing imports which were expected to increase annually by 4.2 percent. Current experience would suggest that their forecast may have been too conservative. Ten years from now, the U.S. trucking industry will move three billion more tons of freight than is hauled today. To meet this demand, the industry will put another 1.8 million trucks on the road. In 20 years, for every two trucks now on the road, there will be an additional one right behind it, carrying the expected growth in food deliveries, goods and manufacturing equipment. The problem is that trucks already face bottlenecks, congestion and delays in metropolitan markets all over the U.S. Something will need to be done to expand system capacity. The long-term forecast for freight demand, including both domestic and international volumes, is that it will increase from 15 billion tons today to 30 billion tons by 2050. Freight carried by trucks is expected to increase 41 percent, and freight carried by rail by 38 percent. The current capacity of our nation’s roads, rails, and seaports is not keeping pace with demand. To sustain the export-led economic recovery envisioned, governments, at all levels, will need to ramp up essential investment. To document the types of investment needed, AASHTO, published three reports in 2010: Unlocking Gridlock, Unlocking Freight, and Connecting Rural and Urban America. These can be found at http://expandingcapacity.transportation.org/.

 (_) Plan solves the economy – laundry list of reasons

EDRG 11 – [Economic Development Research Group is a firm established in 1997 by alumni of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology to provide research and consulting on measuring economic performance, impacts and opportunities “The economic impact of current Investment Trends in surface Transportation Infrastructure” 2011 http://www.asce.org/uploadedFiles/Infrastructure/Report_Card/ASCE-FailureToActFinal.pdf //NGopaul]

*Tables 1 & 2 omitted Deteriorating conditions and performance impose costs on American households and businesses in a number of ways. Facilities in poor condition lead to increases in operating costs for trucks, cars, and rail vehicles. Additional costs include damage to vehicles from deteriorated roadway surfaces, imposition of both additional miles traveled, time expended to avoid unusable or heavily congested roadways or due to the breakdown of transit vehicles, and the added cost of repairing facilities after they have deteriorated as opposed to preserving them in good condition. In addition, increased congestion decreases the reliability of transportation facilities, meaning that travelers are forced to allot more time for trips to assure on-time arrivals (and for freight vehicles, on-time delivery). Moreover, it increases environmental and safety costs by exposing more travelers to substandard travel conditions and requiring vehicles to operate at less efficient levels. As conditions continue to deteriorate over time, they will increasingly detract from the ability of American households and businesses to be productive and prosperous at work and at home. This report is about the effect that surface transportation deficiencies have, and will continue to have, on U.S. economic performance. For the purpose of this report, the term “deficiency” is defined as the extent to which roads, bridges, and transit services fall below standards defined by the U.S. Department of Transportation as “minimum tolerable conditions” (for roads and bridges) and “state of good repair” for transit1. These standards are substantially lower than ideal conditions, such as “free-flow2,” that are used by some researchers as the basis for highway analysis. This report is about the effect these deficiencies have, and will continue to have, on U.S. economic performance. In 2010, it was estimated that deficiencies in America’s surface transportation systems cost households and businesses nearly $130 billion. This included approximately $97 billion in vehicle operating costs, $32 billion in travel time delays, $1.2 billion in safety costs and $590 million in environmental costs. In 2040, America’s projected infrastructure deficiencies in a trends extended scenario are expected to cost the national economy more than 400,000 jobs. Approximately 1.3 million more jobs could exist in key knowledge-based and technology-related economic sectors if sufficient transportation infrastructure were maintained. These losses are balanced against almost 900,000 additional jobs projected in traditionally lower-paying service sectors of the economy that would benefit by deficient transportation (such as auto repair services) or by declining productivity in domestic service related sectors (such as truck driving and retail trade). If present trends continue, by 2020 the annual costs imposed on the U.S. economy by deteriorating infrastructure will increase by 82% to $210 billion, and by 2040 the costs will have increased by 351% to $520 billion (with cumulative costs mounting to $912 billion and $2.9 trillion by 2020 and 2040, respectively). Table 1 summarizes the economic and societal costs of today’s deficiencies, and how the present values of these costs are expected to accumulate by 2040. Table 2 provides a summary of impacts these costs have on economic performance today, and how these impacts are expected to increase over time. The avoidable transportation costs that hinder the nation’s economy are imposed primarily by pavement and bridge conditions, highway congestion, and transit and train vehicle conditions that are operating well below minimum tolerable levels for the level of traffic they carry. If the nation’s infrastructure were free of deficient conditions in pavement, bridges, transit vehicles, and track and transit facilities, Americans would earn more personal income and industry would be more productive, as demonstrated by the gross domestic product (value added) that Across the U.S., regions are affected differently by deficient and deteriorating infrastructure. The most affected regions are those with the largest concentrations of urban areas, because urban highways, bridges and transit systems are in worse condition today than rural facilities. Peak commuting patterns also place larger burdens on urban capacities. However, because the nation is so dependent on the Interstate Highway System, impacts on interstate performance in some regions or area types are felt throughout the nation. Nationally, for highways and transit, 630 million vehicle hours traveled were lost due to congestion in 2010. This total is expected to triple to 1.8 billion hours by 2020 and further increase to 6.2 billion hours in 2040.3 These vehicle hours understate person hours and underscore the severity of the loss in productivity. The specific economic implications of the further deterioration of the U.S. national surface transportation system are as follows: ««Deficient surface transportation infrastructure will cost Americans nearly $3 trillion by 2040, as shown in Table 1, which represents more than $1.1 trillion in added business expenses and nearly $1.9 trillion from household budgets. ««This cost to business will reduce the productivity and competitiveness of American firms relative to global competitors. Increased cumulative cost to businesses will reach $430 billion by 2020. Businesses will have to divert increasing portions of earned income to pay for transportation delays and vehicle repairs, draining money that would otherwise be invested in innovation and expansion. ««Households will be forced to forgo discretionary purchases such as vacations, cultural events, educational opportunities, and restaurant meals, reduce health related purchases along with other expenditures that affect quality of life, in order to pay transportation costs that could be avoided if infrastructure were built to sufficient levels. Increased cumulative costs to households will be $482 billion in 2020. ««The U.S. will lose jobs in high value, high-paying services and manufacturing industries. Overall, this will result in employee income in 2040 that is $252 billion less than would be the case in a transportation-sufficient economy. 

The economy will perish without improvements to our critical highways
Economic Development Research Group 11 [  Economic Development Research Group, Inc. (EDR Group) is a consulting firm focusing specifically on applying state-of-the-art tools and techniques for evaluating economic development performance, impacts, and opportunities. The firm was started in 1996 by a core group of economists and planners who are specialists in evaluating impacts of transportation infrastructure, services, and technology on economic development opportunities. Glen Weisbrod, president of EDR Group, was appointed by the National Academies to chair the TRB Committee on Transportation and Economic Development. EDR Group provides both consulting advisory services and full-scale research projects for public and private agencies throughout North America as well as in Europe, Asia and Africa. The firm’s work focuses on three issues: • Economic Impact Analysis • Benefit / Cost Analysis • Market / Strategy Analysis The transportation work of EDR Group includes studies of the economic impacts of road, air, sea and railroad modes of travel, including economic benefits, development impacts and benefit/cost relationships. The firm’s work is organized into three areas: (1) general research on investment benefit and productivity implications; (2) planning studies, including impact, opportunities, and benefit/cost assessment; and (3) evaluation, including cost-effectiveness implications. Senior staff at EDR Group have conducted studies from coast to coast in both the U.S. and Canada, as well as studies in Japan, England, Scotland, Finland, Netherlands, India and South Africa. EDR Group is also nationally recognized for state-of-the-art analysis products, including the Transportation Economic Development Impact System (TREDIS). “ Failure to act the economic impact of current investment trends in surface transportation infrastructure.”http://www.asce.org/uploadedFiles/Infrastructure/Report_Card/ASCE-FailureToActFinal.pdf] H. Kenner 

The nation’s surface transportation infrastructure includes the critical highways, bridges, railroads, and transit systems that enable people and goods to access the markets, services, and inputs of production essential to America’s economic vitality. For many years, the nation’s surface transportation infrastructure has been deteriorating. Yet because this deterioration has been diffused throughout the nation, and has occurred gradually over time, its true costs and economic impacts are not always immediately apparent. In practice, the transportation funding that is appropriated is spent on a mixture of system expansion and preservation projects. Although these allocations have often been sufficient to avoid the imminent failure of key facilities, the continued deterioration leaves a significant and mounting burden on the U.S. economy. This burden will be explored further in this report. Deteriorating conditions and performance impose costs on American households and businesses in a number of ways. Facilities in poor condition lead to increases in operating costs for trucks, cars, and rail vehicles. Additional costs include damage to vehicles from deteriorated roadway surfaces, imposition of both additional miles traveled, time expended to avoid unusable or heavily congested roadways or due to the breakdown of transit vehicles, and the added cost of repairing facilities after they have deteriorated as opposed to preserving them in good condition. In addition, increased congestion decreases the reliability of transportation facilities, meaning that travelers are forced to allot more time for trips to assure on-time arrivals (and for freight vehicles, on-time delivery). Moreover, it increases environmental and safety costs by exposing more travelers to substandard travel conditions and requiring vehicles to operate at less efficient levels. As conditions continue to deteriorate over time, they will increasingly detract from the ability of American households and businesses to be productive and prosperous at work and at home. This report is about the effect that surface transportation deficiencies have, and will continue to have, on U.S. economic performance. For the purpose of this report, the term “deficiency” is defined as the extent to which roads, bridges, and transit services fall below standards defined by the U.S. Department of Transportation as “minimum tolerable conditions” (for roads and bridges) and “state of good repair” for transit 1 . These standards are substantially lower than ideal conditions, such as “free-flow2 ,” that are used by some researchers as the basis for highway analysis. This report is about the effect these deficiencies have, and will continue to have, on U.S. economic performance. In 2010, it was estimated that deficiencies in America’s surface transportation systems cost households and businesses nearly $130 billion. This included approximately $97 billion in vehicle operating costs, $32 billion in travel time delays, $1.2 billion in safety costs and $590 million in environmental costs. In 2040, America’s projected infrastructure deficiencies in a trends extended scenario are expected to cost the national economy more than 400,000 jobs. Approximately 1.3 million more jobs could exist in key knowledge-based and technology-related economic sectors if sufficient transportation infrastructure were maintained. These losses are balanced against almost 900,000 additional jobs projected in traditionally lower-paying service sectors of the economy that would benefit by deficient transportation (such as auto repair services) or by declining productivity in domestic service related sectors (such as truck driving and retail trade). If present trends continue, by 2020 the annual costs imposed on the U.S. economy by deteriorating infrastructure will increase by 82% to $210 billion, and by 2040 the costs will have increased by 351% to $520 billion (with cumulative costs mounting to $912 billion and $2.9 trillion by 2020 and 2040, respectively). Table 1 summarizes the economic and societal costs of today’s deficiencies, and how the present values of these costs are expected to accumulate by 2040. Table 2 provides a summary of impacts these costs have on economic performance today, and how these impacts are expected to increase over time The avoidable transportation costs that hinder the nation’s economy are imposed primarily by pavement and bridge conditions, highway congestion, and transit and train vehicle conditions that are operating well below minimum tolerable levels for the level of traffic they carry. If the nation’s infrastructure were free of deficient conditions in pavement, bridges, transit vehicles, and track and transit facilities, Americans would earn more personal income and industry would be more productive, as demonstrated by the gross domestic product (value added) that will be lost if surface transportation infrastructure is not brought up to a standard of “minimum tolerable conditions.” As of 2010, the loss of GDP approached $125 billion due to deficient surface transportation infrastructure. The expected losses in GDP and personal income through 2040 are displayed in Table 2.

Surface Transpo k Service Industry

(_) Surface transportation key to the service industry

AASHTO 11 – [Testimony of Susan Martinovich, director Nevada Department of Transportation and President, American Association of State Highway and Transportation. “Transportation’s Role in Supporting Our Economy and Creating Jobs” 1/26/11 http://downloads.transportation.org/Martinovich_EPW_Testimony_Final_012611.pdf //NGopaul]

Meeting the transportation needs of the Service Industry The services industry is the largest and fastest-growing economic sector in the U.S., now accounting for one-half of U.S. GDP and one-half of all jobs. This includes financial services, information technology, health, education, professional and business services such as law and accounting, and the leisure and hospitality industries. Most of the 37 million new jobs expected to be created in the next 15 years will be in services. The services industry needs efficient transportation access to large markets and big pools of skilled workers to keep costs down. Metropolitan congestion, however, makes it difficult for service industry workers to get to work and for service industry customers to get to offices, medical facilities, schools and other service centers. Health care is a large and growing industry within the service sector that could not function without an efficient transportation system. A hospital cannot serve the public if patients and staff cannot access it conveniently, but it also cannot function effectively without reliable transport of everything from cleaning supplies, to sophisticated equipment and human organs which come from the local area or from points around the country and the globe. As the economy grows, there is no question that the capacity of highways and rail systems will need to be expanded to handle freight which is expected to double. However, if half of the U.S. economy and one-half of all jobs are tied to the service sector, it won’t suffice for transportation plans to focus exclusively on moving freight. Equal emphasis needs to be placed on passenger transportation improvements, in all modes, that support a rapidly growing service economy.

Surface Transpo k Ag
(_) Surface transportation to agriculture and rural economies

AASHTO 11 – [Testimony of Susan Martinovich, director Nevada Department of Transportation and President, American Association of State Highway and Transportation. “Transportation’s Role in Supporting Our Economy and Creating Jobs” 1/26/11 http://downloads.transportation.org/Martinovich_EPW_Testimony_Final_012611.pdf //NGopaul]

The agriculture sector is the single largest transportation user, using more than 30% of all ton miles transported in the United States—and more if the full supply chain from inputs production and the trips to the American table or the foreign destination are taken into account. The United States is competitive in global markets in large part because of the efficiency and economy of domestic transportation. As the U.S. Department of Agriculture recently reported: “Trucking is critical for American agriculture. The industry carries 70 percent of the tonnage of agricultural, food, forest products, alcohols, and fertilizers. It links farmers, ranchers, manufacturers, and service industries to grain elevators, ethanol plants, processors, feedlots, markets and ports. More than 80 percent of cities and communities are served exclusively by trucks. The first and last movements in the supply chain from farm to grocery store are by truck.”

Surface Transpo k Competitiveness 

(_) Surface transportation key to competitiveness

EDRG 11 – [Economic Development Research Group is a firm established in 1997 by alumni of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology to provide research and consulting on measuring economic performance, impacts and opportunities “The economic impact of current Investment Trends in surface Transportation Infrastructure” 2011 http://www.asce.org/uploadedFiles/Infrastructure/Report_Card/ASCE-FailureToActFinal.pdf //NGopaul]

*Tables 5, 6, & 7 omitted When deficient infrastructure makes U.S. firms less productive, the U.S. economy overall is also globally less competitive. The operating, reliability, travel time, safety, and environmental costs of a deficient transportation system affect the cost structure and competitiveness of firms operating in the U.S. Due to costs imposed by deficient infrastructure, in 2020 the U.S. economy is expected to export $28 billion less in goods than would have been the case with sufficient infrastructure, and in 2040 exports are expected to be $72 billion less. The United States ranks 19th in the quality of its roadways and 18th in the quality of its rail infrastructure, according to a 2009–10 executive opinion survey for 139 countries conducted by the World Economic Forum (Table 5). Maintaining, if not improving, these conditions will be important in maintaining (or improving) the nation’s overall export position. With deteriorating surface transportation infrastructure, United States exports of products and services will face elevated price pressures in two ways: 1. Exporting firms directly experience higher transportation costs with their own truck fleet for shipments to the Mexican and Canadian borders or to an airport or seaport; and 2. Exporting firms absorb price increases related to transportation costs on some portion of intermediate supplies that arrive by truck and go into a final product. Those intermediate supplies may be domestically produced, or they may be foreign imports that must incur a land-bridging cost from an airport or seaport, or from the Canadian or Mexican borders. If the condition of surface transportation does not stabilize at current levels, 79 of 93 tradable commodities are expected to experience lower export transactions in 2020 and 2040. Table 6 shows the 10 commodities in each year that will lose the export sales expected under current conditions. The largest dollar export losses by commodity are the result of both the scale of projected export production and the expected impact from deficient surface transportation. Transportation deficiencies affect the production process by increasing costs of receiving goods. It also makes access to markets more expensive, and therefore less competitive, including market reach to Canada and Mexico, and in surface access to airports and seaports. In addition, some large knowledge-based activities (such as finance and insurance) that export services abroad, account for a sizable dollar loss. The total national export value lost is $28 billion in 2020 and $72 billion in 2040—relative to the expected base case economies in those years. U.S. commodities that lose the largest proportion of their exports are shown in Table 7. The table shows commodities irrespective of the volume of exports (that dimension is captured in Table 6), and illustrates the percent of impact per commodity. In 2020, the 10 commodities that are expected to lose the highest levels of export dollars account for 53% of the export value lost by the aggregated 79 commodities and 52% in 2040. Moreover, many exports shown on the 2020 and 2040 tables, both in terms of percent declines and dollar losses, are key technology sectors that drive national innovation. These include machinery, communications equipment, medical devices, transportation equipment, aerospace, other instruments and chemicals.

Lack of credible highways devastates competitiveness
Economic Development Research Group 11 [  Economic Development Research Group, Inc. (EDR Group) is a consulting firm focusing specifically on applying state-of-the-art tools and techniques for evaluating economic development performance, impacts, and opportunities. The firm was started in 1996 by a core group of economists and planners who are specialists in evaluating impacts of transportation infrastructure, services, and technology on economic development opportunities. Glen Weisbrod, president of EDR Group, was appointed by the National Academies to chair the TRB Committee on Transportation and Economic Development. EDR Group provides both consulting advisory services and full-scale research projects for public and private agencies throughout North America as well as in Europe, Asia and Africa. The firm’s work focuses on three issues: • Economic Impact Analysis • Benefit / Cost Analysis • Market / Strategy Analysis The transportation work of EDR Group includes studies of the economic impacts of road, air, sea and railroad modes of travel, including economic benefits, development impacts and benefit/cost relationships. The firm’s work is organized into three areas: (1) general research on investment benefit and productivity implications; (2) planning studies, including impact, opportunities, and benefit/cost assessment; and (3) evaluation, including cost-effectiveness implications. Senior staff at EDR Group have conducted studies from coast to coast in both the U.S. and Canada, as well as studies in Japan, England, Scotland, Finland, Netherlands, India and South Africa. EDR Group is also nationally recognized for state-of-the-art analysis products, including the Transportation Economic Development Impact System (TREDIS). “ Failure to act the economic impact of current investment trends in surface transportation infrastructure.”http://www.asce.org/uploadedFiles/Infrastructure/Report_Card/ASCE-FailureToActFinal.pdf] H. Kenner 

Across the U.S., regions are affected differently by deficient and deteriorating infrastructure. The most affected regions are those with the largest concentrations of urban areas, because urban highways, bridges and transit systems are in worse condition today than rural facilities. Peak commuting patterns also place larger burdens on urban capacities. However, because the nation is so dependent on the Interstate Highway System, impacts on interstate performance in some regions or area types are felt throughout the nation. Nationally, for highways and transit, 630 million vehicle hours traveled were lost due to congestion in 2010. This total is expected to triple to 1.8 billion hours by 2020 and further increase to 6.2 billion hours in 2040. 3 These vehicle hours understate person hours and underscore the severity of the loss in productivity. The specific economic implications of the further deterioration of the U.S. national surface transportation system are as follows: « Deficient surface transportation infrastructure will cost Americans nearly $3 trillion by 2040, as shown in Table 1, which represents more than $1.1 trillion in added business expenses and nearly $1.9 trillion from household budgets. « This cost to business will reduce the productivity and competitiveness of American firms relative to global competitors. Increased cumulative cost to businesses will reach $430 billion by 2020. Businesses will have to divert increasing portions of earned income to pay for transportation delays and vehicle repairs, draining money that would otherwise be invested in innovation and expansion. « Households will be forced to forgo discretionary purchases such as vacations, cultural events, educational opportunities, and restaurant meals, reduce health related purchases along with other expenditures that affect quality of life, in order to pay transportation costs that could be avoided if infrastructure were built to sufficient levels. Increased cumulative costs to households will be $482 billion in 2020. « The U.S. will lose jobs in high value, high-paying services and manufacturing industries. Overall, this will result in employee income in 2040 that is $252 billion less than would be the case in a transportation-sufficient economy. In general three distinct forces are projected to affect employment: n First, a negative impact is due to larger costs of transportation services in terms of time expended and vehicle costs. These costs absorb money from businesses and households that would otherwise be directed to investment, innovation and “quality of life purchases.” Thus, not only will business and personal income be lower, but more of that income will need to be diverted to transportation related costs. This dynamic will create lower demand in key economic sectors associated with business investments for expansion and research and development, and in consumer sectors. n Second, the impact of declining business productivity, due to inefficient surface transportation, tends to push up employment, even if income is declining. Productivity deteriorates with infrastructure degradation, so more resources are wasted in each sector. In other words, it may take two jobs to complete the tasks that one job could handle without delays due to worsening surface transportation infrastructure. n Third, related to productivity effects, degrading surface transportation conditions will generate jobs to address problems created by worsening conditions in sectors such as transportation services and automobile repair services  « Overall job losses are mitigated by more people working for less money and less productively due to the diminished effectiveness of the U.S. surface transportation system. Recasting the 2020 and 2040 initial job impacts based on income and productivity lost reduces worker effectiveness by an additional 27% (another 234,000 jobs). By 2040, this drain on wages and productivity implies an additional 115% effect if income and productivity were stable (another 470,000 jobs). « By 2040 the cost of infrastructure deficiencies are expected to result in the U.S. losing more than $72 billion in foreign exports in comparison with the level of exports from a transportation-sufficient U.S. economy. These exports are lost due to lost productivity and the higher costs of American goods and services, relative to competing product prices from around the globe. 

Surface Transpo k Freight

Subpar highway’s put a drag on freight transportation 

Martinovich 11 [Susan Martinovich has worked for the Nevada Department of Transportation for nearly 30 years. In this position, she is responsible for the daily operations of the department that has an annual operating budget of over $800 million and more than 1,800 employees. Ms. Martinovich has a bachelor’s degree in civil engineering from the University of Nevada, Reno, and is a licensed professional engineer in Nevada and California. American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials  “The Honorable Susan Martinovich Director Nevada Department Of Transportation And President, American Association Of State Highway And Transportation Officials On Behalf Of The American Association Of State Highway And Transportation Officials Regarding Transportation’s Role In Supporting Our Economy And Creating Jobs Before The Committee On Environment And Public Works United States Senate.” http://downloads.transportation.org/Martinovich_EPW_Testimony_Final_012611.pdf] H .Kenner  

For an “export-led” economic recovery strategy to succeed will require a national freight transportation system that is efficient and reliable. The good news today is that for the last year U.S. exports have been expanding at double digit rates. The challenge we face in keeping pace with that growth is that the nation’s highways, railroads, ports, waterways, and airports all require investment well beyond current levels to maintain, much less improve their performance. The global economy is pressuring countries to upgrade infrastructure in order to remain competitive, gain advantage, or keep from falling behind. The good news is that compared with its competitors, the United States still has the most fully developed, efficient, and productive transportation system. It is losing ground, however, due to age and capacity constraints, and needs to be improved. So how is it that U.S. exports have been able to expand? The itinerary of President Obama’s week-long tour of Asia’s emerging economies in late 2010 illustrated the markets we are trying to reach. He visited India, Indonesia, Korea, and China. In those and other developing economies 70 million new consumers are entering the middle class each year. They aspire to the same lifestyles enjoyed by middle-class families in the developed world in terms of cars, homes, food, and travel. General Motors sold more cars in China in 2009 than it did in the United States. Caterpillar is shipping heavy equipment from its plants in Peoria, Illinois to countries like China, India, and Korea which have undertaken massive road building projects. Boeing is filling orders for jet airplanes to carry Asian business and leisure travelers all over the world. And U.S. farmers are shipping increasing quantities of American beef, chicken, wheat and corn to consumers in developing economies. Three years ago, economic analysts forecast that over the next twenty years U.S. exports would grow at a rate of 5.8 percent annually, outpacing imports which were expected to increase annually by 4.2 percent. Current experience would suggest that their forecast may have been too conservative. Ten years from now, the U.S. trucking industry will move three billion more tons of freight than is hauled today. To meet this demand, the industry will put another 1.8 million trucks on the road. In 20 years, for every two trucks now on the road, there will be an additional one right behind it, carrying the expected growth in food deliveries, goods and manufacturing equipment. The problem is that trucks already face bottlenecks, congestion and delays in metropolitan markets all over the U.S. Something will need to be done to expand system capacity. The long-term forecast for freight demand, including both domestic and international volumes, is that it will increase from 15 billion tons today to 30 billion tons by 2050. Freight carried by trucks is expected to increase 41 percent, and freight carried by rail by 38 percent. The current capacity of our nation’s roads, rails, and seaports is not keeping pace with demand. To sustain the export-led economic recovery envisioned, governments, at all levels, will need to ramp up essential investment. To document the types of investment needed, AASHTO, published three reports in 2010: Unlocking Gridlock, Unlocking Freight, and Connecting Rural and Urban America. These can be found at http://expandingcapacity.transportation.org/. Meeting the transportation needs of the Service Industry The services industry is the largest and fastest-growing economic sector in the U.S., now accounting for one-half of U.S. GDP and one-half of all jobs. This includes financial services, information technology, health, education, professional and business services such as law and accounting, and the leisure and hospitality industries. Most of the 37 million new jobs expected to be created in the next 15 years will be in services. The services industry needs efficient transportation access to large markets and big pools of skilled workers to keep costs down. Metropolitan congestion, however, makes it difficult for service industry workers to get to work and for service industry customers to get to offices, medical facilities, schools and other service centers. Health care is a large and growing industry within the service sector that could not function without an efficient transportation system. A hospital cannot serve the public if patients and staff cannot access it conveniently, but it also cannot function effectively without reliable transport of everything from cleaning supplies, to sophisticated equipment and human organs which come from the local area or from points around the country and the globe. As the economy grows, there is no question that the capacity of highways and rail systems will need to be expanded to handle freight which is expected to double. However, if half of the U.S. economy and one-half of all jobs are tied to the service sector, it won’t suffice for transportation plans to focus exclusively on moving freight. Equal emphasis needs to be placed on passenger transportation improvements, in all modes, that support a rapidly growing service economy. Travel and Tourism Travel and tourism is a significant component of the large and growing services sector. Nationally, in 2009, a down year for travel and tourism, employment generated by the industry totaled nearly 7.5 million, with a payroll of $186.3 billion. Travel expenditures of over $700 billion generated tax revenue of $113 billion and the U.S., as a result of international visitors, ran a travel trade surplus of $22 billion. There is a tendency to think of the travel and tourism industry as a collection of mom-and-pop enterprises providing low-paying seasonal employment. In Nevada, of course, we know this to not be true. Travel and tourism is Nevada’s largest single industry -- spending is approximately $35 billion, generating tax receipts of over $4 million, employment for nearly 500,000 people and a payroll of $12 billion. In all states travel and tourism is among the top ten employers and, in most, in the top three. By its very nature, travel and tourism is dependent on transportation, but the size and economic importance of this industry is not widely recognized. In the aggregate this is an important sector of the economy and a sector that is dependent on transportation not only for travelers, but also for goods, services, and workers. The motor coach tour industry, for example, is a relatively small piece of the entire industry by comparison with the airlines and hotels, but is responsible for over a million jobs (direct, supplier and induced), with a payroll of over $40 billion and a total impact exceeding $112 billion. If the manufacturing associated with travel and tourism, such as outdoor recreation equipment and recreational vehicles, is added to the service side of the industry, then clearly travel and tourism is a major economic engine in the U.S. the health of which requires an effectively functioning transportation system. Agriculture and Rural Economies The agriculture sector is the single largest transportation user, using more than 30% of all ton miles transported in the United States—and more if the full supply chain from inputs production and the trips to the American table or the foreign destination are taken into account. The United States is competitive in global markets in large part because of the efficiency and economy of domestic transportation. As the U.S. Department of Agriculture recently reported: “Trucking is critical for American agriculture. The industry carries 70 percent of the tonnage of agricultural, food, forest products, alcohols, and fertilizers. It links farmers, ranchers, manufacturers, and service industries to grain elevators, ethanol plants, processors, feedlots, markets and ports. More than 80 percent of cities and communities are served exclusively by trucks. The first and last movements in the supply chain from farm to grocery store are by truck.” Manufacturing The United States still has the world’s largest manufacturing economy, producing 21 percent of global manufactured products. U.S. manufacturing produces $1.6 trillion of value each year, or 11 percent of U.S. GDP. While the proportion of manufacturing is down, the U.S. has seen significant manufacturing production growth. While other sectors have expanded, basic manufacturing could continue to have a significant and even resurgent place in our economy, but not if the transport costs associated with production and distribution continue to rise. In this 24-7, just-in-time economic environment, manufacturers must build complex global supply chains to ensure competitive sourcing of materials, parts, and labor. Congestion, deteriorating travel-time reliability, and escalating costs are draining away the benefits of global supply chains and “just in time” manufacturing, increasing costs for consumers and leaving supply chains less resilient when disrupted. Logistics Today, most businesses are moving toward “on-demand” supply chains, replenishing whatever the customer consumes as soon as it is sold. Businesses track customer purchases as they occur, reducing and centralizing inventory at fewer locations. Industries that once held large inventories of products and could tolerate delays in shipment now demand greater reliability 24-7. As consequence, the performance of the infrastructure which undergirds supply chains becomes more critical; shortfalls in efficiency and reliability, become more costly. Pat Quinn, the CEO of USXpress, a major trucking company, and past president of the American Trucking Associations, has put it this way: “The American economic system has become highly dependent upon the timely flow of a supply chain that can keep pace with the public’s demand for goods and services. The construction of new highways and improvements to infrastructure could create thousands of jobs and serve as an economic stimulus for the entire country.” Two giants of the era of modern logistics are FedEx and UPS. Both have made it clear that sophisticated logistics, in fact, has increased the dependence of the economy on old-fashioned transportation infrastructure. “Shippers and consumers alike are increasingly enjoying significant benefits from efficiencies gained in supply chain management and our strong competitive position in the global marketplace. In order for these advantages to continue, we strongly advocate appropriate reinvestment in the infrastructure necessary for the efficient movement of goods.”Bill Logue, President and CEO, FedEx Freight Corp. “UPS knows firsthand that the U.S. economy depends on the time-definite movement of freight. An overstressed infrastructure slows delivery times, creates unpredictability in supply chains and ultimately makes U.S. businesses less competitive and consumer goods more expensive.” Burt Wallace, Senior Vice President, UPS
*****Highways*****

Uniq: Collapsing Now

(_) Crumbling highways put our global power at risk – gas tax solves

Policy Today 12 – [A twice-monthly digital magazine spanning topics in politics, economics, law and society “America’s Crumbling Infrastructure” July 2012 http://www.policytoday.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=274&Itemid=149 //NGopaul]

Projects like the interstate highway system helped make the United States a global power, allowing freight and people to move about the country. Our airports are equally important domestically as well as our link to the world. Not to mention the whole specter of safety highlighted by falling bridges and urban sinkholes. The American Society of Civil Engineers says that repairing the nation’s bridges, alone, would cost at least $9.4 billion per year for the next 20 years. Another estimate by the ASCE puts the cost of bringing the entire US infrastructure up to an “adequate” level at $1.6 trillion. With billions spent on the Iraqi war, trillions more needed to bail out social security—and billions and billions more proposed for education and national healthcare, you get the picture. Former Commerce Secretary Norm Mineta, Bill Marcuson, president of the American Society of Civil Engineers, MN State Rep Phyllis Kahn, and other experts highlight some of the issues and proposed solutions: higher gasoline taxes, more toll roads, and public-private partnerships. Have a read, have a think. Good ideas desperately needed—this rig is running in reverse. Projects like the interstate highway system helped make the United States a global power, allowing freight and people to move about the country. American commerce relies on roads, says someone who should know - Norman Mineta, former secretary of the commerce and transportation departments. So why he is worried? Says Mineta, transportation is a policy issue that citizens take for granted until it’s denied to them. “Everything you need – what you eat, what you wear – got there through some form of transportation, but few people care unless they’re affected by it.” 

(_) The US highway system is in turmoil with no solution

Schoen 7 – [MSNBC, John W. has reported and written about economics, business and financial news for more than 30 years. “U.S. highway system badly in need of repair” 8/3/07 http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/20095291/ns/business-eye_on_the_economy/t/us-highway-system-badly-need-repair/#.UAR-OPWepjc //NGopaul]

The U.S. highway system is broken. And it’s not clear where the money is going to come from to fix it. Amid a steady rise in congestion and ongoing deterioration of decades-old roads and bridges, federal and state funding is failing to keep up with the need to maintain existing infrastructure and increase capacity. And the cash shortfall is only going to get worse, with the Federal Highway Trust Fund — supported by a tax on gasoline — projected to run dry in 2009. Part of the problem stems from the increase in traffic borne by a national highway system that is 50 years old in places. In 1955, the system carried 65 million cars and trucks. Today, that number has nearly quadrupled to 246 million, according to the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. That added stress is taking a toll — in both increased congestion and deterioration of roads and bridges. The list of projects in need of repair is extensive, according to TRIP, a national transportation research group: -33 percent of the nation's major roads are in “poor or mediocre condition.” -36 percent of major urban highways are congested. - 26 percent of bridges are “structurally deficient or functionally obsolete.” Over 2,000 bridges on the interstate highway system are in need of an overhaul, according to Frank Moretti, TRIP's director of research. It's not clear just how many of those bridges are unsafe. According to the Federal Highway Administration, most bridges in the U.S. Highway Bridge Inventory — 83 percent — are inspected every two years. About 12 percent, those in bad shape, are inspected annually, and 5 percent, those in very good shape, every four years. The Department of Transportation’s inspector general last year criticized the Highway Administration’s oversight of interstate bridges, saying that flawed calculations of weight limits could pose safety hazards. The Highway Administration agreed its oversight of state bridge inspections needed to be improved. Several governors on Wednesday ordered state transportation officials to inspect particular bridges or review their inspection procedures. It's also not clear just how much all this repair will cost, but some estimates put the price tag in the hundreds of billions of dollars. “If you do not take care of what is needed to maintain the condition and performance of an asset, you start creating a backlog of maintenance and capital improvement that needs to be met,” said Janet Kavinoky, a transportation lobbyist at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. “We are amassing — and have amassed — a huge backlog when it comes to our infrastructure.” One reason for the backlog is that funding for highway repair and improvements hasn’t kept up with rising construction and maintenance costs, which have far outstripped the overall inflation rate. The biggest reason: strong global demand for building materials like steel and concrete have pushed up prices of those raw materials. Higher oil prices have raised the cost of asphalt and the diesel fuel need to power road-building equipment. Meanwhile, funding for improvements and maintenance continues to fall short. When Congress last passed a major highway funding bill in 2005, the Federal Highway Administration estimated it needed $375 billion to fund repair and improvement projects, but the final bill authorized just $286 billion. On Thursday, Sen. Frank Lautenberg, D-N.J., a member of the Senate Commerce Committee, said that the nation’s transportation infrastructure has been underfunded for years and that the Bush administration has threatened to veto proposals to increase funding. “We want to get the bills done and want to get them increased at a sufficient amount,” he said. “We spend over $3 billion a week on the war. So there is a lot of money that is being spent in other places that we have to recover and put into our highways. Because we face immediate danger in lots of places, and the public deserves better than that.” Congressional leaders say the number of bridges in need of repair is too high and the funding too low. "There is crumbling infrastructure all over the country," said Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev. Sen. Patty Murray, D-Wash., who heads the Senate panel that controls transportation spending, said the Bush administration has threatened vetoes when Democrats try to increase such spending. White House deputy press secretary Scott Stanzel declined to address spending and accused the Democrats of using the Minneapolis bridge collapse for partisan purposes.

(_) Crumbling highways wreck the economy - commodities

Schoen 7 – [MSNBC, John W. has reported and written about economics, business and financial news for more than 30 years. “U.S. highway system badly in need of repair” 8/3/07 http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/20095291/ns/business-eye_on_the_economy/t/us-highway-system-badly-need-repair/#.UAR-OPWepjc //NGopaul]

Apart from the threat to public safety, crumbling roadways and bridges are taking a toll on the nation's economy. About three-quarters of the $8.4 trillion worth of commodities delivered each year nationwide is carried by trucks; delays in that supply chain reduce the productivity of American businesses. At the same time motorists spend 3.7 billion hours a year stuck in traffic at a cost of $63 billion in wasted time and fuel costs, according to TRIP.

(_) Highway funding is dead at the federal and state level

Schoen 7 – [MSNBC, John W. has reported and written about economics, business and financial news for more than 30 years. “U.S. highway system badly in need of repair” 8/3/07 http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/20095291/ns/business-eye_on_the_economy/t/us-highway-system-badly-need-repair/#.UAR-OPWepjc //NGopaul]

Funding for road building and repair is also being squeezed by the shrinking Highway Trust Fund, which gets most of its revenues from a federal tax on gasoline and diesel fuel. When first established in 1956, the 3-cent-a-gallon tax represented about 10 percent of the cost of a gallon of gasoline. The current tax, which hasn’t been raised since 1993, is 18.4 cents a gallon, about 6 percent of the pump price. Two years ago, Congress proposed raising the tax by 4 cents a gallon, but the measure died when the White House threatened to veto any highway spending bill that included a tax increase. As recently as 2000, the highway trust fund had a balance of nearly $23 billion. By last year, that had shrunk to $6 billion. By 2009, the Congressional Budget Office estimates the fund will come up short by $1.7 billion, and the deficit will rise to $8.1 billion by 2010. Funding at the state level also has failed to keep up with the increased cost of repair and new construction. Though federal highways are financed in large part by the federal government, additional funding comes from state and local governments. Traditionally, state governments have raised those funds with “user fees” such as auto registration fees and state gasoline taxes, according to Moretti of TRIP.

Uniq: Surface Infrast Coll Now
The highways are crumbling fast- it poses significant threats to health, security, and the livelihood of the American people

Horowitz 11 [ Ben Horowitz is a technology entrepreneur and investor. He is best known for co-founding and running (as its President and Chief Executive Officer) the enterprise software company Opsware. In June 2009, Ben Horowitz and Marc Andreessen co-founded the venture capital firm Andreessen Horowitz in Menlo Park, CA.  Horowitz earned a BA in Computer Science from Columbia University in 1988 and an MS in Computer Science from UCLA in 1990. “ Sustainable Inroads for National Transportation Policy” http://www.triplepundit.com/2011/11/sustainable-inroads-national-transportation-policy/] H. Kenner 

 Setting the agenda for America’s mobility future shouldn’t be left to the whims of political capriciousness, because we know what that looks like: Congested highways, crumbling bridges and the crowding out of bike lanes, trails and urban green spaces. But the battles being waged on Capitol Hill over the latest transportation bill, as wonkish as they can be, will effectively drive the livability, or lack thereof, of our cities and neighborhoods for years to come. If you enjoy biking, walking, breathing clean air or being on time to work, now’s probably a good time to turn on and tune in!In political circles, making space for pedestrians, cyclists and nature falls under the purview of “transportation enhancement” activities. Last year, enhancement investments totaled close to $900 million, funds that drove the creation of urban trails, open space parks and the one of the largest build-out of bicycle lanes the country has ever seen. Unfortunately, it seems the future of all enhancement funding now hangs in the balance. Should certain members of the Senate reign supreme in the transportation budget negotiations now taking place in Washington, the 2012 resolution could see enhancements disappear entirely. While there is a very real need to balance federal transportation budgets, doing so at the expense of enhancement investments, what has historically amounted to less than 2 percent of total spending, is misguided and wrong. Infrastructure and GDP. Last year more than $40 billion was spent maintaining the U.S.’s network of infrastructure assets like highways, bridges and tunnels. That may sound like a lot, but compared to other developed nations, the Unites States has been under-investing in its infrastructure for decades. As a share of GDP, the U.S. invests only 2.4 percent per year; Europe is spending twice that and China invests nearly 9 percent of GDP. Blinded by its unrelenting bias for raw economic growth, America hasn’t quite figured out that new growth in transportation projects must be balanced against the need to invest in the maintenance of the old: According to the OECD International Transport Forum, the U.S. spends nearly twice as much per person as most European nations on new construction, while at the same time investing 25 percent less on maintenance. Now, after years of neglect, the consequences of our aging infrastructure have finally caught up with us. In its latest “infrastructure report card,” the American Society of Civil Engineers awarded the nation an overall “D” average for the state of its infrastructure, concluding that the declining condition of U.S. roads, bridges, tunnels, dams, parks and transit and energy systems now pose significant threats to public health and economic security.The public provision of critical social goods like this is an agenda-setting job befitting governments and governments alone. The Obama Administration understands this, which is why it laid out a 6-year $556 billion budget proposal earlier this year to prevent these priceless infrastructure assets from becoming full-on liabilities. However, in an era of ballooning deficits and a frail economic recovery, $556 billion over six-years is a hard sell on Capitol Hill. So while it contained a range of viable solutions for solving the U.S.’s veritable transportation crisis –including provisions for enhancement projects and transit alternatives like high speed rail- as expected, that bill has since been gutted and whittled down to a $285 billion offering from House Republicans which still stand little chance of passing.Making Sustainable Inroads. Since the 1960s, the trajectory of our nation’s transportation network has been on a growth path largely antithetical to sustainability, bolstered by what has been perhaps the world’s largest public-works project ever: the creation of more than 2.6 million miles of paved roads nationwide. As many ecological economists are fond of doing, here it seems logical to bring forward the question of optimal scale: At what point does the size of a system outweigh the benefits delivered? At what point does economic growth become uneconomic growth? That point seems to have come and gone. Public sector financiers at the Congressional Budget Office have concluded that $20 billion more needs to be spent annually just to maintain that passing “D” average; and $80 billion more per year must be spent to operationalize projects that would have “positive economic returns.” Business as usual on our highways simply isn’t working. Meanwhile, there is a tremendous case to be made for transitioning a commuter workforce from one that is reliant on personal auto-mobility to one that is reliant -where possible- on cycling, walking and other forms of resource efficient transit. Consider the fact that every year Americans spend nearly 4 billion hours of their lives stuck in traffic; that’s 500,000 years worth annually. Worse, according to Tom Vanderbilt’s must-read Traffic, congestion is estimated to cost somewhere in the neighborhood of $80 billion each year in wasted fuel and lost productivity. Improved fuel efficiency standards, though certainly good news coming out of the Obama White House, will do little to remedy this sorry situation. The power to make a shift away from the wastefulness of personal auto-mobility rests in the pages of the federal transportation bill. What we need is a fundamental redesign at the scale of an entire system. With the legislation currently on the docket, lawmakers have that opportunity; they can make a left hand turn. It is up to them whether as nation we continue to prop up business as usual on aging American highways, or whether we move into an era of truly sustainable transit and transportation. 

*****Auto/Café Advantage*****

2AC Chemical Industry Add-on

A. Auto Industry key to chemical industry

Chemical News and Intelligence 2k8

(“Bush announces rescue loans for US automakers,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Survival of the Detroit automakers - General Motors, Ford and Chrysler - is of crucial importance to US chemical manufacturers because the automotive manufacturing sector is a key downstream consumer of chemicals, resins and derivative products. Economists have warned that if even one of the Detroit-based car makers was to collapse, there could be [2]hundreds of thousands of job losses across the country as companies dependent on auto manufacturing also slid into bankruptcy or closure.

B. Extinction

Baum, Founder of Chemical and Engineering News Washington, 12-6-99 
(Rudy, “MILLENNIUM SPECIAL REPORT,” C&EN Washington, Volume 77, Number 49, http://pubs.acs.org/cen/hotarticles/cenear/991206/7749spintro2.html)

Computers and the Internet are clearly one of the driving forces shaping all aspects of society at the turn of the millennium. But despite the stock market's insistence that "tech stocks" equal "computer stocks," we here at C&EN believe that chemistry in all its permutations remains a vital component of high technology. Which brings me to this "Millennium Special Report: Chemistry In The Service Of Humanity."  The pace of change in today's world is truly incomprehensible. Science is advancing on all fronts, particularly chemistry and biology working together as they never have before to understand life in general and human beings in particular at a breathtaking pace. Technology ranging from computers and the Internet to medical devices to genetic engineering to nanotechnology is transforming our world and our existence in it. It is, in fact, a fool's mission to predict where science and technology will take us in the coming decade, let alone the coming century. We can say with finality only this: We don't know.  We do know, however, that we face enormous challenges, we 6 billion humans who now inhabit Earth. In its 1998 revision of world population estimates and projections, the United Nations anticipates a world population in 2050 of 7.3 billion to 10.7 billion, with a "medium-fertility projection," considered the most likely, indicating a world population of 8.9 billion people in 2050. According to the UN, fertility now stands at 2.7 births per woman, down from 5 births per woman in the early 1950s. And fertility rates are declining in all regions of the world. That's good news.  But people are living a lot longer. That is certainly good news for the individuals who are living longer, but it also poses challenges for health care and social services the world over. The 1998 UN report estimates for the first time the number of octogenarians, nonagenarians, and centenarians living today and projected for 2050. The numbers are startling. In 1998, 66 million people were aged 80 or older, about one of every 100 persons. That number is expected to increase sixfold by 2050 to reach 370 million people, or one in every 24 persons. By 2050, more than 2.2 million people will be 100 years old or older!  Here is the fundamental challenge we face: The world's growing and aging population must be fed and clothed and housed and transported in ways that do not perpetuate the environmental devastation wrought by the first waves of industrialization of the 19th and 20th centuries. As we increase our output of goods and services, as we increase our consumption of energy, as we meet the imperative of raising the standard of living for the poorest among us, we must learn to carry out our economic activities sustainably.  There are optimists out there, C&EN readers among them, who believe that the history of civilization is a long string of technological triumphs of humans over the limits of nature. In this view, the idea of a "carrying capacity" for Earth—a limit to the number of humans Earth's resources can support—is a fiction because technological advances will continuously obviate previously perceived limits. This view has historical merit. Dire predictions made in the 1960s about the exhaustion of resources ranging from petroleum to chromium to fresh water by the end of the 1980s or 1990s have proven utterly wrong.  While I do not count myself as one of the technological pessimists who see technology as a mixed blessing at best and an unmitigated evil at worst, I do not count myself among the technological optimists either. There are environmental challenges of transcendent complexity that I fear may overcome us and our Earth before technological progress can come to our rescue. Global climate change, the accelerating destruction of terrestrial and oceanic habitats, the catastrophic loss of species across the plant and animal kingdoms—these are problems that are not obviously amenable to straightforward technological solutions.  But I know this, too: Science and technology have brought us to where we are, and only science and technology, coupled with innovative social and economic thinking, can take us to where we need to be in the coming millennium.  Chemists, chemistry, and the chemical industry—what we at C&EN call the chemical enterprise—will play central roles in addressing these challenges. The first section of this Special Report is a series called "Millennial Musings" in which a wide variety of representatives from the chemical enterprise share their thoughts about the future of our science and industry.  The five essays that follow explore the contributions the chemical enterprise is making right now to ensure that we will successfully meet the challenges of the 21st century. The essays do not attempt to predict the future. Taken as a whole, they do not pretend to be a comprehensive examination of the efforts of our science and our industry to tackle the challenges I've outlined above. Rather, they paint, in broad brush strokes, a portrait of scientists, engineers, and business managers struggling to make a vital contribution to humanity's future.  The first essay, by Senior Editor Marc S. Reisch, is a case study of the chemical industry's ongoing transformation to sustainable production. Although it is not well known to the general public, the chemical industry is at the forefront of corporate efforts to reduce waste from production streams to zero. Industry giants DuPont and Dow Chemical are taking major strides worldwide to manufacture chemicals while minimizing the environmental "footprint" of their facilities.  This is an ethic that starts at the top of corporate structure. Indeed, Reisch quotes Dow President and Chief Executive Officer William S. Stavropolous: "We must integrate elements that historically have been seen as at odds with one another: the triple bottom line of sustainability—economic and social and environmental needs." DuPont Chairman and CEO Charles (Chad) O. Holliday envisions a future in which "biological processes use renewable resources as feedstocks, use solar energy to drive growth, absorb carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, use low-temperature and low-pressure processes, and produce waste that is less toxic." But sustainability is more than just a philosophy at these two chemical companies. Reisch describes ongoing Dow and DuPont initiatives that are making sustainability a reality at Dow facilities in Michigan and Germany and at DuPont's massive plant site near Richmond, Va.  Another manifestation of the chemical industry's evolution is its embrace of life sciences. Genetic engineering is a revolutionary technology. In the 1970s, research advances fundamentally shifted our perception of DNA. While it had always been clear that deoxyribonucleic acid was a chemical, it was not a chemical that could be manipulated like other chemicals—clipped precisely, altered, stitched back together again into a functioning molecule. Recombinant DNA techniques began the transformation of DNA into just such a chemical, and the reverberations of that change are likely to be felt well into the next century.  Genetic engineering has entered the fabric of modern science and technology. It is one of the basic tools chemists and biologists use to understand life at the molecular level. It provides new avenues to pharmaceuticals and new approaches to treat disease. It expands enormously agronomists' ability to introduce traits into crops, a capability seized on by numerous chemical companies. There is no doubt that this powerful new tool will play a major role in feeding the world's population in the coming century, but its adoption has hit some bumps in the road. In the second essay, Editor-at-Large Michael Heylin examines how the promise of agricultural biotechnology has gotten tangled up in real public fear of genetic manipulation and corporate control over food. The third essay, by Senior Editor Mairin B. Brennan, looks at chemists embarking on what is perhaps the greatest intellectual quest in the history of science—humans' attempt to understand the detailed chemistry of the human brain, and with it, human consciousness. While this quest is, at one level, basic research at its most pure, it also has enormous practical significance. Brennan focuses on one such practical aspect: the effort to understand neurodegenerative diseases like Alzheimer's disease and Parkinson's disease that predominantly plague older humans and are likely to become increasingly difficult public health problems among an aging population.  Science and technology are always two-edged swords. They bestow the power to create and the power to destroy. In addition to its enormous potential for health and agriculture, genetic engineering conceivably could be used to create horrific biological warfare agents. In the fourth essay of this Millennium Special Report, Senior Correspondent Lois R. Ember examines the challenge of developing methods to counter the threat of such biological weapons. "Science and technology will eventually produce sensors able to detect the presence or release of biological agents, or devices that aid in forecasting, remediating, and ameliorating bioattacks," Ember writes.  Finally, Contributing Editor Wil Lepkowski discusses the most mundane, the most marvelous, and the most essential molecule on Earth, H2O. Providing clean water to Earth's population is already difficult—and tragically, not always accomplished. Lepkowski looks in depth at the situation in Bangladesh—where a well-meaning UN program to deliver clean water from wells has poisoned millions with arsenic. Chemists are working to develop better ways to detect arsenic in drinking water at meaningful concentrations and ways to remove it that will work in a poor, developing country. And he explores the evolving water management philosophy, and the science that underpins it, that will be needed to provide adequate water for all its vital uses.  In the past two centuries, our science has transformed the world. Chemistry is a wondrous tool that has allowed us to understand the structure of matter and gives us the ability to manipulate that structure to suit our own purposes. It allows us to dissect the molecules of life to see what makes them, and us, tick. It is providing a glimpse into workings of what may be the most complex structure in the universe, the human brain, and with it hints about what constitutes consciousness. In the coming decades, we will use chemistry to delve ever deeper into these mysteries and provide for humanity's basic and not-so-basic needs.

Impacts: Economy

The chemical industry is driving growth but continued sustainability is key to recovery

Bienkowski 7-24-12 (Brian, Staff Writer, Environmental Health News, “Chemical and Plastics Industry Drives Economy, July 24th, 2012, http://www.environmentalhealthnews.org/ehs/news/2012/chemical-plastics-industry-drives-economy)//moxley

The chemical and plastics industry is a leading force in economic growth that is helping U.S. cities bounce back from the recession, according to a new study commissioned by the U.S. Conference of Mayors. The report paints a rosy picture of economic growth and credits the manufacturing of plastics and chemicals with spurring a surge in jobs, exports and research in many cities across the country. Behind the industry’s role as a growing economic force are rock-bottom natural gas prices, largely due to technologies allowing extractors to tap into new reserves. Natural gas fuels most U.S. chemical processes. Chemical companies are investing money into places as diverse as the Gulf of Mexico and Pittsburgh – wherever the gas is, according to the study conducted by IHS Global Insight, a Colorado-based industry analytics company that focuses on energy issues. The report cites 2 to 4 percent job growth in the chemical and plastics industry in some large cities including Minneapolis, Los Angeles, San Diego, Dallas and Milwaukee from 2010 to 2011. Smaller metro areas such as Warren, Mich., Spokane, Wash., Greeley, Colo., Gadsden, Ala., Janesville, Wis. and Alexandria, La., have seen more than 10 percent growth in the industry's employment. However, some major cities, including Chicago, New York and Philadelphia, had a small decrease, the study says. Robert Atkinson, president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, a non-partisan economic think tank in Washington, D.C., said the chemical industry historically has been strong in the U.S. compared to other industries and that this growth could continue to boost the economy. “Chemicals are a stable industry ... partly because you have higher fixed costs, you don’t just walk away from a chemical plant,” said Atkinson, who did not participate in the study. The report, which was prepared for a mayors' conference held last week in Philadelphia, predicts the U.S. economy will continue to improve through the end of 2012, anticipating job growth of 1.4 percent and unemployment to fall to 8 percent. Low natural gas prices have driven new hiring at chemical companies. The metropolitan Chicago area has the highest employment in chemical and plastics with 43,346 jobs, just above the Houston area at 42,834. Twenty-eight metropolitan areas have more than 10,000 people working in the industry and 206 metro areas have more than 1,000, according to the report. Tracey Easthope, environmental health director at the Ecology Center in Ann Arbor, Mich., said she hopes this trend will carry over into “green chemistry,” the design of chemicals and industrial processes that are non-toxic and environmentally sound. “While green chemistry is growing, it’s still a relatively small proportion,” Easthope said. “As we keep increasing domestic manufacturing of chemicals, it’s important that both the chemicals and production be more sustainable.” The report did not mention how much of the growth was “green,” but it is typically a drop in the bucket. According to a 2011 report by Pike Research, green chemistry was a $2.8 billion industry, compared with the $4-trillion global chemical industry. In the U.S. alone, the chemical industry is a $760 billion enterprise, according to the American Chemistry Council. The report, however, predicted the green chemical industry would grow to $98.5 billion by 2020. Manufacturers of chemicals and plastics have been under fire recently, with scientists linking many high-volume synthetic compounds – including flame retardants, plasticizers such as bisphenol A and phthalates, pesticides and Teflon ingredients -- to a variety of health threats. The chemical industry has been able to grow in recent years because natural gas prices have dropped dramatically. According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration, natural gas was $1.89 per thousand cubic feet (not including transportation costs) in April 2012, down from $10.79 in July 2008. The combination of horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing, known as fracking, led to the price drop, as shale gas production grew 48 percent from 2006 to 2010, according to U.S. Department of Energy estimates. And when the prices dropped, out came the businesses that rely on cheap energy. “Four or five years ago manufacturers were bemoaning the high prices of natural gas in the U.S., and they were going elsewhere,” Atkinson said. “Now you’re hearing something a lot different as the low natural gas prices are driving their ability to be productive.” At the same time, concerns over the environmental safety of fracking are being raised across the nation. k6martini/flickr Dow operates a chemical plant in Midland, Mich. From worries about water pollution in western Pennsylvania to cancer rate concerns in north Texas, many communities have expressed unease with the nascent practice of injecting chemicals into the ground near drinking water. Multiple towns have enacted moratoriums on fracking pending more research. Industry officials say the practice is not a threat to drinking water and that natural gas burns much cleaner than coal. The cheap natural gas also could reduce incentives for manufacturers to find replacements for fossil fuels. Cutting energy use and switching to renewable resources when available are two of the principles of green chemistry. But Easthope cited low natural gas prices as an opportunity for companies to develop environmentally sustainable chemicals and plastics. “This is a big chance to ramp up innovation,” she said. She said coupled with the lower costs of handling hazardous materials, this could make green chemicals more competitive. Atkinson said the low natural gas prices are here to stay. “This is a long-term, structural change in our energy supply,” he said. “With these new technologies like horizontal drilling, they’re bringing online a lot more natural gas than we ever thought was available…These are not artificially low prices.”

2AC Readiness Add-on
A. Auto manufacturing woes cause outsourcing of the machine tool sector – jacking conventional readiness

Gallagher ‘6 
(Paul -- an economic analyst and editor for Executive Intelligence Review -- EIR – June 9th -- http://www.larouchepub.com/eirtoc/2006/eirtoc_3325.html)
Auto production plants which are being idled in the United States this year and next—a total of nearly 80 million square feet of capacity full of very diverse and capable machine tools—are also being rapidly sold off at auctions, and their unmatched machine-tool capabilities lost to the national economy. Rather than simply being "idled" with the possibility of workforces returning and work resuming, these plants are disappearing under auctioneers' hammers almost as fast as they are shut down. A list of 65 major auto plants shutting down, and their capacities which may be lost, was featured in EIR, May 12, 2006 and in the LaRouche PAC pamphlet, Economic Recovery Act of 2006. The pattern of auctions, of which two examples are shown here, makes clear that the automakers and major auto supply producers, seeing at least 65-70 of their plants as unutilized capacity, do not plan or expect that capacity to come back into use for production of automobiles; rather, underutilization will continue to grow by outsourcing under conditions of rampant globalization. The pattern also presents a challenge to Congress to act fast to save this huge unutilized chunk of the auto sectors' machine-tool design and production capability, and use it for missions more urgent to the nation's economy than producing cars and light trucks to fill the ranks of lengthening traffic jams across the country. Lyndon LaRouche has proposed, and his LaRouche PAC is mobilized to get through Congress, a Federal Public Corporation to adopt the capacity the automakers are discarding, and use it to help build a new national infrastructure from high-speed rail lines to electric power. `No Longer Required' EIR's investigation shows that three major auto plants, closed within six months or less, were auctioned off in their entirety in the second half of May; and a fourth auction, in late April, sold off machinery for production of electrical systems from four different plants of Delphi Corporation: in Rochester, New York; Athens, Alabama; and Dayton and Moraine, Ohio. The complete plant contents auctioned were the General Motors transmission plant in Muncie, Indiana, hammered away in a three-day sale May 16-18; the metal stamping and machining plant known as "Chrysler machine," sold off in Toledo, Ohio on May 24-25; and the Delphi electrical systems plant in Irvine, California, auctioned on May 23. The Toledo plant's auction sale notice is shown in the illustration, marked "no longer required" by Chrysler. The featured machines in the sale included some of the largest and most capable metal presses used in the auto industry. The case of Muncie Manual Transmissions LLC, "one of the largest gear manufacturers in North America," is shown here in the auction company's brochure. Its illustrations make clear that most of the machines in this plant are quite new, built and bought since 1995. Virtually all of its machinery was auctioned off from May 16-18. "The building will be empty now," said one person present, and GM's plan is to demolish it immediately. That plant has some 600,000 square feet of production space, and had 300 remaining production workers before being closed. The workforce had recently used about 500 major machine tools in the plant; many had a replacement value of $500,000-1,000,000 each. All sold, according to the auction brochure, and the entire plant full of machinery apparently brought about $30 million. So a rough estimate might be that the machine tools were sold for 15 cents on the dollar of their replacement value for production. It is no secret that the purchasers at these auctions include other U.S. firms, scrap outfits, and foreign firms employing machine tools, including for production for export to the United States. People in the business indicate that the pace of these sales has been brisk for more than a decade; but the size of the auctions has definitely grown in the past two years or so, with large plants like this going under the hammer. "We also see a lot of aerospace tools" from Boeing and other companies, said one. As for the city of Muncie, it has been told to hope that the GM jobs that were lost, will be matched by new jobs gained—from a Sallie Mae "center for debt management"! Machine tools and productive skills will be "no longer required" there. Dissipation of Bankrupt's Assets In Delphi's case, a full 25 out of its 33 auto parts and supply plants in the country are on the management's list to close down or sell; in addition, others, like the Irvine electrical systems plant, have been closed in recent months. The management under CEO Steve Miller, who was brought in last year to declare the company bankrupt, are flouting the principles of bankruptcy by hiding the accounts of the company's outsourced foreign operations (already 75% of its total work!) while bankrupting and trying to liquidate only the U.S. capacity. On May 28, calls to the lawyers for parties contesting Delphi's filing in New York Federal bankruptcy court, found that with the exception of the UAW's lawyer, none of those attorneys was aware that the productive assets of the "bankrupt" company were being auctioned off. Sources say that the UAW has attempted to protest and stop the auctions of Delphi's plant and equipment in the court, but has been unable to do so. The attorney representing Delphi's shareholders said that the actions would not be permitted unless Delphi had sought and received permission from Judge Robert Drain to sell the machines. None of the attorneys knew whether Delphi had gotten Drain's approval, nor could this be learned from the judge's clerk. In any case, it is clear that the intention of Delphi's management is "globalization by bankruptcy," and that critical productive machinery of the "bankrupt" company is being dissipated—a violation of at least the spirit of the law—through auctions to other firms, other divisions, and other countries, because it does not intend to emerge from bankruptcy to produce again in the United States. And vital high-technology productive machine tools and other capacity of the U.S. national economy, essential for producing the infrastructure of productivity, are being lost. Had Congress already acted along the legislative lines LaRouche is calling for, this capacity could have been purchased by a Federal Public Corporation and saved for use in the critical purposes of building a new national economic infrastructure, and creating skilled, semi-skilled, and unskilled employment. Another month's set of U.S. auto sales reports came in on June 2 and showed the urgent need to diversify the "product" of the auto industrial sector in this way, as it will not come back to building more autos for sale. Ford's U.S. sales through May are 3.3% below a year ago; Daimler-Chrysler's, 4.1% down; Ford-Volvo's 6.3% down; GM's, 4.6% down; Nissan's, 8.4% down. Toyota, Hyundai, and Mazda's sales are still up for the year, but the overall national trend is down. Total sales of cars and light trucks fell from a 16.7 million annual rate last May, to a 16.3 million rate this May, and the annual sales rate for January-May 2006 as a whole, is only 16.4 million units, compared to 16.9 million for all of 2005, and 17.1 million in 2004. Use It or Lose It International Association of Machinists president Thomas Buffenbarger charged in a Washington, D.C. speech May 15, "We have lost the ability to manufacture the means of our prosperity," and now Congress has given away "the ability of this country to defend itself" by outsourcing its machine-tool production in aerospace-defense and auto. Every week that Congress delays emergency legislation to save this remaining industrial power, more of it is lost, irretrievably. Auto skilled trades workers, machinists, and others among America's dwindling base of industrial production workers, realize that the loss of machine-tool and other skilled engineering employment in the United States, could end technological progress in our economy, and ruin our national security. In LaRouche PAC's one-hour documentary DVD on retooling and saving the auto industry, "Auto and World Economic Recovery," the auto unionists and Midwest elected officials interviewed all stressed the potential threat: The United States could find itself in a war, needing new munitions and related industrial production, with effectively all of our machine-tool design and production capability exported to other nations. These nations may not be allies, in part because of their exploitation by the very same low-wage outsourcing which made them the repositories of the machine tools now being auctioned off from Rochester, Toledo, and Irvine.

B. Conventional Readiness checks nuclear conflict with China and other potential rivals

Record ’95 
(JEFFREY RECORD is a professor in the Department of Strategy and International Security at the U.S. Air Force’s Air War College -- Parameters, Autumn 1995, pp. 20-30. http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/parameters/1995/record.htm)

In terms of training, sustainability, and weaponry, it is always better to be ready and modern than unready and obsolete. What Congress does not look at, because it is constitutionally incapable of doing so in a coherent fashion, is the broader and far more critical question: Ready for what? What exactly should we expect our military to do? Against whom do we modernize? Have we correctly identified future threats to our security and the proper forces for dealing with those threats? Are we breathlessly and blindly pursuing modernization for its own sake, or are we tying it in with the quality and pace of hostile competition? These are the questions I would like to address. Informed line-item judgments on readiness and modernization hinge on informed judgments at the level of strategy, whose formulation is the responsibility of the Executive Branch. Our present strategy portends an excessive readiness for the familiar and comfortable at the expense of preparation for the more likely and less pleasant. Introducing Realism Into Our Assessments The basis of present strategy is the Administration's Bottom-Up Review, a 1993 assessment of US force requirements in the post-Soviet-threat world. The assessment concluded, among other things, that the United States should maintain ground, sea, and air forces sufficient to prevail in two nearly simultaneous major regional contingencies. For planning purposes the assessment postulated another Iraqi invasion of Kuwait (and Saudi Arabia's eastern province) and another North Korean invasion of South Korea--two large and thoroughly conventional wars fought on familiar territory against familiar Soviet-model armies. Congressional and other critics rightly point to disparities between stated requirements for waging two major wars concurrently and the existing and planned forces that would actually be available. Shortfalls are especially pronounced in airlift, sealift, and long-range aerial bombardment. Critics also note that the Bottom-Up Review more or less ignores the impact of Haiti- and Somalia-like operations on our capacity to fight another Korean and another Persian Gulf war at the same time. Few in Congress or elsewhere, however, have questioned the realism of the scenario. How likely is it that we would be drawn into two major wars at the same time? What are the opportunity costs of preparing for such a prospect? The prospect of twin wars has been a bugaboo of US force planners since the eve of World War II--the only conflict in which the US military was in fact called upon to wage simultaneously what amounted to two separate wars. Chances for another world war, however, disappeared with the Soviet Union's demise. Moreover, two points should be kept in mind with respect to World War II. First, the two-front dilemma came about only because of Hitler's utterly gratuitous declaration of war on the United States just after Pearl Harbor--a move that has to go down as one of the most strategically stupid decisions ever undertaken by a head of state. Had Hitler instead declared that Germany had no quarrel with the United States, and therefore would remain at peace with it, President Roosevelt would have been hard put to obtain a congressional declaration of war on Germany, or, with one, to pursue a Germany-first strategy. Second, during World War II the United States was compelled to pursue a win-hold-win strategy against Germany and Japan, respectively, even though we spent 40 percent of the GNP on defense, placed 12 million Americans under arms, and had powerful allies (unlike Germany or Japan). We sought to--and did--defeat Germany first, while initially remaining on the strategic defense in the Pacific. In the decades since 1945, US planners persisted in postulating scenarios involving at least two concurrent conflicts, even though we have never had the resources to wage two big wars at the same time. Recall that the Vietnam conflict was a "half-war" in contemporary US force planning nomenclature. More to the point, our enemies have without exception refused to take advantage of our involvement in one war to start another one with us; not during the three years of the Korean War, the ten years of the Vietnam War, or the eight months of the Persian Gulf crisis of 1990-91. States almost always go to war for specific reasons independent of whether an adversary is already at war with another country. This is especially true for states contemplating potentially war-provoking acts against the world's sole remaining superpower. In none of the three major wars we have fought since 1945 did our enemies, when contemplating aggression, believe that their aggressive acts would prompt war with the United States. If prospects for being drawn into two large-scale conventional conflicts at the same time are remote, prudence dictates maintenance of sufficient military power to deal quickly and effectively with such conflicts one at a time. And for this we are well prepared. Our force structure remains optimized for interstate conventional combat, and it proved devastating in our last conventional war, against Saddam Hussein's large--albeit incompetently led--Soviet-model forces. Though most national military establishments in the Third World, which today includes much of the former Soviet Union, are incapable of waging large-scale conventional warfare, the few that are or have the potential to do so are all authoritarian states with ambitions hostile to US security interests. Among those states are Iran, Iraq, Syria, a radicalized Egypt, and China. Russia can be excluded for probably at least the next decade. Russia's conventional military forces have deteriorated to the point where they have great difficulty suppressing even small insurrections inside Russia's own borders. The humiliating performance of the Russian forces in Chechnya reveals the extent to which draft avoidance, demoralization, disobedience, desertion, political tension, professional incompetence, and the virtual collapse of combat support and combat service support capabilities have wrecked what just a decade ago was an army that awed many NATO force planners. China is included not just as a potential regional threat but as a potential global threat. We need to be wary of today's commonplace notion that the United States is the last superpower, that we will never again face the kind of global and robust threat to our vital security interests once posed by the Soviet Union, and before that, the Axis Powers. The present planning focus on regional conflict should not blind us to the probable emergence over the next decade or two of at least one regional superpower capable of delivering significant numbers of nuclear weapons over intercontinental distances and of projecting conventional forces well beyond their national frontiers. China comes first to mind. China's vast and talented population and spectacular economic performance could provide the foundation for a military challenge in Asia of a magnitude similar to that posed by the growth of Japanese military power in the 1930s. Our capacity for large-scale interstate conventional combat is indispensable to our security. It served us well in Korea and the Persian Gulf, where we continue to have vital interests threatened by adversaries who have amassed or are seeking to amass significant, and in the case of North Korea, vast amounts of conventional military power.
C. Conflict with China will escalate to global nuclear war

Hunkovic 09 (Lee J, American Military University, “The Chinese-Taiwanese Conflict: Possible Futures of a Confrontation between China, Taiwan and the United States of America”, http://www.lamp-method.org/eCommons/ Hunkovic.pdf)
A war between China, Taiwan and the United States has the potential to escalate into a nuclear conflict and a third world war, therefore, many countries other than the primary actors could be affected by such a conflict, including Japan, both Koreas, Russia, Australia, India and Great Britain, if they were drawn into the war, as well as all other countries in the world that participate in the global economy, in which the United States and China are the two most dominant members. If China were able to successfully annex Taiwan, the possibility exists that they could then plan to attack Japan and begin a policy of aggressive expansionism in East and Southeast Asia, as well as the Pacific and even into India, which could in turn create an international standoff and deployment of military forces to contain the threat. In any case, if China and the United States engage in a full-scale conflict, there are few countries in the world that will not be economically and/or militarily affected by it. However, China, Taiwan and United States are the primary actors in this scenario, whose actions will determine its eventual outcome, therefore, other countries will not be considered in this study.
***CAFÉ Work***
Affirmative- Green Initiatives 

Obama will spin the plan and make it a focal point

Siler and Dushane 09 [Steve and Mike are staff writers of Car and Driver. “Obama’s CAFÉ Fuel Economy Standards to Create Fleet of Tiny, Expensive Vehicles.” http://www.caranddriver.com/news/obamas-cafe-fuel-economy-standards-to-create-fleet-of-tiny-expensive-vehicles-car-news] H. Kenner 

That thud you just heard was the “other shoe” dropping in Washington, D.C.: the Obama administration has used the turmoil in the auto industry as an opportunity to nudge—okay, force—the industry into a new, more environmentally sensitive direction, thus making good on its promise to impose stricter Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) and tailpipe emissions standards across the automobile industry. The proposed mandate raises CAFE standards about five percent annually from today’s level of 23 mpg for trucks and 27.5 mpg for cars to 30 mpg for trucks and 39 mpg for passenger cars by 2016, for an average of 35.5 mpg overall. This is roughly four years earlier than the already aggressive 35-mpg goalpost established by Congress in 2007. As Goes California, So Goes the Country These standards more or less embrace the strict fuel-economy/emissions proposals that California and about a dozen other states have been trying to implement for years, but which have been blocked by industry lawsuits. The mandate should therefore put many of the existing state lawsuits to rest. Interestingly, many of the same players that have been trying to block the implementation of the California proposals have embraced the Obama mandate. Ostensibly, this is because the new rules create a uniform standard for the country, instead of allowing states to dictate their own emissions and fuel-economy standards. “We’re cool with this,” Chrysler spokesman Scott Brown told us in a phone interview. “Most important is that it’s clear instead of piecemeal—we love that.” Moments later, GM environment and energy spokesman Shad Balch echoed the sentiment, nearly verbatim: “We love it. Now we know what to build,” he told us. “As it was before, it was 14 states doing 14 different things, and we’d have to build products for each.” The new regulations, he said, allow for a “harmonized national product program, which allows for more efficient product planning. For a company trying to become leaner and more efficient, this is a huge step in the right direction.” There's another force at play here, however, as both Chrysler and GM, recipients of massive government bailout loans, are in no position to voice dissent. Whether they think these policies are sound or not is moot; they will toe the Obama party line because he's their de facto boss. Ford knows it will have to ask for Obama's help if the economy doesn't improve soon, so it is also going along with the hype. Honda and Toyota have been tooting their green horns for years, so they can't very well be the voices of dissent on this issue. Put bluntly, the government is ramming this down the throats of the car companies. How Do They Do It In Europe? Senator after senator cites as evidence for the attainability of these standards the vehicles sold in Europe. But car for car, European vehicles aren't meaningfully more efficient. Take the Ford Focus sedan, a car that's comparably sized here and in Europe (although not the same vehicle). In the U.S., the base Focus sedan costs $15,000, has 140 hp, and is rated at 28 mpg combined by the EPA. The base Focus sedan available in Germany costs $20,000 (plus 19-percent tax!), has only 79 hp, and would be rated by the EPA at approximately 30 mpg combined if they were to test it. (Our estimate is based on standard differentials between U.S. and E.U. test numbers.) Paying an extra $5000, Europeans sacrifice 44 percent of their horsepower and gain less than 10 percent in fuel economy. So why is Europe's fleet so much more efficient overall? The cars people buy there are much smaller. The Focus is one of the tinier mass-market cars sold in the U.S. today, but it's considered a reasonably sized family vehicle in Europe. The average European consumer buys a car a few sizes smaller than a Focus. (This is mainly due to space constraints in cities and smaller roads. If Europeans drove the long distances we do, they likely would drive Hummers, too.) And about half of Europeans buy diesels, which consume around 30-percent less fuel. How Will They Do It Here? Car companies have an extensive menu of options to meet the aggressive targets, but each has a high price tag. Diesel engines fired the efficiency revolution in Europe, but tough new particulate emissions laws mean thousands of dollars in extra costs for diesels, which are naturally dirty and require NASA-level catalytic technology to meet current U.S. standards. Hybrid technology works, but economy increases are closer to 30 percent (not the 35 percent needed) and the systems cost $4000 to $10,000, depending on the size of the vehicle. GM won't even talk about the cost of the extended-range electric powertrain in its Volt, but industry sources quote a $10,000 premium per vehicle—and that's for a small car (costs generally increase proportionally with size). Lightweight materials can help a few percent, but they are already in widespread use and further implementation would yield diminishing returns and massive cost. Forget radical new technologies for 2016 vehicles. It takes roughly six years to take a proven technology to mass production because of the engineering, validation, and tooling needed to attain the durability required in a motor vehicle. Any new technologies for 2016 vehicles will have to be sewn up by next year to make it to the showroom in any quantity. All of this means that the anticipated $1300 price increase per vehicle quoted by the Obama administration is absurd. Only if consumers trade down a few vehicle sizes and pay $1300 can the targets be met. Wouldn't U.S. Consumers Buy Fuel Misers if They Could? We hear a lot from regulators about the increased choice these new regulations will bring, but these choices seem to be answers to questions no consumer is asking. The few vehicles available today that meet these standards don't sell in large quantities because of their small size, poor performance, and high prices. Sales of the Toyota Prius and other hybrids briefly shot up when gas cost $4.00 a gallon, but as soon as gas prices started dropping, so did hybrid sales. Prius sales fell so sharply (even in relation to a market in overall decline) that Toyota last year halted construction of a Prius factory it was building in Mississippi. Today, the best-selling vehicles in the U.S. so far this year are the Ford F-150 and Chevrolet Silverado pickup trucks. Nobody is stopping buyers of these vehicles from purchasing Priuses instead. Will it Work? The Obama administration claims the new measures will save 1.8 billion barrels of oil over seven years. But that claim assumes new-car buying habits continue unabated and that people will want to buy expensive, tiny cars. If people instead elect to purchase bigger, cheaper used vehicles, there will be no reduction in consumption; those used vehicles are the same "guzzlers" we're driving today. The fuel economy gains we might have seen with reasonable mileage targets for new vehicles won't be realized if fewer new vehicles are sold. Worse, the auto industry will continue to shrink because of the decrease in new-vehicle sales. Cost cutting at Car and Driver means we no longer have unlimited access to the Psychic Friends Network, so we can't predict the future. There are a few ways this can play out. If gas prices go up significantly (naturally or with massive taxes)—or if the Obama administration introduces massive tax credits for new vehicle purchases—consumers might actually want to buy the vehicles that have been mandated. But if that doesn't happen, we'll be able to tell you about some great places to buy bigger, more comfortable, more powerful, and safer used cars and trucks. 

Uniq: Obama Push

Obama pushing reduce in oil dependency and boost manufacturing

Plautz. 11. – Journalist at E&E 
[“Campaign 20120- On fuel economy, Romney isn't following in his 'rebel' father's tire marks”. E&E News. < http://www.eenews.net/public/Greenwire/2011/11/18/4> ] MRaina
"Who wants to have a gas-guzzling dinosaur in his garage?" Romney said. So is Mitt Romney a chip off the old engine block on fuel efficiency? Not exactly. The former governor of Massachusetts has in fact blamed federal corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) regulations for Detroit's economic miseries. Congress passed the first CAFE law in 1975 in the wake of the Arab oil embargo. Speaking in a Republican presidential debate last week in Rochester, Mich., Romney said CAFE standards had helped foreign cars "gain market share in the U.S." The push by the Obama administration to make U.S. passenger cars more efficient figures to be an issue in next year's presidential campaign. The administration this week proposed CAFE regulations that would raise the fleetwide fuel economy standard to 54.5 mpg by 2025, nearly doubling the current standard (Greenwire, Nov. 16). The administration characterizes the CAFE plan as a "landmark" initiative to "save American families money at the pump, reduce our country's dependence on oil and boost domestic manufacturing." But Romney has questioned the wisdom of President Obama's emphasis on green initiatives, especially the administration's loans for electric-car initiatives. "Instead of President Obama's doomed strategy of creating jobs that are good for the environment, we need a strategy to create an environment that is good for jobs," Romney wrote in a newspaper op-ed last month (Greenwire, Oct. 26). Roland Hwang, transportation policy director for the Natural Resources Defense Council's Action Fund, said Romney's views seem "out of step or not up to date with the facts on the ground."

Obama is pushing for CAFÉ standards

Daily Tech. 5/3/12. 
[“CBO Report Says Federal Gas Tax Must Increase Due to Proposed CAFE Standards” <http://www.dailytech.com/CBO+Report+Says+Federal+Gas+Tax+Must+Increase+Due+to+Proposed+CAFE+Standards/article24601.htm>] MRaina

The Obama administration has been pushing new CAFE standards for a long time now, promising that Americans will see major increases in fuel economy enforced through 2025. According to the White House, the goal of the program is to reduce the nation's dependence on foreign oil and to save drivers at the pump. However, the technology required to meet the fuel efficiency standards will add to the cost of vehicles. A new report has been filed by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) this week that adds even more costs onto the shoulders of drivers under their proposed CAFE regulations. According to the CBO report, increased fuel efficiency imposed by the CAFE standards will strip $57 billion in tax revenue out of coffers through 2025.

CAFÉ Coming

Repeal means CAFÉ standards will be implemented

Torque News. 7/19/12. -TorqueNews.com, a Hareyan Publishing company, is an automotive-related news project dedicated to covering the latest news about the car industry from all angles with teams of professional reporters who have years of experience in covering car news and reviewing new cars and trucks. [“1970s automotive zombies - CAFE comes again?” <http://www.torquenews.com/1080/1970s-automotive-zombies>] MRaina

A recent appeals court decision, first reported inDetroit News, upholding the new Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standard, means a stricter set of fuel economy rules are now in place. The first time this happened, it was the 1970s and it resulted in models whose names were legendary squandering their infamy on choked down excuses for scrap metal or, worse, became re-badged foreign imports.
The 1970s were an odd time in American history. It was a time that saw the hippies emerge from counter-culture into disco dweebs and the muscular pony give way to the limp noodle. When the newly-minted Environmental Protection Agency's CAFE standards began in 1975, American automakers rushed to comply with the strict rules meant to get us off foreign oil imports and force fuel efficiency into a culture that, up to that point, had only rarely considered it.

Obama plans to finalize CAFÉ by August 

Treehugger. 6/28/12.  – Branch of Discovery Communications. [“34.1 MPG CAFE Standards for 2016 Upheld by U.S. Court of Appeals” <http://www.treehugger.com/cars/341-mpg-cafe-standards-2016-upheld-us-court-appeals.html>] MRaina

The 2012-2016 Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards, better known under the acronym CAFE, mandate reaching 34.1 MPG by 2016, a number that many big players felt was too high. This led to a challenge in the courts, all the way to the U.S. Court of Appeal. The U.S. Supreme Court decision on health-care will no doubt totally overshadow this less media-friendly legal decision, but the U.S. Court of Appeal actually upheld the federal CAFE standards: The U.S. Court of Appeals in Washington dismissed challenges brought by states led by Texas and major industries including chemical, energy, utility, agriculture and mining companies as well as the National Association of Manufacturers. The decision is a big win for the Obama administration, which plans to finalize the 2017-25 fuel-efficiency standards andgreenhouse gas emissions limits by August. The new rules will hike requirements to 54.5 mpg by 2025.

CAFÉ Pop w/Dems

CAFÉ popular- California and Michigan lawmakers, auto companies, and public

AutoWeek. 7/29/12. [“CAFE standards set to rise to 54.5 mpg for 2025” <http://www.autoweek.com/article/20110729/carnews/110729856#ixzz21ZG3XTKn>] MRaina

President Barack Obama on Friday revealed ambitious plans to raise the corporate average fuel economy standard for cars and light trucks to 54.5 mpg by the 2025 model year, a landmark move that will dramatically remake carmakers' product portfolios and consumers' buying habits. Unlike the first CAFE standards passed by Congress in 1975, the Detroit automakers now publicly support the high requirements and have begun retooling their fleets to adapt the changes. “[This] represents the single most important step we've ever taken as a nation to reduce our dependence on foreign oil,” Obama said in a morning press conference. The UAW has also voiced its support for the new rules after earlier expressing concerns. California legislators, who have pushed for strict fuel-economy standards, also are on board with the new regulations. The president's plan was finalized after weeks of wrangling that saw the original number--56.2 mpg--slightly softened. The requirements will be phased in, giving automakers time to adapt. The increases would begin taking effect for 2017 trucks and 2018-model-year cars. With car executives and union officials on hand, Obama lauded the agreement reached, despite considerable anxiety over the costs and future complications the mpg requirements could cause. “We set an aggressive target, and the companies here are stepping up to the plate,” the president said. “This is an incredible commitment that they've made.” The move comes as fuel prices remain elevated, with a gallon of unleaded gasoline costing $3.71 on Friday morning, up nearly a dollar from a year ago. Obama's announcement is timely, as research shows that Americans are looking for more fuel-efficient cars and national guidelines. The Pew Charitable Trusts said 82 percent of people surveyed in early July favor the elevated figure, which was cited as 56.2 mpg at the time of the research. Obama said that the new requirements would save a typical family $8,000 a year in fuel costs, though he didn't offer specifics. Carmakers almost universally came out in praise of the new requirements--perhaps not wanting to be on the wrong side of history. "GM plans to pursue the technical challenge ahead and to lead in delivering new fuel-saving technologies in cars and trucks customers want to buy and can afford," the company said in a statement. "Reducing fuel consumption and lessening the automobile's impact on the environment is important to our business because it's important to our country and our customers." Toyota concurred: “Toyota has embarked on the most aggressive expansion of hybrid, electric and hydrogen-fuel-cell cars of any automaker, and we are committed to continuing our demonstrated environmental leadership,” Toyota Motor Sales COO Jim Lentz said in a statement. “We share the administration's goal of achieving major advances in clean, fuel-efficient vehicles. Obviously, there is still a great deal of uncertainty as to how the market will respond and what vehicle technologies consumers will embrace, which is why we are rolling out and testing a range of alternative fuel options.”

CAFÉ popular with public and has bipartisan support 

Governor’s Biofuels Coalition. 12. [January 16. “Consumer group says new CAFE standards would save car buyers money from day one” <http://www.governorsbiofuelscoalition.org/?p=1200>] MRaina
Polls show public support CFA argues that the upgraded fuel efficiency standard is coming at the right time. Gas prices hit a record high in 2011, averaging $3.53 per gallon and putting consumers in a vulnerable position. Last year, gasoline expenditures were 40 percent higher than the cost of home energy and surpassed vehicle ownership as the biggest cost component of driving, according to the CFA report. Rising gasoline prices have changed the cost structure of driving, making it all the more important to advance fuel economy and reduce gasoline consumption, said Cooper. Furthermore, “every drop of oil we don’t consume and don’t import is good for national security,” he said. Setting the new standard 15 years in advance also leaves enough time for the auto industry to adapt its designs, said David Champion, director of the auto test division with Consumer Reports. Fuel economy has already improved 17 to 18 percent over the last decade, he said, so while 54.5 mpg by 2025 is a strong target, it’s achievable. What’s more, people seem to want it. A Consumer Reports poll from last November found that 93 percent of those surveyed were in favor of stricter fuel-economy standards and 77 percent agree the government should increase and enforce them. The issue also crosses party lines. A survey by CFA last May found that more than three-fifths of Republicans and Democrats think federal requirements to increase fuel economy are an important step in reducing oil consumption.

Overwhelming public support

EESI. 12. – Environment and Energy Science Institute (Educating Congress on energy efficiency and renewable energy; advancing innovative policy solutions) [“Economic and Security Impacts of Light-Duty Fuel Economy Standards” <http://www.eesi.org/economic-and-security-impacts-light-duty-fuel-economy-standards-29-feb-2012>]MRaina

The United States imports oil at a cost of $850 million per day. This figure rises to $1 billion when the price of a barrel reaches $114. Sen. Merkley’s white paper “America Over a Barrel” addresses the need to reduce oil consumption, largely through the transportation sector. Cost-effective fuel economy improvements save consumers money, reduce the costs of oil dependence, reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and increase the demand for U.S. jobs. It additionally drives innovation and investment in renewable and energy efficient technologies. The automobile industry is twice as labor intensive as the petroleum industry. Fuel economy investments, therefore, create jobs while also retaining a greater percentage of transportation dollars in the domestic economy. The implementation of fuel economy standards in 1975 has an annual savings of 70 billion gallons of fuel, saving the country $250 billion this year alone. The proposed increase in 2025 fuel economy/GHG emission standards of light-duty vehicles puts the United States on track to potentially reduce vehicle GHG emissions 80 percent by 2050. Recent estimates from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) show payback periods of less than four years for anticipated fuel economy improvements. Higher gas prices will reduce the payback period, as this calculation assumed a gas price for 2025 that will likely be surpassed this year. The cost and savings figures for new CAFE rules have broad support from automakers, labor, consumer groups, and environmental groups. A Consumers Union survey showed overwhelming public support (93 percent) for improvements in fuel efficiency standards. Eighty-three percent of respondents would accept paying a higher upfront cost for a more fuel efficient car if there is a payback rate within five years.

Popular- 30 senators lobbying for it

Daily Tech. 12.
[“ Thirty U.S. Senators Give Obama the Green Light for 54.5 MPG Standard by 2025”<

 HYPERLINK "http://www.dailytech.com/Thirty+US+Senators+Give+Obama+the+Green+Light+for+545+MPG+Standard+by+2025+/article24060.htm" http://www.dailytech.com/Thirty+US+Senators+Give+Obama+the+Green+Light+for+545+MPG+Standard+by+2025+/article24060.htm] MRaina
The new Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) proposal has won the support of 30 U.S. senators, who are now looking to put the final touches on the rules and have them completed by summer. The CAFE proposal, which was introduced by the Obama administration, the state of California and major automakers, aims to increase the average fuel economy of cars and light trucks sold in the U.S. to 54.5 mpg by 2025. The idea behind the proposal is to decrease both greenhouse gas emissions and the U.S.' dependency on foreign oil. When the 54.5 mpg standard was initially proposed last year, its reception was back and forth. Republicans worked to block the standards last fall because they believed that it would regulate many new vehiclesthat sell for under $15,000 entirely out of existence. In addition, the National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA) has strongly opposed the new standards, saying they could tack an extra $5,000 to the stick price of new vehicles in 2025. While many major automakers have backed the new fuel rules, despite recently asking for changes last week, some have not. For instance, Volkswagen AG and Daimler AG have said that the new proposal offers no incentives for diesel cars. Despite some criticism, the CAFE proposal pushed on and grabbed support from major automakers like Ford Motor Co., General Motors Co. and Chrysler. Other supporters include the United Auto Workers (UAW) and environmental groups like the National Wildlife Federation. Now, the list of supporters has grown much longer. Thirty U.S. senators have jumped on board with the CAFE proposal, and hope to have the rules finalized by summer. The U.S. senators released a letter yesterday saying that the 2017-2025 requirementsproposed under the CAFE standards are broadly supported by the industry. Of the 30 senators, 29 are Democrats. "This proposal provides our industry both a single program moving forward, as well as regulatory framework that enables manufacturers to plan and invest for the future with confidence," said Sue Cischke, Ford Motor Co.'s vice president of sustainability, environment and safety engineering. "We are committed to working with you to finalize these regulations. The standards proposed are aggressive, but so are the demands from our customers for greater fuel efficiency." The need to provide more fuel efficient vehicles is stronger than ever. According to the U.S. Energy Information Agency, U.S. gasoline prices have increased 38 cents a gallon to an average of $3.52 a gallon from over one year ago. 

New CAFÉ Bad

Incoming CAFÉ standards even worse
Payne. 2011.- BA in Journalism from Princeton. Writes columns for National Review and the Weekly Standard. Nationally acclaimed cartoonist for [Henry. “CAFE Standards: Down the Rabbit Hole” National Review. < http://www.nationalreview.com/planet-gore/272062/cafe-standards-down-rabbit-hole-henry-payne>] MRaina  

The federal government’s 35-year experiment in mandating fuel efficiency — the so-called Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standard (CAFE) — has been a disaster. It eliminated thousands of Detroit jobs by eliminating big sedans prized by the public (until manufacturers found a loophole for the resurrection of big cars as SUVs), killed thousands of Americans by downsizing cars, forced automakers to divert millions of lobbying dollars to Washington, and didn’t prevent America from becoming more dependent on foreign oil. So Washington is remaking the standards. And this time, they say, they’ve got it right. Sure. The new mandate — forcing a 100 percent increase in mpg standards to 56 mpg by 2025 — is even more absurd that the original 1975 CAFE standard that hiked fuel economy by 40 percent. While the EPA’s diktat has come under assault — not just from Congressional Republicans, who rightly point out it is an end run around Congress’ Constitutional authority to draft laws, and from automakers, but even from Big Labor — the Obama administration’s allies in the media and the environmental movement are fighting back. In a Sunday A1 story, the Detroit Free Press, government stooge and the Detroit’s Three’s biggest hometown paper, tried to paint the automakers as scaremongers misleading the public about the government’s plan to bring them “better” cars. “In 2007, legislators overhauled (CAFE) and made fundamental changes,” writes Freepreporter Aaron Kessler explaining the unexplainable. “The result is that automakers don’t have to balance sales of SUVs with poor fuel efficiency and subcompacts that get better mileage to meet CAFE targets. If the SUV meets the fuel standard for its own footprint, the automaker can sell all it wants.” An SUV that gets 56 mpg? Like the Queen of Hearts, Kessler hopes his readers are practicing to believe impossible things. “There are other aspects that might surprise consumers. The CAFE number a vehicle scores is not the same as the window sticker consumers see on the lot,” continues Kessler, now thoroughly drunk on kool-aid. “So a 56 mpg target means window values in 2025 will be closer to 35 to 40 mpg. Quite a difference. Air-conditioning is also important, and another reason that getting to 56 mpg by 2025 isn’t as daunting as it first seems. Because air-conditioning fluids can be pollutants, the government gives generous credits for using cleaner systems. Just with those credits alone, a 56 mpg CAFE target becomes 50 mpg. The CAFE program also uses what it calls a ‘harmonic average.’ That means small improvements in the worst performers can make a bigger difference than large increases in already-efficient vehicles.” “Curiouser and curiouser,” said Alice. The Looking Glass world that the Freep describes is why automakers spend millions on Washington lobbyists who chase EPA rabbits down holes and attend tea parties that turn 56 mpg into 35 mpg and create odd animals like the “Harmonic Average.” The EPA uses numbers in the way Humpty Dumpty uses words, choosing to make them “mean so many different things.” But how did the government arrive at the arbitrary 56 mpg? “The Consumer Federation of America endorsed the 56 mpg target after its extensive surveys found U.S. consumers wanted more fuel-efficient cars,” explains the Freep. The reporter might have pointed out that automakers do their own extensive surveys of customers that find the exact opposite. But in the Obamaconomy, government activists now tell manufacturers what their customers want. “Fifty-six miles per gallon is really a mandate for electric vehicles,” Gloria Bergquist of the Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers tells the Freep. “It’s a significant increase that no matter which yardstick you use, achieving those gains won’t be possible without electrification in a big way.” Silly automakers. The Freep quickly rebuts the auto expert with left-wing Union of Concerned Scientists activist David Friedman, who explains “improvements on conventional gas and diesel engines, as well as more and new hybrids” will indeed get us there. In the end, the paper and its concerned scientists give no reason — other than doing the morally correct thing for the planet — why America’s auto fleet should be determined by government bureaucrats. “Government standards for fuel economy have barely changed in 30 years,” says theFreep, in apparent justification. “The government’s CAFE standards remained essentially frozen for years, as political maneuvering by Congress blocked the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration from raising them.”ssn Wrong. The reason CAFE hasn’t changed in 30 years is because Jimmy Carter left office, America climbed out of the rabbit hole, and Republican presidents (and one triangulating Clinton) let consumer markets work. But now the ’70s — and the belief in impossible things — are back in fashion. Welcome to Wonderland.

CAFÉ Collapses Auto
CAFÉ hurts jobs and the auto industry

Payne 11 ( James July 19.  “CAFE Standards: Down the Rabbit Hole” http://www.nationalreview.com/planet-gore/272062/cafe-standards-down-rabbit-hole-henry-payne)
The federal government’s 35-year experiment in mandating fuel efficiency — the so-called Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standard (CAFE) — has been a disaster. It eliminated thousands of Detroit jobs by eliminating big sedans prized by the public (until manufacturers found a loophole for the resurrection of big cars as SUVs), killed thousands of Americans by downsizing cars, forced automakers to divert millions of lobbying dollars to Washington, and didn’t prevent America from becoming more dependent on foreign oil. So Washington is remaking the standards. And this time, they say, they’ve got it right. Sure. The new mandate — forcing a 100 percent increase in mpg standards to 56 mpg by 2025 — is even more absurd that the original 1975 CAFE standard that hiked fuel economy by 40 percent. While the EPA’s diktat has come under assault — not just from Congressional Republicans, who rightly point out it is an end run around Congress’ Constitutional authority to draft laws, and from automakers, but even from Big Labor — the Obama administration’s allies in the media and the environmental movement are fighting back. In a Sunday A1 story, the Detroit Free Press, government stooge and the Detroit’s Three’s biggest hometown paper, tried to paint the automakers as scaremongers misleading the public about the government’s plan to bring them “better” cars. “In 2007, legislators overhauled (CAFE) and made fundamental changes,” writes Freep reporter Aaron Kessler explaining the unexplainable. “The result is that automakers don’t have to balance sales of SUVs with poor fuel efficiency and subcompacts that get better mileage to meet CAFE targets. If the SUV meets the fuel standard for its own footprint, the automaker can sell all it wants.” An SUV that gets 56 mpg? Like the Queen of Hearts, Kessler hopes his readers are practicing to believe impossible things. “There are other aspects that might surprise consumers. The CAFE number a vehicle scores is not the same as the window sticker consumers see on the lot,” continues Kessler, now thoroughly drunk on kool-aid. “So a 56 mpg target means window values in 2025 will be closer to 35 to 40 mpg. Quite a difference. Air-conditioning is also important, and another reason that getting to 56 mpg by 2025 isn’t as daunting as it first seems. Because air-conditioning fluids can be pollutants, the government gives generous credits for using cleaner systems. Just with those credits alone, a 56 mpg CAFE target becomes 50 mpg. The CAFE program also uses what it calls a ‘harmonic average.’ That means small improvements in the worst performers can make a bigger difference than large increases in already-efficient vehicles.” “Curiouser and curiouser,” said Alice. The Looking Glass world that the Freep describes is why automakers spend millions on Washington lobbyists who chase EPA rabbits down holes and attend tea parties that turn 56 mpg into 35 mpg and create odd animals like the “Harmonic Average.” The EPA uses numbers in the way Humpty Dumpty uses words, choosing to make them “mean so many different things.” But how did the government arrive at the arbitrary 56 mpg? “The Consumer Federation of America endorsed the 56 mpg target after its extensive surveys found U.S. consumers wanted more fuel-efficient cars,” explains the Freep. The reporter might have pointed out that automakers do their own extensive surveys of customers that find the exact opposite. But in the Obamaconomy, government activists now tell manufacturers what their customers want.
***RFS Good***
General

RFS solves oil dependence and reduces green house gas emissions- that’s key to protect the economy, security, and public health

EPA. 2007. [United States Environmental Protection Agency “Regulatory Impact Analysis: Renewable Fuel Standard Program” < http://www.epa.gov/oms/renewablefuels/420r07004.pdf>] MRaina

The United States currently consumes about 190 billion gallons of gasoline and diesel fuel annually to meet its transportation fuel needs. Of this volume, about 65 percent, or 124 billion gallons, is derived from foreign sources. The United States’ dependence on imported petroleum to meet its growing demand for transportation fuel exacts a cost on the nation in terms of energy security. In addition, petroleum-based fuel exacts a cost on the nation with respect to environmental quality. The Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) program increases national energy security by creating a market for renewable fuel as a substitute for petroleum-based fuel. By incorporating incentives for investing in research and development of renewable fuels, the RFS program also seeks to accelerate the nation’s progress toward energy independence. In addition, the RFS program helps to reduce the country’s greenhouse gas emissions, thereby reducing the nation's contribution to global climate change and its potential effects on the U.S. economy, security, and public health. 

Biofuel/Competitiveness

RFS key to biofuel companies’ success- boosts competitiveness by creating jobs and new tech and increases energy security

BIO. 2011.- Biotechnology Industry Organization is the world’s largest biotechnology trade association. Its members - many of whom are small emerging companies - are involved in the research and development of innovative healthcare, agricultural, industrial and environmental biotechnology products. [“A Stable Renewable Fuel Standard Is Needed to Meet Biofuel Production Goals, BIO Says” <http://www.bio.org/media/press-release/stable-renewable-fuel-standard-needed-meet-biofuel-production-goals-bio-says>] MRaina

Advanced biofuels companies continue to make progress in bringing new technology to the fuels market, relying on consistent implementation of the Renewable Fuel Standard, the Biotechnology Industry Organization (BIO) said today as it submitted documents to the House Science Energy and Environment Subcommittee for a hearing on Motor Fuel Standards. Brent Erickson, executive vice president of BIO’s Industrial & Environmental Section, stated, “The Renewable Fuel Standard is working as Congress intended to increase U.S. energy security and economic competitiveness by opening the fuels market to advanced biofuels. Pioneering U.S. advanced biofuel producers and biotechnology companies have made significant capital investments, even during the recent recession, to build and operate pilot facilities and more recently break ground on commercial biorefineries. Experience at scale is critical for cost reduction. INEOS New Planet, Abengoa Bioenergy, POET, DuPont Danisco Cellulosic Ethanol, Mascoma, and BP Biofuels are building or beginning to operate large-scale cellulosic ethanol plants; and others will follow if we hold on course. These companies have already produced jobs in research and engineering and can create additional good paying jobs in the future. “But this progress could be threatened by political uncertainty about continuing the RFS. Some special interest groups are threatening this progress and creating additional uncertainty by calling for an end to the RFS. One industry group that helped to devise the waiver credit mechanism program now claims that refiners and blenders are being penalized by having to abide by the regulations. “Advanced biofuel companies, like other enterprises deploying new technology, face enormous challenges. Still, many have made investments to commercialize advanced biofuel technology that may face different challenges than conventional ethanol. Besides a stable RFS what the industry needs now is for EPA to ensure that advanced biofuels that are drop in fuels are evaluated under technology neutral rules so that they can become certified quickly for use in the market. “The RFS is a critically important tool for ensuring that fuel markets will be open to new advanced technology as it becomes commercially available and cost competitive. Any drastic legislative changes to the RFS, followed by additional years of new rulemaking, can only create fresh challenges for these companies and serve to hinder development of the technology. The United States must keep focused on the ultimate goals of increasing energy security and maintaining U.S. leadership in deploying advanced technologies that will ensure future economic growth.” 

Warming

RFS is the first step to solve- cuts 15% consumption by 2022

UCS. 2008. - The Union of Concerned Scientists is the leading science-based nonprofit working for a healthy environment and a safer world. UCS combines independent scientific research and citizen action to develop innovative, practical solutions and to secure responsible changes in government policy, corporate practices, and consumer choices.[“Carbon Counts in the 2007 Renewable Fuel Standard” < http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_vehicles/smart-transportation-solutions/vehicle-policy/past-policy-and-legislation/2007-renewable-fuel.html>

The Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) included in the 2007 energy bill is a key first step toward reducing global warming pollution from our nation’s transportation fuels. By setting standards for renewable fuels, the RFS has the potential to lower global warming pollution from cars and light trucks as much as 6 percent in 2022, while displacing about 15 percent of projected U.S. gasoline consumption. However, because the RFS does not regulate global warming pollution from existing biofuel production, gasoline, or other fuels in the transportation fuel market, it is only a first step. To protect the benefits of the RFS and build on them, we need a more comprehensive approach that covers all transportation fuels, such as a low-carbon fuel standard. The 2005 RFS got renewable fuels going by mandating significant increases in the use of corn ethanol, but it did not include standards for carbon dioxide or other pollutants that cause global warming. The 2007 RFS breaks new ground because it counts carbon and makes carbon count: To qualify as “renewable” under the 2007 RFS, fuels from new facilities (1) must reduce global warming pollution at least 20 percent over their full life cycle. This accounts for all of the direct and indirect emissions associated with growing, producing, distributing, and using these fuels. The 2007 RFS begins a transition to second-generation renewable fuels that use energy and land more efficiently and reduce global warming pollution more effectively. The RFS mandates 36 billion gallons of renewable fuels in 2015, no more than 15 billion of which can be corn ethanol. The remainder will take the form of cellulosic ethanol (16 billion gallons), advanced ethanol (4 billion), and biodiesel (1 billion). Compared with the gasoline it replaces, cellulosic ethanol must reduce global warming pollution by 60 percent; advanced ethanol and biodiesel by 50 percent. If everything goes according to plan, the global warming pollution avoided by the RFS will amount to roughly 100 million metric tons of carbon dioxide per year by 2022. The Impact of Land Use on Global Warming Pollution Recent publications have called attention to the importance of properly accounting for changes in land use caused by biofuel production. For example, if forests are cleared in order to grow biofuel crops, the global warming pollution generated by clearing the forest can negate the pollution avoided by using the resulting biofuels instead of gasoline. The same thing can happen indirectly when corn is used to make ethanol instead of for food or animal feed. Increased demand for corn raises prices, and farmers all around the world respond by clearing land to increase production. Some of the cleared land comes from rain forest and other land types that have enormous amounts of stored carbon in the trees and soil, so the global warming pollution caused by this land conversion can be very large. For more information, see our fact sheet on land use changes and biofuels. The good news is that the RFS explicitly requires that fuels be judged according to the global warming pollution produced over their full life cycle, including direct and indirect land-use changes. The next step is to make sure this law is backed up with good regulations. The Environmental Protection Agency must implement the RFS in a way that ensures its life cycle accounting methods capture all significant direct and indirect effects (including land-use changes). Establishing a flexible framework that can be updated as life cycle analysis methods improve will be important as well.

Agriculture

RFS boosts agriculture economy

EPA. 2007. [United States Environmental Protection Agency “Regulatory Impact Analysis: Renewable Fuel Standard Program” < http://www.epa.gov/oms/renewablefuels/420r07004.pdf>] MRaina

The increase in renewable fuel production provides a significant increase in farm income to the U.S. agricultural sector. FASOM predicts that in 2012, U.S. farm income from the sale of agricultural commodities will increase by $2.65 billion dollars in the RFS Case and $5.41 billion in the EIA Case. (See Figure 8.2-1) The RFS and EIA farm income changes represent roughly a 5 and 10 percent increase, respectively, in U.S. farm income from the sale of farm commodities over the Reference Case of roughly $53 billion111. Most of the increase in net income is likely to be concentrated in rural areas, and may contribute to rural wealth creation.

Air Quality

RFS key to air quality

CFDC. 2008. –Clean Fuels Development Coalition. [“Impacts and Benefits” < http://www.cleanfuelsdc.org/renewable/environmental.html>]MRaina

Another key area where the renewable fuel standard will have a positive impact is the nation's air quality. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency estimated total annual cancer cases from gasoline and its combustion products in 1995 was between 250 and 600, and ranked gasoline as the number one source of toxic emissions. Dramatic steps have been taken to keep our air clean over the past decade, but the use of ethanol as part of a RFS will help continue to build on the recent advances. Because ethanol is inherently cleaner than gasoline, it emits less hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and hydrogen. Increasing the amount of ethanol used by instituting a Renewable Fuel Standard will increase the clean air benefits of ethanol. Increased volumes of ethanol will decrease CO and ozone forming emissions, air toxics resulting from the increased use of aromatics used to replace MTBE in meeting octane requirements, and CO2 emissions. Ethanol is part of natural carbon cycle with crops, plants and trees absorbing the carbon dioxide produced by the combustion of the fuel.

A2 Food Prices

Wouldn’t substantially increase 

EPA. 2007. [United States Environmental Protection Agency “Regulatory Impact Analysis: Renewable Fuel Standard Program” < http://www.epa.gov/oms/renewablefuels/420r07004.pdf>] MRaina

8.8 U.S. Food Prices Despite the wider use of U.S. agricultural feedstocks, principally corn, for renewable fuels, FASOM estimates only a modest increase in U.S. household food costs. Annual wholesale U.S. food costs are estimated to increase by approximately $7 per person with the RFS renewable volumes and by about $12 per person annually with the EIA renewable volumes by 2012. (See Figure 8.8-1) Agricultural costs are only a portion of ultimate household food costs so significant increases in corn prices and, to a lesser degree, soybean prices results in a much smaller relative increase in household food costs.

CAFÉ Kills Biofuels

CAFÉ Bad- kills biofuel industry- favors electric and natural gas vehicles over FFVs

Bevill. 6/29/12.- Associate editor with Ethanol Producer Magazine. BA in mass communications from Minnesota State University at Moorhead with an emphasis in photography and print journalism.[Kris.“ Proposed CAFE standards could pose deadly threat to biofuels” <http://www.ethanolproducer.com/articles/8910/proposed-cafe-standards-could-pose-deadly-threat-to-biofuels>] MRaina

A coalition of agriculture and bioenergy groups, led by the 25x’25 organization, filed late comments with the U.S. EPA and National Highway Traffic Safety Administration on June 28 to draw attention to an aspect of the agencies’ proposed fuel economy standards that they believe could trigger a series of consequences that will ultimately cripple the biofuels industry. While they agree with the overall concept of the rule, the corporate average fuel economy standards (CAFE) and greenhouse gas emissions standards proposed to begin in 2017 unfairly favor electric and natural gas vehicles over flexible fuel vehicles (FFVs) by effectively eliminating incentives for FFV production and diminishing the positive environmental benefits of using higher ethanol blends, the groups said. According to the groups, the agencies were forward-thinking in the proposed CO2 compliance values for “advanced vehicle technologies” such as electric and natural gas vehicles, suggesting that compliance values be based on estimated alternative fuel use after the vehicle has been purchased. The same future use estimation was not applied to FFVs, however. Instead, the proposed rule suggests basing CO2 compliance values for FFVs on historical E85 usage data, which wouldn't take into account projected increases in coming years as greater volumes of renewable fuels are required to be used as part of the renewable fuel standard (RFS). The difference in determining compliance values puts FFVs at a disadvantage, the groups said, and phases down the alternative fuel credit available for manufacturers of FFVs to the point that automakers will be unlikely to continue producing the slightly more expensive vehicles. Considering the rising biofuels volume demands of the RFS, FFVs will be essential to meeting those goals. "Given the considerable influence the final CAFE-GHG rule will have on the synergistic relationship between fuels and vehicles between 2017 and 2025, and likely beyond, it is imperative the agencies give thoughtful consideration to how future fuels and vehicles can seamlessly and cost-effectively comply with the objectives of this rulemaking,” the groups said in their comments. “With respect to biofuels, the use of E10 and E15 in legacy and newer vehicles between 2017 and 2025 will prove to be an inadequate substitute for the role FFVs can and should play. If FFVs are adequately incentivized in the final rule, use of E85 and other blends of ethanol in these vehicles will ensure compliance with the 2017-2025 rulemaking and fulfillment of the RFS by 2022 in a way that avoids the infrastructure costs, implementation hang-ups, and legal challenges that have surrounded the E15 waiver." Without adequate supply of vehicles able to use higher ethanol blends, the RFS will become unattainable, a failure which will have a devastating impact on the nation’s biofuels industry, the groups said. “In short, the proposed rule sets up a cascade of negative effects that will deprive biofuels of their opportunity to make a critical contribution to national policy only they can make, and it does so simply by embodying an implicit assumption that biofuels will not make that contribution because they have not already done so,” the groups said. The agencies could remedy this situation by maintaining CAFE incentives for biofuels, which would level the playing field between FFVs and other alternative vehicle technologies, and recognizing the full lifecycle CO2 reductions of ethanol, the groups said. Signers of the letter included the Biotechnology Industry Organization, the Association of Equipment Manufacturers, the American Council on Renewable Energy and five agriculture industry groups. Representatives from groups responsible for the letter will meet with EPA and NHTSA officials soon to present their case, according to 25x’25. The agencies are expected to finalize the rule within the next two weeks.

New CAFÉ standards collapse biofuel industry- eliminate need and favor new technologies

Governor’s Biofuels Coalition. 7/2/12. [“Groups say CAFE standards could stymie biofuels industry” < http://www.governorsbiofuelscoalition.org/?p=3136>] MRaina

Proposed fuel economy standards could hamper the U.S. biofuels industry, a coalition of rural energy proponents and farm organizations said yesterday. In comments filed with U.S. EPA, the groups warned that the new corporate average fuel economy standards, commonly known as CAFE standards, eliminate incentives to use biofuels. In addition, the standards do not adequately value the reduced greenhouse gas emissions possible through the use of biofuels, they said. “These oversights place the rule in conflict with other established national priorities, policies, and legislation,” wrote the groups. Submitting the comments were the 25x’25 Alliance, American Council on Renewable Energy, American Seed Trade Association, Association of Equipment Manufacturers, American Farm Bureau Federation, Biotechnology Industry Organization, National Association of Wheat Growers, National Farmers Union and National Sorghum Producers. The Obama administration has proposed raising fuel economy standards to 54.5 mpg by 2025; the standards currently are set to increase to 35.5 mpg by 2016. A final rule on the increase is likely to come this summer. Ethanol and other advanced biofuels, as well as the continued production of flex-fuel vehicles, are “critical” to expanding the use of renewable fuels and lowering greenhouse gas emissions, the groups argue. “The proposed rule effectively eliminates statutory incentives intended to promote their use,” read the comments. “Moreover, it appears to pick favorites by providing much more generous credits to other ‘advanced vehicle technologies,’ such as electric and plug-in hybrid vehicles.” The groups also argued that the proposed rule does not take into account the full life-cycle greenhouse gas emissions reductions possible through the use of ethanol. According to a statement released with the comments, the groups will be meeting with EPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration “to press their case.” They also plan to meet with the Department of Agriculture and the State Department to discuss the proposed rule’s effect on commodity prices.

*****Other Stuff*****

Heg Uniq

Reintervention inevitable

Snyder 7 

(Robert and Renee Belfer Professor of International Relations at Columbia University Jack “Free Hand Abroad, Divide And Rule At Home: The Domestic Politics Of Unipolarity” (http://www.henryfarrell.net/unipolarity.pdf)
Plausible as these arguments may be, the opposite case may be equally plausible. States that are under intense international pressure may be especially vulnerable to mythridden foreign policies. Hostile encirclements heighten the enemy images, bunker mentalities, and double standards in perception that are common in competitive relationships of all kinds, especially in international relations.9 Nationalist and garrisonstate ideologies are reinforced. Likewise, Charles Kupchan argues that declining empires typically adopt strategic ideologies of aggressive forward defense out of fear that their opponents will discover the truth about their growing weakness.10 In contrast, diplomatic historians commonly applaud the pragmatism of powerful “off-shore balancers,” whose privileged position grants them the freedom to be selective and fact-driven, waiting upon developments before committing troops. Whether powerful, unconstrained states are more ideological than weaker or highly constrained states depends greatly on their domestic politics, not simply their position in the international system.11

Even if heg is unsustainable—maintaining U.S. power key to smooth transition—solves war. 

Walton 2k7 

(Dale C., Lecturer in IR and Strategic Studies, U of Reading, England (“Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the Twenty-First century,” Google Books)

Although international political conditions surely will differ enormously in the coming decades from those of the middle 1940s, it would be grossly irresponsible for the United States to shrug off the burdens of great power status and return to the slumber that it once enjoyed. Almost certainly, if the United States had refused to take an active role in European politics in the middle of the twentieth century a world would have emerged in which American values would not have flourished – and even their survival on the North American continent would have been profoundly threatened. America's refusal to play a substantial role in the great power struggles of this century likely would have similarly deleterious effects. Importantly, if the United States withdraws to its hemisphere a third world war is far more likely. In a meta-region full of young, rising powers, the presence of a strategically mature superpower can be expected to have a stabilizing effect; the enormous military resources possessed by America compels would-be aggressors to consider carefully before launching a strategic adventure. Even more chillingly, as noted above, it is possible that the multipolar system could become sufficiently unbalanced that it would collapse, with a power such as China building a coalition that would allow it ultimately to emerge as the master of Eastern Eurasia and the greatest power in the world. The United States is the "court of last resort" protecting against such an eventuality. The latter possibility does not contradict the above argument that U.S. unipolarity is unsustainable – as an extra-Eurasian power lacking the ruthlessness to destroy potential great power competitors preventively, Washington simply cannot sustain unipolarity indefinitely. Nonetheless, while the emerging multi-polar system appears robust, it still should receive "care and feeding" other-wise, it is vulnerable to grossly unbalancing events, such as the creation of a very aggressive coalition dedicated to achieving Eurasian hegemony and willing, if necessary, to fight a third world war to achieve it.  Most likely, such a coalition would not be able to simply bully it way to hegemony; it probably would have to fight, the result being a war enormously costly in blood, perhaps even one that would dwarf World War II in its price. If the oppressive coalition won, in turn, The multipolar system would be destroyed and the United States would face a competitor far more powerful than itself, and, in all likelihood, a world in which democracy and personal liberty would be in eclipse. In any case, it is a geopolitical imperative for the United States that no power or coalition attains hegemony in Eastern Eurasia, much less that an explicitly hostile state or coalition succeeds in doing so. If the United States is to guard its national interests successfully in this century, it is vital that it ensures that the transition from unipolarity to multipolarity occurs in as gentle a manner as possible. In this capacity, it is important to understand that the United States is in long-term relative decline, but, at the same time, to acknowledge that it has very great military, financial, and diplomatic resources at its disposal. If Washington deploys these resources wisely, it can maximize its security over the long term and minimize the probability of a great power war. 

Uniq: Obama Push Green

Despite setbacks, Obama is pushing green initiatives

Diggelen. 12 
[“2012 Energy Policy after Solyndra” Fresh Dialogues.< http://www.freshdialogues.com/2012/01/30/2012-energy-policy-after-solyndra/>] MRaina

The implosion of Solyndra last year was a blow to the Obama administration’s clean energy technology program, but as the 2012 State of the Union underlined, it hasn’t dampened the president’s enthusiasm for encouraging renewable energy sources. In this exclusive Fresh Dialogues interview, I sat down with David Axelrod, Obama’s Chief Political Strategist, to find out why. Interview transcript here President Obama chose to address clean energy in his first 2012 Campaign ad - Why? “The ad that it was responding to was an ad sponsored by a SuperPAC…sponsored by the Koch brothers… two oil billionaires … and it was an attack particularly on theSolyndra issue but it was really an attack on the whole green energy initiative of the president’s. We’re proud of that initiative…we’re proud that we’re on par to double renewable energy during the course of his first term. He believes very strongly that we need to command the clean energy technology of the future and that as a country we need to be encouraging the development of clean energy technology or we’re going to see that go to other parts of the world.” Solyndra appears to have become a thorn in the side of Obama. How does he intend to remove the thorn? “All you can do is be open and candid about it. We knew when made investments in clean energy technology that some would do well and others would not. That’s the nature of this…these are speculative investments. And that’s the reason why they needed some nudging from the government in order to blossom…We’ve seen real growth in solar and wind energy and so these are investments that are paying off for the country. I’m very certain that we’re going to look back at the seeds that were planted during this period and we will say that it has made a big difference for the country in a positive way.” What percentage of the program’s investment went to Solyndra? “There were forty under this specific program, so it was a small percentage of the entire program. It was a program… that was begun under the Bush Administration and we accelerated that program because we do believe that we are in a real competition for the clean energy technology of the future and we as a country have a great interest in developing alternative energy and home grown domestic energy and renewable energy. These were investments that made sense. Some will pay great dividends, others unfortunately will not.” Note: in a recent report at ClimateProgress, Stephen Lacey confirmed that Solyndra’s loan guarantee amounted to 1.3% of the DoE’s total loan portfolio. On the importance of clean energy technology “We have our eye on the future and really encourage and develop renewable sources of energy. It’s good for the planet, it’s good for the economy, it’ll create great jobs…high end manufacturing jobs.” On the future “This is going to continue being a thrust for us. We’re not going to back off.”

Gas tax good

Gas tax reduces investor uncertainty

Sperling and Gordon. 2009.- Sperling has a Ph.D. in Transportation Engineering from the University of California, Berkeley (with minors in Economics and Energy & Resources), Director, Institute of Transportation Studies. Acting Director, Energy Efficiency Center Professor, Civil & Environmental Engineering Professor, Environmental Science and Policy at UC Davis. Gordon has a M.P.P. from the University of California, Berkeley and a B.S., University of Colorado, Boulder. She worked at the U.S. Department of Energy’s Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory (1988–1989), developing clean car feebate policies under a grant from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989). [Daniel. Deborah. Two Billion Cars: Driving Toward Sustainability.p.249.] MRaina 

DRIVING TOWARD SUSTAINABILITY 249 Create a Price Floor for Gasoline and Diesel A second important approach is to reduce uncertainty for investors in low carbon fuels. Perhaps the most effective way to do this is to establish a price floor for gasoline and diesel fuel. Setting the price at a high fuel price would reduce uncertainty for those interested in investing in low-carbon biofuels, electricity, and hydrogen, as well as those investing in more efficient vehicle technologies. This price floor would contain a variable fuel tax that increases as the market price drops and decreases as prices rise. It would remove the price volatility at the pump that confounds Americans. The price floor would address dysfunctions in the oil market, send clear price signals to consumers and industry, and stimulate additional investment and innovation. And it would have a side benefit of generating revenue that could be used, for instance, for clean energy R&D and investments in new mobility options.

Low gas taxes lead to greater oil consumption and higher property taxes 

Sperling and Gordon. 2009.- Sperling has a Ph.D. in Transportation Engineering from the University of California, Berkeley (with minors in Economics and Energy & Resources), Director, Institute of Transportation Studies. Acting Director, Energy Efficiency Center Professor, Civil & Environmental Engineering Professor, Environmental Science and Policy at UC Davis. Gordon has a M.P.P. from the University of California, Berkeley and a B.S., University of Colorado, Boulder. She worked at the U.S. Department of Energy’s Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory (1988–1989), developing clean car feebate policies under a grant from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989). [Daniel. Deborah. Two Billion Cars: Driving Toward Sustainability.p.163.] MRaina 

American policy largely ignores the profligate use of petroleum fuels, other than through fuel economy standards imposed on light-duty vehicle manufacturers. The federal gasoline tax is still only 18.4 cents per gallon, and most state gasoline taxes are about the same.21 States sometimes impose modest one-time vehicle sales taxes and annual registration taxes based on the value of the vehicle, but these are not tied to the vehicle‘s power, emissions, or fuel economy. The only tax that does so is an artifact of the 1970s——the federal gas-guzzler tax mentioned in chapter 3 that’s imposed on a few sports cars and large luxury cars that get less than 22.5 miles per gallon—but minivans, pickup trucks, and SUVS are exempt from this tax. In most other countries, people pay high fees to purchase and drive the most inefficient, polluting cars, but not in the United States. Instead, Americans have preferred only a light tax on gasoline and diesel fuel, which is not even sufficient to maintain the highway network (thus requiring additional sales, excise, and property taxes by local and state governments to build and maintain roads and transit services). The low fuel taxes lead to greater oil consumption, which results in America exporting about $1 billion a clay to oil-exporting nations.-ll

General Aff Card

Gas Tax increase key – roads, highways

The National Journal 12/1/2k11
(“The Case for a Gas-Tax Increase,” pg lexis//um-ef)
Here's one thing Democrats and Republicans actually agree on: Repairing the nation's aged, crumbling roads and highways will boost the economy, prevent disasters like the 2007 bridge collapse in Minnesota, and create thousands of jobs. Here's what they can't agree on: how to pay for it. Both parties are pushing highway construction as the centerpieces of their competing jobs plans. President Obama has offered up a $60 billion one-shot injection, which Democrats propose to pay for by hiking income taxes on the wealthiest Americansa nonstarter for the GOP. House Republicans are working on a six-year $300 billion highway-construction bill that they propose to pay for with royalties from an aggressive expansion of offshore oil drilling. Good luck getting that through the Democratic-controlled Senate. The irony is that a system to pay for highway construction is already in place: the federal gasoline tax. Most economists say the simplest, fairest, and most obvious way to pay for roads is to keep doing it the way it has been done for almost 80 yearsby increasing the gas tax, which has been stuck at 18.4 cents per gallon for almost 20 years. It's "a rare instance of people listening to economists," says Michael Greenstone, a professor of environmental economics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, who also served a one-year term as chief economist for Obama's Council of Economic Advisers. "Highways benefit the people who drive on them. Returning to a system where users pay for what they use is a fantastic idea." You know where this story is going. Washington lawmakers say that a gasoline-tax hike is politically impossible. At a time when Republicans almost universally oppose new taxesand ahead of an election year where voters will surely vent outrage over pain at the pumpraising the gas tax is a third rail. Created by Congress in 1932, the gas tax is a classic user fee; motorists pay for construction and maintenance of the roads they use. The more you drive, the more you pay. Throughout the 20th century, the gas tax paid for building and repairing the interstate highway system along with thousands of other public roads and bridges. As the decades wore on, presidents from both parties signed tax hikes to keep revenue on pace with inflation and the needs of the nation's infrastructure. Ronald Reagan raised the gas tax twice. It is the main source of revenue for the Highway Trust Fund, created in 1956 to construct and maintain roads and bridges. President Clinton raised the tax 4.3 cents to its current rate of 18.4 cents in 1993two years before conservative uberlobbyist Grover Norquist began locking Republicans down with a pledge not to raise taxes. Because the gas tax isn't indexed to inflation, its purchasing power has dropped more than 30 percent since it was last raised; it no longer comes close to paying for what's needed. According to the Congressional Budget Office, the tax will bring in about $25 billion this year. But the Highway Trust Fund's obligations for road-building and maintenance come to $75 billion. And that discrepancy will worsen in the coming years. New fuel-economy standards enable American drivers to go farther on less gas. That's great for reducing oil dependence, but it means less money to pay for roads. What's more, keeping the federal gas tax flat won't protect car owners from government-driven price hikes. Most states already levy hefty gas taxes of their own, some as high as 30 cents a gallon. As more states face threadbare budgets, they're likely to boost those fees, but the revenue will go toward state programs and not the national highway system. Even if Congress raised the federal tax, it would still be among the lowest in the world. Canada collects $1.20 per gallon, Germany $4.88, and Denmark $5.41. Still, even a modest increase in the federal gas tax is completely out of the question in Washington. Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee Chairman Jeff Bingaman, D-N.M., who voted for the 1993 gas-tax increase, recalled that supporters had to fight to raise the levy by fractions of a cent. "We added 4.3 cents to the gallon, but it was so hotly contested that we couldn't get up to 4.5 cents," he said. "And now it's totally off the list of possibilities in this Congress. It's not a viable way to fill the need we have in the Highway Trust Fund." That need will persist. A number of studies show that the nation's roads are in urgent need of repair and that fixing them will help solve the nation's most pressing economic problem by creating jobs. Greenstone points out that as politically unpalatable as a gas tax might be, the other options could be even worse. "The alternative to a gas tax"aside from building fewer roads"is to raise income taxes" broadly, he said. At least Democrats and Republicans agree on their opposition to that idea.

*****AT: CP’s*****
New Revenue Stream Key
And, failing to institute new revenue source collapses TI – collapses econ, freight, and the highway system
The National Journal 5/2/2k9
(“How will we pay for the highways we need?,” pg lexis//um-ef)
At a time when the federal budget deficit is measured in the trillions and a bleak economy has rattled American voters and their elected representatives, the Obama administration faces yet another challenge: how to pay for improvements to the nation's federal interstate highway and urban public transportation systems. Experts already estimate the needs to be in the hundreds of billions of dollars, and the task will only get worse with freight traffic on the roads expected to double by 2035 and the population heading toward 420 million by 2050. Yet the severely eroded purchasing power of the gas tax, which was last raised in 1993, coupled with declining receipts going into the Highway Trust Fund--because Americans are driving more fuel-efficient cars and curtailing their miles because of higher gas prices--have left the country with little money to keep pace with increased traffic and freight volumes, the repair needs of aging infrastructure, and the burgeoning population. The trust fund has been the source of revenue for highways since 1956 and transit systems since 1983. The trust fund nearly ran out of cash last year, requiring an $8 billion infusion from the general revenue fund, and it may need another bailout before the end of this fiscal year. According to the Federal Highway Administration, the trust fund's balance had fallen from $10 billion at the beginning of October to less than $5.5 billion at the end of March. But even if the trust fund remains solvent through the end of September, lawmakers will be starting with virtually no money on hand when they are forced to grapple with the question of how to replenish the fund's coffers. The $286 billion surface transportation law belatedly passed in 2005 expires on September 30, and most experts believe that the next reauthorization bill will have to spend roughly half a trillion dollars over its six-year life--or $83 billion a year--to repair and expand an interstate highway system that, in many places, is more than 50 years old. This fiscal year, states are slated to receive $36 billion in nonstimulus highway funding. In the first six months of the year, the trust fund collected $13 billion in fuel and truck tax receipts. The independent National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission, which Congress created in the 2005 law to recommend ways to pay for the next transportation bill, estimated earlier this year that the gap between federal revenues alone and the amount of money needed to improve the system at $400 billion from 2010 through 2015, and $2.3 trillion through 2035. The commission issued its report, "Paying Our Way," on February 26. It estimated that without changes to funding policies, revenues raised by all levels of government--federal, state, and local--will total a third of the approximately $200 billion needed annually to repair and improve the nation's highway and transit infrastructure. At the federal level, the long-term annual average revenues going into the Highway Trust Fund are estimated at $32 billion, compared with the nearly $100 billion a year that the commission figures is needed to upgrade highways and transit systems. Nearly all transportation advocacy groups, including those representing state officials, road builders, and highway users, as well as two congressionally chartered commissions, have called for increasing the fuel tax, which now stands at 18.4 cents per gallon of gasoline and 24.4 cents per gallon of diesel. Taxes on truck tires, sales of trucks and trailers, and heavy vehicle use also raise money for the trust fund. But President Obama and Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood have repeatedly shot down the idea of raising the gas tax during a recession. Most recently, LaHood toldThe Washington Poston April 24, "There will be no raising the gas tax under this administration, particularly because of the rough shape that our economy is in." Neither House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman James Oberstar, D-Minn., nor Senate Environment and Public Works Committee Chairwoman Barbara Boxer, D-Calif., who are responsible for writing the six-year reauthorization measure, has taken the tax hike off the table--although the House panel's ranking member, Rep. John Mica, R-Fla., opposes a flat increase in the gas tax, according to his spokesman. But committee leaders have rejected the idea of trying to write the next authorization to fit the current trust fund revenue stream, a Transportation and Infrastructure Committee spokesman said. Finance Commission Chairman Robert Atkinson says, "In reality, it's not possible to pay for the next bill without raising the gas tax. We simply have to raise the gas tax. That is the easy, simple answer from a policy perspective. It's just staring us in the face." Atkinson is president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation. His commission recommends that the country phase out the gas tax by 2020 and instead tax drivers according to the number of miles they travel. For the next reauthorization, however, the panel advises Congress to raise the gas tax by 10 cents a gallon and the diesel tax by 15 cents, enact commensurate raises in the truck-related taxes, and index all of the rates to inflation. The White House chastened LaHood earlier this year for including a vehicle-miles-traveled charge among the options for paying for the next bill. But Oberstar has endorsed the concept, and he indicated on April 28 that it might be part of the funding mix for his proposal. Unless Obama makes a strong push, former Reagan administration Transportation Secretary James Burnley does not believe that lawmakers will vote to make their constituents pay more to fill up their cars and trucks. "Unless the Democratic president is leading a Democratic Congress to that kind of outcome, I can't imagine it happening," said Burnley, who is now a partner with the Venable law firm. Asked what happens to the trust fund absent a gas-tax increase, Burnley responded, "We limp along, underfunding infrastructure as we go. Then the other option is ever-greater transfers of general revenues to prop it up at current levels--and the whole concept of a dedicated revenue stream for transportation infrastructure will be destroyed, because every time we do that it has a corrosive effect" on the user-pays principle that underlies the trust fund. One possible--and controversial--source of new revenue for transportation programs could lie in the cap-and-trade system that Congress is weighing to reduce emissions of carbon dioxide and other harmful greenhouse gases. Transportation sources are generally estimated to account for 30 percent of total U.S. emissions of these ozone-depleting gases, and controls would cover transportation indirectly. Transportation advocates from across the political spectrum are calling for a portion of any cap-and-trade revenues to be devoted to offsetting the higher price of fuels. Richard Sarles, executive director of New Jersey Transit, noted on National Journal'sTransportationexpert blog on April 24, "There seems to be no appetite for increasing revenues [through a gas-tax increase]. If we fail to establish some dedicated source of funds, the transportation sector will soon be subject to the annual appropriations process--a frightening proposition."
AT: Offsets CP

And, the counterplan has a corrosive effect – collapses surface TI 

The National Journal 5/2/2k9
(“How will we pay for the highways we need?,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Asked what happens to the trust fund absent a gas-tax increase, Burnley responded, "We limp along, underfunding infrastructure as we go. Then the other option is ever-greater transfers of general revenues to prop it up at current levels--and the whole concept of a dedicated revenue stream for transportation infrastructure will be destroyed, because every time we do that it has a corrosive effect" on the user-pays principle that underlies the trust fund.

AT: Process CP’s

And, certainty in the plan is key – key to hiring, employment – Manufacturing is a disad to the counterplan

Frankel 6/26/12

(Emil H. Frankel, Visiting Scholar, Bipartisan Policy Center, “Certainty in Reforms, As Well As In Time,” pg online @ http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2012/06/why-bother.php#2220989 //um-ef)

With all of the uncertainty about the length of the bill, the levels of funding, the allocations between states, and the substantive provisions of a surface transportation bill that might emerge from the conference committee (or, indeed, if one is to emerge at all), it is difficult to address the issues of what is to be gained by such a bill and by whom. For state transportation agencies and regional and local transit authorities, and for the construction companies and the engineering and consulting firms that provide services to them, a bill of longer duration and of established funding levels will be of great value and importance. For one thing, these agencies and companies will be able to plan and to staff with greater certainty. (Full disclosure: I am a member of the board of directors of a transportation consulting firm.) However, the question remains, what opportunities for fundamental programmatic reform may have been sacrificied, in order to achieve this certainty, if it is, in fact, contained in the conference committee report and the final bill. Both a longer time-frame and the maintenance of current program funding levels will, almost certainly, require continued transfers of many billions of dollars from the General Fund to the Highway Trust Fund (HTF) over the life of the bill and will still leave HTF drained of resources at its expiration.

*****AT: Tolls/VMT CP*****
Counterplan links to politics

Frankel 7/23/12

(Emil H. Frankel, Visiting Scholar, Bipartisan Policy Center, “Let A Hundred Flowers Bloom,” pg online @ http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2012/06/why-bother.php#2220989 //um-ef)

There is a broad consensus that motor fuels taxes no longer serve as effective proxies for use. Moreover, dwindling political support has made it difficult to increase them to rates that are adequate to support appropriate investment in the nation's transportation system. These circumstances would seem to demand reform, in order to establish a sustainable revenue stream for transportation, but the political will in most places -- certainly, at the federal level -- is lacking. While it is quite unclear that there will be a "grand bargain" about the nation's budget deficits and rising national debt any time soon or that such a grand bargain, if it were to be achieved, would include addressing user-based revenue for transportation investment, it seems clear to me that the transportation funding issue will only be addressed in the context on the resolution of these broader fiscal matters. Even then, the shift to more direct and sustainable forms of user-based revenues, such as a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) fee, would seem to face daunting political challenges. It is hard to believe that a Congress that has not increased the federal gasoline tax for 20 years -- and won't even mention the issue today -- will be any more prepared to put in place a federal VMT charge, than it is to raise the gasoline tax. The political and technical hurdles would seem to make this transformation unlikely in the next few years.

AT: Tolls CP

Their polls are wrong – Americans would accept the plan

Hall 11 (Terri, the founder of the San Antonio Toll Party and Texans Uniting for Reform and Freedom, “Polls Claiming Preference Over Taxes A Ruse”, December 29th, 2011, http://blog.mysanantonio.com/terrihall/2011/12/poll-claiming-preference-for-tolls-over-taxes-a-ruse/)//moxley

The Reason Foundation delivers again. One of the top think tanks that lobbies 24/7 to privatize our public infrastructure through toll roads, known as public private partnerships (or P3s), released a “scientific” poll that claims 55% support P3s and 58% of respondents prefer tolls to gas tax increases to pay for new roads. Guess what, both are tax increases, and most folks hedge their bets thinking they can avoid paying a toll but they can’t avoid a gas tax increase. So since they’d prefer NO tax increase at all, they answer they’d prefer tolls over gas tax increases on a survey where leading questions box you into their pre-determined trap. Then, the survey specifically asks how to pay for NEW lanes, so it fails to address the problem we have in Texas where the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) and local toll authorities are tolling existing highway lanes nor the fact that they’re using gas taxes, public bonds, vehicle registration fees, and even property taxes to build toll roads. Drivers will not be able to access those tax-funded lanes without paying a DOUBLE tax — a toll, too. It’s taking away our freely accessible public highway system and making those who cannot afford to pay tolls (in addition to gas taxes) second class citizens relegated to stop-light-riddled access roads or surface streets to get around. The Reason-Rupe poll also lacks a question that shows a comparison of the cost per mile to drive a toll road versus a freeway when gauging preferences for tolls versus gas taxes. It costs 1-2 cents per mile to use a gas tax funded road. Average toll rates for a public toll road in Texas range from 12 cents per mile to 25 cents per mile. When the road is handed over to a private corporation in a P3 like Reason Foundation advocates, toll rates jump up to 75 cents per mile, which is like adding $15 to every gallon of gas you buy. Giving respondents such information that reveals tolls will add $200-$300 PER MONTH or more to your commuting costs versus $100 more PER YEAR (on average) with an increased gas tax would make it a more legitimate measure of the public’s preferences for gas tax funded roads versus toll roads. Also, 30% of those surveyed DO NOT WORK, they’re either independently wealthy, retired, stay-at-home moms, or unemployed. So naturally, these are NOT the subset of folks who experience a daily commute nor are they the ones stuck in daily congestion since they’re not the ones traveling in congested peak hours. So that significantly skews the data in favor of tolling when 30% of those surveyed will never realistically have to pay those toll tax increases. In addition, 58% of respondents don’t live near a toll road so, again, they’re happy to say they’re for toll roads when they think it doesn’t effect them. Classic divide and conquer politics. The only questions assume higher taxes are necessary to expand our highways. There’s conveniently no question that says Congress and state legislatures should stop diverting road funds to non-road uses and spend the taxes we already pay to expand our highways without tolls. We’d likely see nearly 100% of Americans answer with a resounding ‘yes’ to that one! 
CP fails – legal laundry list

Fishman 9 (Edward J., J.D., George Washington University Law School, M.A., George Washington University Elliot School of International Affairs, B.A., Duke University, MAJOR LEGAL ISSUES FOR HIGHWAY PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS, http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_lrd_51.pdf)//moxley

There are a number of legal requirements to PPPs that arise out of federal law. This is largely attributable to the significant role that federal funding has played in U.S. highway development since the 1950s and the historical use of the design-bid-build method of procurement in federal-aid highway projects. As noted above, the Federal-Aid Highway Act and Highway Revenue Act of 1956, 91 which authorized the creation of the Interstate Highway System pursuant to President Eisenhower’s vision of a coordinated network of free high- ways providing dependable and efficient mobility routes for goods and people across the country, established a statutory and institutional framework for federal funding of road development that remains largely in place today. Federal highways laws impose a general prohibition on using federal-aid highway money for toll roads.92 Federal participation is permitted in 1) the construction or reconstruction of a toll highway that is not part of the Interstate System, 2) the reconstruction of a toll highway that is part of the Interstate System, 3) the conversion of a bridge or tunnel to a toll facility, and 4) the conversion of a toll-free federal-aid highway not part of the Interstate System to a toll facility. However, FHWA is prohibited from allowing federal participation in the initial construction of a toll highway, or in the conversion of an existing free highway into a toll facility as part of a reconstruction project that is part of the Interstate System. This general prohibition on tolling Interstate highways is a significant limitation on the ability of state and local governments to explore innovative financing methods for developing and improving highway assets.93

Review process’s kill solvency

Fishman 9 (Edward J., J.D., George Washington University Law School, M.A., George Washington University Elliot School of International Affairs, B.A., Duke University, MAJOR LEGAL ISSUES FOR HIGHWAY PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS, http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_lrd_51.pdf)//moxley

The environmental review process is a critical part of any highway improvement project, particularly if the project involves greenfield construction of new infrastructure. The environmental review obligations under NEPA205 or an equivalent regime under state law (such as the California Environmental Quality Act, otherwise known as CEQA)206 are often extensive and time- consuming and may threaten the viability of a project’s budget if environmental challenges are raised through litigation. Aside from environmental litigation or an inability to obtain environmental clearance of a proposed highway project, primary legal issues associated with highway PPPs arising from environmental laws relate to the sequencing of the environmental review process with the engagement of and activities conducted by a private-sector concessionaire. In other words, the two main challenges involve 1) allocating environmental clearance and permitting risk between the public and private sectors; and 2) enabling the private-sector developer to engage in certain preliminary activities prior to the completion of the environmental review process. Each of these two types of requirements is discussed in turn below. The challenge of obtaining environmental clearance for a highway project, and the potential imposition of mitigation measures (including realignment of a pre- ferred route) as part of that environmental review proc- ess, involves allocating sufficient time and costs for completing the environmental review. There is also the potential risk of litigation and the possibility that the most optimal conceptual design from a transportation standpoint will be unacceptable from an environmental standpoint. Final engineering and construction typically cannot commence until the environmental review process is finalized and an acceptable alignment has been identified.

Money is insufficient and is too variable

Roth 3 (Gabriel, civil engineer, a transportation and privatization consultant and a former World Bank transportation economist, A Road Policy for the Future, 2003,  https://www.cato.org/pubs/regulation/regv26n1/v26n1-9.pdf) //moxley

As originally proposed by President Eisenhower, the required funds were to be obtained by selling 30-year government bonds secured by revenues to be raised from gasoline taxes. Howev- er, Congress was reluctant to allow further federal borrowing, and opted for a “pay as you go” financing system with funds for the highway system disbursed from fuel tax revenues accumu- lated in the fhtf. Toll financing was considered but not recommended. Disbursements to the states are not proportional to income from them, but depend on a complicated formula that takes into account factors such as the length of the road network in the state and the number of motor vehicles. Since the inception of the fhtf, the composition of the taxes dedicated to it has changed, but the main sources of funds — accounting for about 85 percent of receipts — are still the taxes on motor fuels. The federal gasoline tax was three cents a gallon in 1956 and four cents in 1959. It has since been raised to 18.4 cents a gallon (24.4 cents for diesel fuel), of which 2.86 cents are for the “Mass Transit Account.” Many believe that revenues accumulated in the fhtf go directly to the road agencies to be spent on roads of their choice. Not so. The only way that funds from the fhtf can be allocated to expenditure on roads is by going through the normal budg- etary processes of the U.S. Congress. The fhtf was not formed to ensure that funds collected from road users were spent on roads; it was formed to ensure that, in the words of former Fed- eral Highway Administrator Frank Turner, “no more than the yield of these taxes would go into the highway program. In other words, the fhtf was originally designed to be a ceiling, rather than a floor, for the size of the program.”

CP fails – legal issues

Fishman 9 (Edward J., J.D., George Washington University Law School, M.A., George Washington University Elliot School of International Affairs, B.A., Duke University, MAJOR LEGAL ISSUES FOR HIGHWAY PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS, http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_lrd_51.pdf)//moxley

Common legal issues are associated with the implementation of public-private highways. As of July 2008, 23 states have legislation authorizing public-private partnerships. Many states do not have legislation authorizing the use of non- traditional project delivery methods for highway projects. Although the use of toll and other pricing revenues is a common way to finance private participation in highway projects, there remain significant restrictions under federal and state law on the ability to implement such direct user fees in particular circumstances. Other potential legal issues arise out of limitations on public and private financing methods, environ- mental review requirements, labor and employment laws, and public procurement standards. Project risks must also be allocated between the public and private sectors in the public-private partnership agreement.

CP fails – legal financing issues

Fishman 9 (Edward J., J.D., George Washington University Law School, M.A., George Washington University Elliot School of International Affairs, B.A., Duke University, MAJOR LEGAL ISSUES FOR HIGHWAY PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS, http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_lrd_51.pdf)//moxley

These exceptions are contingent on several other requirements that could restrict innovative contracting or financing solutions. For example, a private entity may own a facility that with FHWA approval can be financed with federal funds as long as the public authority remains responsible for complying with all federal requirements that apply to the facility.94 In addition, the public and private entities must agree that “all toll revenues received from operation of the toll facility will be used first for debt service, for reasonable return on investment of any person financing the project, and for the costs necessary for the proper operation and maintenance of the toll facility.”95 Any revenues collected by the state in excess of these uses may be applied to other projects eligible for assistance.96

Can’t put tolls on interstates 

Washington State 6 (Washington State, “Comprehensive Tolling Study Final Report – Volume 2 Background Paper #1: National Perspective: Uses of Tolling and Related Issues”, September 2006, http://wstc.wa.gov/Rates/Tolling/FR1_WS_TollStudy_Vol2_Paper01.pdf)/moxley

One key difference between discussions of toll finance today and a decade or two ago revolves around government involvement. Federal policy still prohibits tolling the Interstates (with the exception of a few pilot projects). States are beginning to realize that they need to play an important role in project finance if new projects are to succeed, and are more open to supporting projects financially through a combination of toll and other tax-based revenues. For example, the Chesapeake Expressway in Virginia is a tolled facility, but state policy-makers recognized early on during project development that it could never be self-sustaining. The State contributed public funds to cover 75 percent of the total capital costs.

The CP fails – laundry list

Baxter 9 (Jim Baxter, former president of the National Motorists Association, “Why are Politicians trying to Kill Fuel Taxes?”, February 2009, http://blog.motorists.org/why-are-politicians-trying-to-kill-the-fuel-tax/ )//moxley

Ease Of Collection Fuel taxes are easily and conveniently collected and difficult to circumvent. VMT taxes will require the installation of monitoring devices in 250 million vehicles. An entirely new tax collection infrastructure will need to be invented and implemented. Opportunities to circumvent the VMT taxes appear endless. Transparency To Taxpayers Fuel taxes are clearly posted and understood by consumers. Everyone pays the same amount per unit of fuel. Most VMT tax systems envision multiple rates based on location, time of travel, and type of road. Rates would change in real time and be adjusted to discourage travel in certain areas or on certain roads at different times, perhaps by different classes of vehicles. Flexibility Fuel taxes can be applied to any fuel, including electricity, and easily collected through centralized systems already established for these purposes. Trying to collect VMT taxes, after the fact, would be an unmitigated disaster. Setting up a centralized collection system at fueling locations, one that would sort out all the variables, would be a significant challenge. It would also require an additional system for reviewing and ruling on billing disputes. As the complexities increase the opportunities for circumvention also multiply. Privacy Our fuel tax system is totally anonymous. It does not involve the monitoring of travel or the activities of any person or vehicle. By its very nature a VMT taxation scheme would, at minimum, be capable of monitoring and recording the travel of any and all vehicles. It would further be capable of assigning fines and penalties for the violation of traffic laws. These issues alone would create an industry devoted to disabling and manipulating the devices installed to monitor VMT and related activities. Conservation Because fuel taxes are sensitive to fuel usage they encourage the use of more fuel efficient vehicles, regardless of the fuel used. VMT tax systems could be designed to charge different mileage rates for different vehicles. These rates could be adjusted for weight, vehicle type, type of use, and classification of owner. It may even be possible to automatically adjust the rates based on driver inputs; more speed, higher rates etc. A whole new bureaucracy could be created just to make and adjust these rates and then enforce their application, something the fuel tax does automatically and without political bias. Equity The fuel tax does not pick winners and losers or discriminate against different groups or classes of fuel users. The tax on a gallon of fuel is the same for every customer. All fuel users have the same stake in the taxes assigned motor fuels. A VMT tax system could allow different tax rates for different groups and classes of users, lower rates for those groups with political power, higher rates for those less favored groups. The same kind of graduated “progressive” system that characterizes our federal income tax system could be applied to a VMT tax. Given the opaque nature of the VMT tax and the variations of taxing rates it would become just about impossible for individuals to gauge their tax burden against that of others. Taxes could be continually and incrementally increased for different small subsets of users, thereby avoiding a major confrontation with the driving population at large. “Unpopular” vehicle groups such as motorcycles or expensive sports cars could even be targeted for higher fees when traveling certain routes or at certain times as determined by political interests. In Conclusion It’s understandable that certain corporate and political entities, like those represented on the federal commission looking into funding mechanisms for our future transportation needs, would favor a system like taxing vehicle miles traveled. Such a system would be opaque, subject to infinite manipulation, confusing to the general public, largely unaccountable, costly (and profitable) to implement, expansive of government control, and a source of never ending political tinkering. It would also expedite the shifting of government revenue generation to the driving public, a persistent political objective.

CP Fails – external reasons

Cambridge Systematics 10 (Cambridge Systematics, “Analysis of Resources for the 2010 Financially Constrained Long-Range Transportation Plan for the Washington Region, 2010, http://www.mwcog.org/uploads/pub-documents/pV5fWls20101201121202.pdf)//moxley

For the long term, new financing mechanisms are important in view of the anticipated shift away from petroleum-based fuels toward new, broad-based user fees that are not dependent on fuel consumption but on the use of the system, e.g., mileage-based or VMT fees. For both political and technological reasons, their actual implementation lies well into the future although significant efforts already are underway to narrow and test the technological solutions. Phasing in of new sources or enhanced sources will be dependent on a variety of factors, including the needs for revenues, and the availability and attributes of the various revenue options, including the roles and required actions of various levels of government. Most new funding initiatives come about either through legislative actions or through ballot initiatives and referenda. In the first instance, a legislative body makes the decision on a new or enhanced funding source. In the second case, a ballot measure must be passed to provide the authority to collect new or enhanced revenue source. In some special circumstances, highway toll facilities also may come about as a result of public or pri- vate project development actions that have previously been enabled by legislation. Either legislation or initiatives and referenda require the same types of steps in order to achieve success in implementation of new or enhanced revenue sources. Phasing can always be a variable. However, if transitions are ever to occur, sufficient progress will need to be made in carrying out the strategies to meet the key challenge areas. The phase- in for the state and local governments involves two major parameters: 1. Defining the alternative state and local actions needed; and 2. Determining the timing for the state and local governments to take those actions. There are significant challenges. The most significant of these challenges are listed below and then described in more detail along with possible strategies for addressing them in the short term:

 Development of a sound policy rationale for each mechanism proposed;

 Conduct of credible and comprehensive technical analysis of alternatives;

 Recruitment of sustained leadership to guide implementation;

 Development of a broad political consensus in support of proposed mechanisms;

 Conduct of effective public education and advocacy of proposed measures;

 Development of consensus on institutional roles and responsibilities in implementation;

 Integration of current and new revenue collection as well as allocation mechanisms;

 Development of effective administrative procedures and capability;

 Establishment of the appropriate legal frameworks at all levels;

 Application of required technologies; and

 Commitment of the resources to support and sustain the entire range of phase-in activities.

The Counterplan cannot solve- any form of tolling or increase in other user fee is doomed to rollback delay and failure

Lowy 12 [ Joan is a staff writer for the associated press. “More tolls ahead as states scramble for road money.” http://www.pressherald.com/news/nationworld/in-focus-pay-as-you-drive_2012-05-24.html] H. Kenner

With Congress unwilling to contemplate an increase in the federal gas tax, motorists are likely to be paying ever more tolls as the government searches for ways to repair and expand the nation's congested highways. Tolling is less efficient and sometimes can seem less fair than the main alternative, gasoline taxes. It can increase traffic on side roads as motorists seek to evade paying. Some tolling authorities -- often quasi-governmental agencies operating outside the public eye -- have been plagued by mismanagement. And some public-private partnerships to build toll roads have drowned in debt because of too-rosy revenue predictions.Tolls are hardly a perfect solution. But to many states and communities, they're the best option available."It's very hard in this environment for states to add capacity without charging a toll, because they can't afford to do it," said Joshua Schank, president of the Eno Center for Transportation, a Washington think tank. "They're barely able to maintain what they've got, and there is an urgent need for capacity."Some changes already are under way. In addition to the tolls allowed on interstates in 15 states, mostly in the Northeast and Midwest, the U.S. has agreed to pilot toll projects on Interstate 95 in Virginia and North Carolina and on Interstate 70 in Missouri. A commission created by Congress to recommend ways to pay for upkeep of the nation's transportation system predicted in 2009 that the U.S. will face nightmarish congestion unless it spends more. The commission estimated all levels of government were spending a cumulative $137 billion less each year than is necessary to maintain and expand the current system. Without action, there will be a $2 trillion-plus backlog by 2035, it said. It's been nearly two decades since Congress last increased the federal gas and diesel taxes that have historically paid for highways. Meanwhile, the cost of road and bridge construction has gone up and the purchasing power of fuel taxes has declined by more than a third. Revenue is also down because people have been driving less due to the uncertain economy. Federal and state fuel tax revenues peaked in 2007 at $72.4 billion, then dropped to $68.6 billion in 2010, the most recent year for which data are available. Meanwhile, state toll collections rose from $4.9 billion in 2000 to $8.9 billion in 2010, and locally administered tolls rose from $1.6 billion in 2000 to $2.5 billion in 2009. The trust fund that pays for federal highway programs is forecast to go broke sometime next year, though the House and Senate are trying to negotiate a bill to shore up the funding and overhaul transportation programs. It's unclear whether they'll reach a deal, but if they do, it's likely to contain only a short-term financial fix. That means lawmakers will be back again, scratching for more. Tolling is the easiest near-term way to pay the bills, says Robert Atkinson, who chaired the financing commission. "If you could allow modest tolling on interstates, you could raise a lot of money," he said. Fifteen states, mostly in the Northeast and Midwest, that had turnpikes before the 1956 advent of the interstate system have grandfathered permission to collect tolls on 2,900 miles of the 47,000-mile system. But federal restrictions prevent other states from placing tolls on federal-aid highways except in limited circumstances. States want Congress to increase their ability to charge tolls and to allow them to use the money for a variety of transportation needs -- not just upkeep of the roads where tolls are collected, said Eugene Conti, North Carolina's transportation secretary, at a Senate hearing last month. But states also have a history of slapping tolls on roads traveled by a large share of out-of-state motorists. When Pennsylvania applied to put tolls on Interstate 80, a route favored by truckers, the federal government rejected the plan partly because some of the money raised would have gone to support public transit in Philadelphia, even though the highway doesn't touch the city's metro area. Sen. Frank Lautenberg, D-N.J., has introduced a bill to give the secretary of transportation oversight of tolling practices. The financing commission made a similar recommendation. What to do about tolling isn't addressed in the highway bill now before Congress because of a standoff earlier this year between senators who favor and oppose easing tolling on interstate highways. The issue is expected to be revived next year after the retirement of Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, R-Texas, who has led the opposition to greater tolling. One concern is that the interstate system is aging, which means money must be found to repair and replace the roads. "The roads are out there and we've paid off the mortgage, but that doesn't mean the system is paid for. Now the roads are crumbling and we have to upgrade them," said Patrick Jones, executive director of the International Bridge, Tunnel and Turnpike Association, which represents toll facilities. Some relaxation of the ban on interstate tolling is in the works. The Transportation Department has selected the three states -- Virginia, North Carolina and Missouri -- for pilot toll projects. Under another program, a $2 billion project now under way would add toll lanes on Interstate 495 in the Virginia suburbs of Washington. The state can't afford to build the lanes on its own, but money raised by a private investment partnership and a $586 million federal loan made the project possible. Motorists who buy an E-ZPass that can be read electronically will be able use the lanes. Toll prices will fluctuate depending on traffic density. If toll lanes are crowded, prices will keep rising until enough motorists decide to remain in the slower lanes. The aim is to give motorists a way to travel quickly, but only if they are willing to pay for it -- an idea that has stirred controversy. Cars with three or more passengers will be able to use the lanes without paying. The administrative costs of tolling are far greater than the gas tax, even when using electronic tolling, said Phineas Baxandall, a senior analyst with the private, consumer-oriented U.S. PIRG. Some tolling agencies could also use "a dose of sunshine," Baxandall said. Because many are quasi-governmental, public disclosure, open meeting and other transparency rules don't always apply, he said. As a result, they frequently operate out of public sight, creating opportunities for corruption or manipulation by industry, he said. A report by the New Jersey comptroller in March said cronyism and mismanagement at the Delaware River Port Authority had wasted millions of dollars. The authority operates four bridges, a ferry and a rail line across the Delaware River between New Jersey and Pennsylvania. The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey recently raised cash fares on six interstate bridges and tunnels to $12 for cars. By 2015, it will cost a five-axle truck paying cash $105 to cross between New York and New Jersey, three times as much as for any other bridge or tunnel in the U.S., according to the American Trucking Association. Bill Baroni, the authority's deputy executive director, told a Senate hearing the hikes are necessary to make up for years of neglect and mismanagement. 

*****Renewable Shift CP*****

2AC Answers

CP fails – government funding is counterproductive and distorts the market

Turgeon 2k10 (Evan N. Turgeon, Legal Associate at the Cato Institute; J.D.University of Virginia School of Law 2009; B.A. Tufts University 2004, “Triple-Dividends: Toward Pigovian Gasoline Taxation,” Journal of Land, Resources, & Environmental Law 2010, pg lexis) CM
Pigovian fuel taxation might also be justified by reference to what the revenue it generates will be used for. n200 Promoting such taxes as "benefit levies" induces the government "to provide services valued by the citizens." n201 Although most proponents of Pigovian fuel taxes assume that revenue will be used to offset reductions in income taxes, this might not be the best strategy to convince Americans to accept higher taxes. Although the public must be thoroughly convinced of the enormous importance of whatever benefit lawmakers decide to promote, determining the proper recipient of these funds is not necessary here because the opportunity to reduce government spending significantly justifies higher fuel taxes economically. Contrary to current proposals, n202 it would be important that the government not use revenue from Pigovian fuel taxes to subsidize alternative energy research or facility construction, no matter how wonderful certain proposals may appear. Promoting research fails to recognize the inefficient outcomes inevitably produced by government intervention in the market. n203 Like the current government-sponsored foray into biofuels, any solution funded with government subsidies has not been proven self-sufficient by the market and thus, will not survive without ever-increasing government support. Moreover, evidence suggests that the targeted government sponsorship of research does not expedite scientific discovery. n204 Instead, the "political influence on research can be counterproductive even in the more technical areas." n205 Rather than mandating the solution, government policies should adjust consumer demand and then put the market to work.

CP fails – underfunds HTF

Abelkop 2k9 (Adam, J.D., University of Iowa College of Law, 2010; B.A., Wake Forest University, PHd Student @ Univ of Indiana, “Why the Government Should Drink Your Milkshake: The Case for Restructuring the Federal Gas Tax,” The Journal of Corporation Law Winter, 2009, 35 Iowa J. Corp. L. 393 pg lexis

  The current gasoline tax is the Highway Trust Fund's (HTF) primary source of revenue. Many supporters of gasoline tax reform argue, however, that additional revenue from gasoline tax increases should be devoted to investment in renewable energy technology. As appealing as this option is to clean energy advocates, it may not be possible or practical. The HTF is presently underfunded and many portions of the federal highway system are in disrepair. At the least, Congress should not divert the current gasoline tax revenue away from funding the HTF without establishing an alternate source of revenue for the HTF. Additionally, the gasoline tax is regressive. It would therefore be prudent to either redistribute the tax revenue to low-income earners in the form of tax rebates or to phase out certain payroll or income taxes, in which case Congress would need to raise the gasoline tax to make up for the lost revenue. The desirability of such changes to the Internal Revenue Code is a contentious issue and beyond the scope of this Note. Ultimately, the tax revenue generated from an increase in the gasoline tax would not - and should not - be distributed to any single use, but should be allocated as the government deems appropriate.

Government funding crowds out the private sector – cp fails

Popp 2k2 (David, PhD from Yale, Professor of Environmental Economics @ Maxwell School, Syracuse University, “Induced Innovation and Energy Prices” pg. 177, 2002 jstor)

The regression results suggest that government- sponsored energy R&D does little to affect private energy patents. In the regression with unweighted patent stocks, the coefficient on government R&D is insignificant. In the regression with weighted patent stocks, the coefficient is negative, suggesting that government R&D crowds out private R&D. However, the effect is weak, as the long-run elasticity of energy patents with respect to government R&D is just -0.052. Interpreting the effect of government R&D spending on patents is difficult, as the results may be affected by changes in the emphasis of federally funded energy R&D. Before President Reagan took office in 1981, federal energy R&D policy included the goal of accelerating the development of new marketable technologies. Support was given to large research projects, such as a program aimed at creating synthetic fuels from coal. When supporting research aimed at marketable technologies, federally funded energy R&D could be a substitute for private innovation. After Reagan's election, government funding for energy R&D was cut significantly. Department of Energy (DOE) support for research was limited to long-term, high- risk projects (Linda R. Cohen and Roger G. Noll, 1991). The DOE focused its efforts on the early stages of research and development- basic research to promote general knowledge and the early stages of applied R&D designed to test the feasibility of new ideas. It was expected that private firms would continue the R&D process by developing commercially acceptable products (U.S. Department of Energy, 1987). As such, federally funded R&D performed after Reagan took office should be a complement to private innovation.

Links to Ptix

Diverting Gas Tax revenue to energy research becomes a political battle for funds

Pollowitz 11 (Greg, National Review, Charles Krauthammer [Being Interviewed], American Pulitzer Prize–winning syndicated columnist, political commentator, and physician, McGill University degree in political science and economics, Commonwealth Scholar in politics at Balliol College, Oxford, Doctor of Medicine from Harvard Medical School, “Interview about increasing Gas Tax”, http://www.nationalreview.com/planet-gore/270493/charles-krauthammer-s-case-gas-tax-greg-pollowitz)

Q.  There are other proposals to use a very modest tweak in fuel taxes to boost basic research and development funding aimed at expanding nonpolluting energy options (nuclear, solar, storage, etc) — an arena that has been unbelievably underfunded for decades (see graph at link) compared to other areas of scientific inquiry. Could you see a tax where a small portion of funding was dedicated to such inquiry (and insulated from congressional earmarking)? A.  No. The point of gasoline taxes is to reduce consumption/demand — with all of the attendant beneficial side effects — not to fund other projects, however lovely they sound. Once you break the discipline of having every penny of the tax go back to the taxpayer immediately through the payroll tax reduction, you’ve turned the gas tax into a slush fund where politicians pick winners and losers, play favorites and dole out patronage.

*****AT: Net Zero CP*****

2AC Cards

CP fails – additional revenue would be needed

Abelkop 2k9 (Adam, J.D., University of Iowa College of Law, 2010; B.A., Wake Forest University, PHd Student @ Univ of Indiana, “Why the Government Should Drink Your Milkshake: The Case for Restructuring the Federal Gas Tax,” The Journal of Corporation Law Winter, 2009, 35 Iowa J. Corp. L. 393 pg lexis

 The current gasoline tax is the Highway Trust Fund's (HTF) primary source of revenue. Many supporters of gasoline tax reform argue, however, that additional revenue from gasoline tax increases should be devoted to investment in renewable energy technology. As appealing as this option is to clean energy advocates, it may not be possible or practical. The HTF is presently underfunded and many portions of the federal highway system are in disrepair. At the least, Congress should not divert the current gasoline tax revenue away from funding the HTF without establishing an alternate source of revenue for the HTF. Additionally, the gasoline tax is regressive. It would therefore be prudent to either redistribute the tax revenue to low-income earners in the form of tax rebates or to phase out certain payroll or income taxes, in which case Congress would need to raise the gasoline tax to make up for the lost revenue. The desirability of such changes to the Internal Revenue Code is a contentious issue and beyond the scope of this Note. Ultimately, the tax revenue generated from an increase in the gasoline tax would not - and should not - be distributed to any single use, but should be allocated as the government deems appropriate.
CP fails – politics

Belzer 9 (Richard, Ph.D. in Public Policy from Harvard University, Master's in Public Policy from the John F. Kennedy School of Government, and B.S. and M.S. degrees in Agricultural Economics from the University of California at Davis, served as an economist with the Office of Management and Budget, 2009, “Gasoline Taxes: Charles Krauthammer's 'net-zero' proposal” http://www.neutralsource.org/content/blog/detail/1075
Syndicated columnist Charles Krauthammer has endorsed a gas tax as a tool for reducing U.S. demand for petroleum, and thus the world price. He is "agnostic" about the threat posed by anthropogenic global climate, but hardly so with respect to the perils of transferring great wealth to regimes that are opponents or sworn enemies. Krauthammer insists that such a gas tax be a "net zero" tax, by which he means revenue neutral. Revenue collected by the tax would be matched by reductions in payroll taxes. Here are some challenging issues in political economy that Krauthammer does not address, but which much be resolved for a proposal such as his to succeed. The economics of the case for a gasoline tax to accompliosh Krauthammer's stated objectves were established many years ago. Among academic economists with significant governmental experience, Greg Mankiw may be the most ardent supporter. What's missing in Krauthammer's proposal are solutions to several crucial political dilemmas: 1. Can the desire of special treatment interests for special treatment (e.g., trucking, airlines) be resisted? If they are exempted, the political fairness of the tax cannot be sustained. Krauthammer proposes to offer special consideration, not to prevent it. 2. There are many ways to make a tax revenue neutral that would not be viewed as fair. Krauthammer proposes to rebate the tax by reducing payroll taxes at the rate of $14 per worker per week. Congress could have other ideas, such as using the proceeds to fund pet projects or advance other priorities. Every modification that narrows the domain of rebate recipients or concentrates payments to favored interests would undermine public support. 3. Can a law authorizing a "net zero" gas tax be written to prevent Congress from abandoning revenue neutrality? It is notoriously difficult for any Congress to restrict its successors even when it wants to, a condition that almost certainly does not apply in this case. Public support for adding a gas tax on top of existing taxes is likely to be minimal. The public is likely to be skeptical of any proposal that does not somehow include draconian restrictions preventing future Congresses from reneging on the rebate half of the deal. It is much harder to solve these political dilemmas (and probably others) than it is to solve the economic problem
Net-zero gas tax devastates the businesses and the economy

Hitzroth 9 (Chris, contributor to Whiskey & Gunpowder, who offers independent analysis on the commodities, oil, hard currency, and other sectors, March 26th, 2009, http://seekingalpha.com/article/128088-net-zero-gasoline-tax-unlikely-to-have-intended-consequences) 

Let’s suppose for a moment that a charismatic Democratic President of socialist bent and a Democratic majority in both the Senate and Congress won’t ignore the payroll tax rebate when they institute the demanded hefty hike in the gasoline tax. And let’s suppose the bill balances the tax and the rebate exactly right and the revenue is exactly the same after as before. And let’s suppose the bill passes the House and Senate without accumulating any pork. And let’s suppose the politicians don’t play costly political games with the way the new appropriations are apportioned or with what gets cut to pay for the rebates. And let’s suppose it doesn’t cost any extra money to collect the new tax or send out the rebate checks. And let’s suppose the government doesn’t derive or exercise any new power from its oversight of this new tax-and-distribute scheme. And let’s suppose the politicians don’t come back a year later and say, “The payroll tax rebate is responsible for this year’s budget deficit.” In short, let’s suppose we get only what the net-zero tax proposes, not a bargain with the devil. Dr. Doddington claims there will be a net benefit to American families, particularly the poor, and a net improvement in the environment. While I believe the goals of helping the poor and saving the environment are noble and laudable, I don’t think the net-zero tax will do either of those things. First note the gasoline price increases will occur because of taxation, not because of a natural increased scarcity of oil. Note also that the taxes will only apply to people within US borders. True, the increased gas prices in the US will reduce US gasoline consumption, and therefore oil consumption, and will spur alternative energy research in the US. The extra money spent on alternative energy in the US, however, means all the other real and immediate needs and wants of Americans—food, shelter, medicine, clothing, clean water, transportation, communication, education, etc.—will be ignored by the market to the degree it changes focus to alternative energy, so their supply will decrease and their price will increase, and as usual the poor will be the most affected by this increase. But a reduction of US oil consumption will also increase the relative oil supply abroad, which will reduce oil prices in the rest of the world, and so foreign oil consumption will increase and foreign alternative energy research will slow. Because of this, I wouldn’t expect any net benefit to the environment or any unusual progress in alternative energy research. While it is true that the rich do buy more gas than the poor, the poor not only spend a larger fraction of their income on gas, they are already less likely to use their gas frivolously and will therefore find it much harder to conserve gas than the rich. Unless the rebate “windfall” occurs much more often than once a year at tax season, the net-zero tax may be progressive as a whole as Dr. Doddington suggests, but for 11 months of the year it will be regressive and everyone will suffer. If, however, it isn’t an annual rebate, but rather is a monthly or weekly rebate, the poor will come to rely on the checks as “government assistance” and budget around them, and so we violate at least one of our “not a bargain with the devil” assumptions from earlier. It doesn’t matter that the first check will come before the tax hits, only that the windfall will come in regular waves. Since the rich save and invest more of their income than the poor and the rich won’t get as much out of this scheme as the poor, there will be a costly economy-wide shift of resources from capital goods to consumer goods that will impede economic growth, but there’s a more important way this affects business. Businesses pay the payroll taxes, they pay the gas tax on their company vehicles, they get stuck with higher prices from their suppliers and lower demand from their customers who both need to compensate for their own increased operating costs, and they see none of the rebate until the money trickles to them through the economy when the checks come. Economy wide, I would expect a lot of small and marginal businesses to cut back production, lay off employees, or get bought or run out of business by large corporations that can absorb the cost of the tax hike. I would also expect most of these businesses to be in the capital goods industry. While it may be possible to propose amendments to the net-zero tax that would fix the above issues, I expect any amendment will create its own problems. Dr. Doddington, I’m sorry, I think you’ve fallen for a misguided attempt to end-run around the broken window fallacy. Even without the problems the net-zero tax creates with businesses, there’s no real benefit if we break 20 small windows to pay to replace one big broken window. The best we can expect from an “equal exchange” like this is a net negative effect because of the costs of the additional government meddling and necessary economic restructuring. Net-zero would only give more power to government and add turmoil to the economy, not put money into the pockets of the American people.

AT: Net-Zero Social Security

CP is illogical – plan solves

Ferguson 7 (Researcher at University of Northern Iowa [Jake, “Should the United States Increase the Federal Gasoline Tax?” UNI.] < http://business.uni.edu/economics/Themes/ferguson.pdf>

Another possible use of the additional revenue is to fund Social Security accounts. Similar to the reduction in income taxes, funding Social Security accounts would allow gasoline taxpayers to get some of their money back. John Tierney estimates that a 50-cent increase in the gasoline tax would provide enough revenue to put $440 into a Social Security account for every worker each year [Tierney, 2005, A27]. Roy Cordato argues that the use of additional gasoline tax revenue to fund Social Security accounts would not make Americans better off because individuals could fund their own retirement accounts with the money saved by not paying a higher gasoline tax [Cordato, 2006, 7]. Assuming that a 50-cent increase results in a 25-cent per gallon increase in retail prices (it may be much larger), an individual would need to drive 1760 miles to accumulate $440 in additional gasoline taxes. Since most drivers travel more than 1760 miles annually, it does not seem like funding Social Security accounts would be a good use of tax revenue.

*****AT: Shift for Deficits CP*****

2AC Cards

Using the tax solely for deficit reduction strategy fails – empirics 

Gayer 12 (Ted, Ph.D. Economics, Duke University, associate professor at Georgetown Public Policy Institute, served as Deputy Assistant Secretary for Microeconomic Analysis @ Department of Treasury, Speech given on February 10th 2012, http://www.brookings.edu/research/speeches/2012/02/11-energy-tax-gayer)

Once you've established a tax, there is a clear economic case for using the revenues to offset existing inefficient taxes or to reduce the deficit. A pollution tax would increase the price of energy and transportation, which in effect would lower real wages. This decrease in real wages would magnify distortions from pre-existing taxes, such as the income tax. This is known as the tax-interaction effect, and it can mean that a tax on pollution can impose substantial economic costs, even in some cases leading to negative net benefits. The way to reduce these costs is by using the pollution tax revenue to offset economically harmful taxes or deficits. But while there are clear economic gains to using pollution tax revenues efficiently, such revenue can only go so far to reducing our deficits. A tax of similar stringency to the climate cap-and-trade bill that passed the House in 2009 would raise about $60-$80 billion annually in the early years, rising to about $100 billion in about 25 years, before dropping again thereafter. This is a substantial amount of tax revenue, but it would only play a small part in closing our fiscal gap. If one focuses on just the 10-year window, annual tax revenue would be on par with our expected revenue from excise taxes, which amounts to about half a percent of GDP annually. This is slightly smaller than the revenue loss due to the mortgage interest deduction. Over the longer-term, which is when we face our most pressing fiscal problems, we could expect the tax revenue to contribute less to closing our fiscal shortfall, since emission reductions would be likely to outpace increases in the tax rate. If our goal is to indeed use pollution tax revenues for deficit reduction, then unfortunately our policy track record here has not been good. Our existing sulfur dioxide cap-and-trade program - which is our most successful market-based program - gives away all of the cap allowance value to electric utilities. For climate policy, the bill that passed the House in 2009 called for about 60 percent of the total allowances to be given away over the life of the program. The remaining 40 percent was to be auctioned by the government, but the auction revenue for the most part was not to be used for deficit reduction. Of the total allowance value in 2016, less than one percent was targeted for deficit reduction. The bulk of the value went to such things as subsidizing electric utilities, helping trade-exposed industries, and transfers to low-income consumers.

Directly putting revenue to reduce the deficit fails – only the plan can send a deficit reducing signal

Moore and Vedder 10 (Stephen Moore is senior economics writer for The Wall Street Journal, Richard Vedder is a professor of economics at Ohio University and an adjunct scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, Nomver 2010, “Higher Taxes Won’t Reduce the Deficit”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704648604575620502560925156.html) 

The draft recommendations of the president's commission on deficit reduction call for closing popular tax deductions, higher gas taxes and other revenue raisers to drive tax collections up to 21% of GDP from the historical norm of about 18.5%. Another plan, proposed last week by commission member and former Congressional Budget Office director Alice Rivlin, would impose a 6.5% national sales tax on consumers. The claim here, echoed by endless purveyors of conventional wisdom in Washington, is that these added revenues—potentially a half-trillion dollars a year—will be used to reduce the $8 trillion to $10 trillion deficits in the coming decade. If history is any guide, however, that won't happen. Instead, Congress will simply spend the money. Senior Economics Writer Stephen Moore says congressional Republicans may drive a harder bargain on behalf of taxpayers. Also, Global View Columnist Bret Stephens explains why Iran's foreign minister doesn't want to talk to the US Secretary of State. In the late 1980s, one of us, Richard Vedder, and Lowell Gallaway of Ohio University co-authored a often-cited research paper for the congressional Joint Economic Committee (known as the $1.58 study) that found that every new dollar of new taxes led to more than one dollar of new spending by Congress. Subsequent revisions of the study over the next decade found similar results. We've updated the research. Using standard statistical analyses that introduce variables to control for business-cycle fluctuations, wars and inflation, we found that over the entire post World War II era through 2009 each dollar of new tax revenue was associated with $1.17 of new spending. Politicians spend the money as fast as it comes in—and a little bit more.
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