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1NC Net Zero CP Shell 

Text: The United States federal government should increase the federal excise tax rate and phase-in a price floor and variable tax on gasoline.  The United States federal government should institute an immediate reduction in the FICA tax equal to the cost increased levied by the tax on gasoline.

Krauthammer 2k9

(Charles, 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 “The Net-Zero Gas Tax; A once-in-a-generation chance,” pg lexis//um-ef)

So why even think about it? Because the virtues of a gas tax remain what they have always been. A tax that suppresses U.S. gas consumption can have a major effect on reducing world oil prices. And the benefits of low world oil prices are obvious: They put tremendous pressure on OPEC, as evidenced by its disarray during the current collapse; they deal serious economic damage to energy-exporting geopolitical adversaries such as Russia, Venezuela, and Iran; and they reduce the enormous U.S. imbalance of oil trade which last year alone diverted a quarter of $1 trillion abroad. Furthermore, a reduction in U.S. demand alters the balance of power between producer and consumer, making us less dependent on oil exporters. It begins weaning us off foreign oil, and, if combined with nuclear power and renewed U.S. oil and gas drilling, puts us on the road to energy independence. High gas prices, whether achieved by market forces or by government imposition, encourage fuel economy. In the short term, they simply reduce the amount of driving. In the longer term, they lead to the increased (voluntary) shift to more fuel-efficient cars. They render redundant and unnecessary the absurd CAFE standards--the ever-changing Corporate Average Fuel Economy regulations that mandate the fuel efficiency of various car and truck fleets--which introduce terrible distortions into the market. As the consumer market adjusts itself to more fuel-efficient autos, the green car culture of the future that environmentalists are attempting to impose by decree begins to shape itself unmandated. This shift has the collateral environmental effect of reducing pollution and CO2 emissions, an important benefit for those who believe in man-made global warming and a painless bonus for agnostics (like me) who nonetheless believe that the endless pumping of CO2 into the atmosphere cannot be a good thing. These benefits are blindingly obvious. They always have been. But the only time you can possibly think of imposing a tax to achieve them is when oil prices are very low. We had such an opportunity when prices collapsed in the mid-1980s and again in the late 1990s. Both opportunities were squandered. Nothing was done. Today we are experiencing a unique moment. Oil prices are in a historic free fall from a peak of $147 a barrel to $39 today. In July, U.S. gasoline was selling for $4.11 a gallon. It now sells for $1.65. With $4 gas still fresh in our memories, the psychological impact of a tax that boosts the pump price to near $3 would be far less than at any point in decades. Indeed, an immediate $1 tax would still leave the price more than one-third below its July peak. The rub, of course, is that this price drop is happening at a time of severe recession. Not only would the cash-strapped consumer rebel against a gas tax. The economic pitfalls would be enormous. At a time when overall consumer demand is shrinking, any tax would further drain the economy of disposable income, decreasing purchasing power just when consumer spending needs to be supported. What to do? Something radically new. A net-zero gas tax. Not a freestanding gas tax but a swap that couples the tax with an equal payroll tax reduction. A two-part solution that yields the government no net increase in revenue and, more importantly--that is why this proposal is different from others--immediately renders the average gasoline consumer financially whole. Here is how it works. The simultaneous enactment of two measures: A $1 increase in the federal gasoline tax--together with an immediate $14 a week reduction of the FICA tax. Indeed, that reduction in payroll tax should go into effect the preceding week, so that the upside of the swap (the cash from the payroll tax rebate) is in hand even before the downside (the tax) kicks in. The math is simple. The average American buys roughly 14 gallons of gasoline a week. The $1 gas tax takes $14 out of his pocket. The reduction in payroll tax puts it right back. The average driver comes out even, and the government makes nothing on the transaction. (There are, of course, more drivers than workers--203 million vs. 163 million. The 10 million unemployed would receive the extra $14 in their unemployment insurance checks. And the elderly who drive--there are 30 million licensed drivers over 65--would receive it with their Social Security payments.) Revenue neutrality is essential. No money is taken out of the economy. Washington doesn't get fatter. Nor does it get leaner. It is simply a transfer agent moving money from one activity (gasoline purchasing) to another (employment) with zero net revenue for the government. Revenue neutrality for the consumer is perhaps even more important. Unlike the stand-alone gas tax, it does not drain his wallet, which would produce not only insuperable popular resistance but also a new drag on purchasing power in the midst of a severe recession. Unlike other tax rebate plans, moreover, the consumer doesn't have to wait for a lump-sum reimbursement at tax time next April, after having seethed for a year about government robbing him every time he fills up. The reimbursement is immediate. Indeed, at its inception, the reimbursement precedes the tax expenditure.

2NC Overview

The Counterplan solves all of the aff – the cp increases the gas tax, but instead of using the revenue generated to invest in surface transportation, gives the money back to the public in the form of a payroll tax credit 

The counterplan ensures there is no net effect on the consumer, and avoids all of the disads to TI Investment 

And, the counterplan solves the aff, avoids politics and can be implemented IMMEDIATELY 

Lugar 2k9

(Richard, former member of the Senate, “Raise the Gax Tax, End Our Oil Addiction,” pg online @ http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/01/30/AR2009013002728.html //um-ef)

In the Jan. 5 edition of the Weekly Standard, conservative writer (and Post columnist) Charles Krauthammer made a strong case for a "net-zero gas tax" proposal that would match, dollar for dollar, an increase in the federal gas tax with a decrease in payroll tax, which is paid by every working American. Because it represents no net tax hike, it would bring the benefits of reduced consumption while putting money into the hands of Americans. A gasoline tax is transparent, easy to administer and targeted at the one sector that burns most of our oil. We know it would cut imports. When gasoline prices topped $4 a gallon last year, Americans chose to use less, leading to a major drop in gasoline consumption. The gains from accurately priced gasoline would grow as Americans demanded more fuel-efficient vehicles, chose non-petroleum alternatives to power them and found public transit options that work. Pricing gasoline to reflect its true cost to the nation would help spur a vast market in which oil alternatives such as advanced biofuels would become competitive and innovation would flourish The auto industry would benefit from knowing that it could invest aggressively in high-mileage technology without worrying that consumers might turn back to inefficient gas guzzlers. We would cut our greenhouse gas emissions, 30 percent of which come from transportation. Adjusting Americans' tax burden to put more spending power into their own hands makes sense when household budgets are squeezed. A revenue-neutral oil security tax would take every penny collected at the pump and put it right back into the pockets of consumers. Options for doing so include cutting the payroll tax, which disproportionately affects the lowest-paid employees, so workers would see extra money every payday. Alternatively, the government could regularly send a check to everyone over 18. I am prepared to work with the Obama administration and colleagues in Congress to devise the most efficient way to return the revenue to the American people, even as we advocate the general policy of a gas tax to promote better cars and alternative fuels. Americans sent nearly $430 billion to other countries in 2008 for the cost of imported oil -- an amount equal to almost half of President Obama's stimulus package. Those hundreds of billions should be spent to build a new energy economy here, not shipped to dangerous regimes overseas. No tax is perfect, and some special provisions may be necessary for individuals and groups disproportionately affected. But we as a nation are already suffering every day from our oil dependence, and decisive measures are needed. The alternative to a net-zero gas tax is ever-greater regulation, with more bureaucracy and the inevitable temptations for lobbyists to exploit regulatory loopholes. Krauthammer's net-zero gas tax proposal identifies common ground for fiscal conservatives, security hawks, environmentalists and America's lowest-paid workers. New York Times columnist Thomas Friedman has argued for similar steps. Whether it is a $1-a-gallon tax or some greater amount commensurate with the true cost of oil, a net-zero gas tax is the type of transformational policy that we could implement quickly and that would have immediate impact.

And, the counterplan solves – decreases oil consumption, helps the economy, solves for CAFE

The Stanford Review 1/23/2k9

(“A Tax Conservatives Can Get Behind,” pg online @ http://stanfordreview.org/article/tax-conservatives-can-get-behind/ //um-ef)

As both Charles Krauthammer and Thomas Friedman have argued, a significant increase in the federal gas tax combined with an equal decrease in the income tax may well be the most important foreign policy move that Barack Obama can make in his first 100 days in office. While conservatives (and liberals) may shudder at the thought of placing an increased burden on our already weakened economy, the net neutral effect of combining a gas tax hike and income tax reduction should minimize such concerns. The immediate benefits of artificially raising the price of gasoline should be obvious—not too long ago, we all witnessed the effects of $4 gas. When gas got expensive, people’s behavior began to change. Sales of fuel efficient cars went up, driving decreased, and alternative energy sources were well on their way to becoming cost competitive. And then the recession struck. The price of a barrel of oil plummeted from over $140 to under $40, and within months, CNNMoney had reported that “low gas prices and fat incentives are reigniting America’s taste for big vehicles. Trucks and SUVs will outsell cars in December,…something that hasn’t happened since February.” The uncertain nature of oil prices has made the development of alternative energies nearly impossible, and the United States has remained hopelessly dependent on malignant petro-states set against our interests. The justifications behind increasing the gas tax are varied, but a primary one set forth by Friedman and others on the left has been the environment. While Al Gore is sure that “the science is in” on global warming, many conservatives are not. In order not to offend skeptics, I will refrain from offering it as further grounds for action. Instead, I will focus on two other reasons: national security and the economy. National Security. Raising the gas tax will enable the United States to cripple Russia’s ascent, undermine Iran’s nuclear program, halt Venezuela’s adventurism in its tracks, and prevent the further expansion of global terrorist networks. The reach of petrodollars is widespread, and America has a huge influence on the oil market. The United States now consumes 24 percent of the world’s oil, which means that we can significantly affect global prices. By increasing domestic prices, we would shrink domestic demand, thereby reducing global prices. The result: bankruptcy for our enemies. At $90 a barrel, Iran and Venezuela can no longer balance their budgets. At $70, Russia goes into deficit. With less money flowing into Saudi Arabia’s coffers, terrorist networks would find themselves starved for cash to establish new madrasas and create new training facilities. If we could keep oil under $40 or even $50, many of these threats may simply disappear. The Economy. With as much as 60 percent of our oil now coming from overseas, the American economy has become incredibly vulnerable to shocks in the price of oil. A higher gas tax could help stabilize prices while reducing our reliance on oil. Further, a net neutral gas tax may even help to stimulate the economy. While this policy would discourage consumption of gasoline, it would encourage work by reducing the income tax on all tax brackets. In other words, activity beneficial to the economy would increase and harmful consumption would decrease. Finally, the gas tax would reduce the need for other costly regulations such as increases in CAFE (Corporate Average Fuel Economy) standards. Such regulation unnecessarily burdens the economy and inhibits the flexibility and competitiveness of American firms. Instead, the government can more directly tax the activity it is trying to reduce and allow market forces to take over from there.

And, it avoids our investment turns

Krauthammer 2k9

(Charles, 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 “The Net-Zero Gas Tax; A once-in-a-generation chance,” pg lexis//um-ef)

The net-zero gas tax not only obviates the need for government regulation. It obviates the need for government spending as well. Expensive gas creates the market for the fuel-efficient car without Washington having to pick winners and losers with massive government "investment" and arbitrary grants. No regulations, no mandates, no spending programs to prop up the production of green cars that consumer demand would not otherwise support. And if we find this transition going too quickly or too slowly, we can alter it with the simple expedient of altering the gas tax, rather than undertaking the enormously complicated review and rewriting of fuel-efficiency regulations.

Counterplan solves the entirety of the aff and ensures economic stability –the plan creates economic uncertainty
Pirog 9 (Robert, Specialist in Energy Economics, September 11, 2009, “The Role of Federal Gasoline Excise Taxes in Public Policy”, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/130217.pdf)

Revenue on this scale might have a negative effect on the overall purchasing power of the economy, which might be a problem, especially in a recession. This could be ameliorated if tax revenue were recycled back into the economy through increased infrastructure projects, or expenditures on alternative energy projects. If desired, the tax revenue could be returned to households through an income tax rebate program, or a reduction in the income tax rates. If the revenue were returned to taxpayers in this way, the variable gasoline tax could still achieve a portion of its conservation goals through a higher relative price of gasoline, which would discourage consumption.

1NC/2NC Avoids Ptix

And, the counterplan solves and avoids politics

Friedman 2k8

(Thomas, “Wanted: higher gas prices,” The Telegraph-Journal (New Brunswick), pg lexis//um-ef)
That is why I believe the second biggest decision Barack Obama has to make - the first is deciding the size of the stimulus - is whether to increase the federal gasoline taxor impose an economy-wide carbon tax. Best I can tell, the Obama team has no intention of doing either at this time. I understand why. Raising taxes in a recession is a no-no. But I've wracked my brain trying to think of ways to retool America around clean-power technologies without a price signal - i.e., a tax - and there are no effective ones. (Toughening energy- efficiency regulations alone won't do it.) Without a higher gas tax or carbon tax, Obama will lack the leverage to drive critical pieces of his foreign and domestic agendas. How so? According to AAA, U.S. gasoline prices now average about $1.67 a gallon. Funny, that's almost exactly what gas cost on the morning of Sept. 11, 2001. In the wake of 9/11, President Bush had the political space to impose a gasoline tax, a "Patriot Tax," to weaken the very people who had funded 9/11 and to stimulate a U.S. renewable-energy industry. But Bush wimped out and would not impose a tax when prices were low or a floor price when they got high. Today's financial crisis is Obama's 9/11. The public is ready to be mobilized. Obama is coming in with enormous popularity. This is his best window of opportunity to impose a gas tax. And he could make it painless: offset the gas tax by lowering payroll taxes, or phase it in over two years at 10 cents a month. But if Obama, like Bush, wills the ends and not the means - wills a green economy without the price signals needed to change consumer behavior and drive innovation - he will fail. There has to be a system that permanently changes consumer demand, which would permanently change what Detroit makes, which would attract more investment in battery technology to make electric cars, which would hugely help the expansion of the wind and solar industries - where the biggest drawback is the lack of batteries to store electrons when the wind isn't blowing or the sun isn't shining. A higher gas tax would drive all these systemic benefits. The same is true in geopolitics. A gas tax reduces gasoline demand and keeps dollars in America, dries up funding for terrorists and reduces the clout of Iran and Russia at a time when Obama will be looking for greater leverage against petro-dictatorships. It reduces our current account deficit, which strengthens the dollar. It reduces U.S. carbon emissions driving climate change, which means more global respect for America. And it increases the incentives for U.S. innovation on clean cars and clean-tech. I know it's hard, but we have got to stop "taking off the table" the tool that would add leverage to everything we want to do at home and abroad. We've done that for three decades, and we know with absolute certainty how the play ends - with an America that is less innovative, less wealthy, less respected and less powerful.

2NC Solvency

Net-zero tax discourages consumption and increases growth

Cook 11(Bob, “More Tax Revenue for Government ... Raise the Gas Tax Dramatically” August 30th, 2011, http://augustametros.blogspot.com/2011/08/more-tax-revenue-for-government-raise.html)

The Clear Case for the Gas Tax urges politicians to maintain and even increase gas taxes when current legislation expires at the end of September. Unlike most other ideas about raising taxes, this one actually makes sense. {We'll set aside for now the "regressive" nature of gas taxation herein, even though raising gas taxes meaningfully would have a disproportionate impact on those who are poor. The underlying assumption being used is that the regressive impact of the additional gas tax would be offset by adjusting other taxes, such as income taxes, to achieve the desired equitable result.} In fact, we should implement up to a $2 per gallon increase in the federal gas tax, which would in turn be offset in its entirety by income tax reductions. This rather extreme idea admittedly is not likely to be embraced by either Democrats or Republicans. Since I'm not running for elected office, however, please listen to the straightforward logic behind such an "outrageous" proposal. As background information, gas taxes at the federal level of 18.4 cents-a-gallon haven't been increased since 1993. My proposal would be to increase them over time to $2.184 cents-a-gallon. Simple common sense and elementary economics suggest that, all other things being equal, if we charge more for something, we'll buy less of it. And similarly, if we charge less, we'll buy more. That holds true for both taxes and consumption. At the margin, accordingly, if we increase the tax on work and investing, we will get less of it. Thus, the higher we raise income taxes, the less people will be inclined to work and invest. The logic works equally in the other direction as well. The more we lower the income tax, the higher will be the work and investment. Now let's apply the exact same logic to oil and gasoline pricing and consumption. Raising gasoline taxes would generate more government revenue and less oil consumption, resulting in fewer imports of foreign oil from our "friends" in the middle east and elsewhere. The politicians don't seem to want to allow the oil companies to greatly expand drilling for more oil and gas domestically, so let's use less of it instead. Much less, in fact. To offset the negative impact on this tax increase on the economy, any dollars generated from higher taxes on oil and gas consumption would be used to lower income tax rates. Thus, we'd end up with a clearly positive effect on the overall growth prospects for the U.S. economy. 

Solves alt energy

The Stanford Review 1/23/2k9

(“A Tax Conservatives Can Get Behind,” pg online @ http://stanfordreview.org/article/tax-conservatives-can-get-behind/ //um-ef)

Further, American reliance on foreign oil puts our fate at the whim of malicious autocrats set on expanding their own power and resisting ours. And although China and India may yet become the two dominant customers for the world’s petro-states, the United States still retains the adverse title of world’s largest oil consumer—and second place is still nearly 14 million barrels per day behind. Our massive influence on global prices means that we can greatly disrupt the economies of our enemies in the short term, while hastening the development of alternative technologies that will further undermine those nations in the long term. Developing nations (and the rest of the world for that matter) will only begin to reduce total oil consumption when it becomes economically realistic, which means that the United States must find and develop cost effective energy sources. Implementing a steeper gas tax will accelerate the development of such technologies and hasten the day when global consumption will decrease rather than continue to skyrocket.
Solves Auto, CAFÉ, Manufacturing Jobs

Minneapolis Star 2/2/9

(“Raise gas tax, give it back in paychecks; We know there's a price point at which consumers change their behavior. This idea, not new, achieves that while promoting the economy.,” pg lexis//um-ef)

The one silver lining of the current economic meltdown is the free fall in oil prices, approaching $40 a barrel and $1.50 at the pump. President Obama should propose an immediate 50-cent increase in the federal gasoline tax, with another 50 cents to be added every year of his first term. This policy will signal a return to near where pump prices were last spring, the proven tipping point when Americans changed their energy behavior. Last spring, train ridership spiked up, plane trips down, mass transit up, automobile miles way down, sales of high-mileage vehicles up, gas-guzzlers down. Consumers are rational, and when fuel prices changed dramatically, so did energy behavior. The political and economic key to enacting this tax necessary to curb climate change is for the federal government to retain none of the new tax money, estimated at $1 billion a penny. Instead the government would rebate it dollar for dollar in the form of reduced payroll taxes. Long-term, this tax shift will drive consumers back to higher-mileage vehicles and mass transit while simultaneously reducing the cost of creating and maintaining jobs. Such a program has been proposed for more than a decade, the sensible principle of taxing "bads," i.e. pollution, and rewarding "goods," i.e. jobs, and should appeal to just enough members of Congress to pass. The conservative economist Arthur Laffer likes the idea, as does South Carolina Republican Bob Inglis. The price of not acting swiftly is grave. Without a strong price signal to consumers, the tight new automobile mileage standards just mandated by the Obama administration could be a fatal blow for Detroit, mandating vehicles consumers will not buy because they cost more than the new efficiency is worth. Meanwhile, the oil and gas industries get off scot-free, yet their subsidized low prices are the problem -- the atmosphere should not be a free sewer -- not vehicle manufacturers or buyers. Both industries are huge and powerful, and we know which one former President George W. Bush and former Vice President Dick Cheney favored. Obama must swing the pendulum back toward American manufacturing. Last spring the nation survived $4-per-gallon gasoline, with much of the proceeds going to petro-dictatorships. Capturing that extra money for American companies and workers will drive the next wave of automobile innovation. Without a powerful signal from the marketplace, however, Detroit's intense new focus on fuel economy will not survive, nor will Detroit.

Solves by sending a price signal and ensuring revenue neutrality

Friedman 2k8

(Thomas, “Win, win, win, win, win ...,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Have a nice day. It's morning again - in Saudi Arabia. Of course, it's a blessing that people who have been hammered by the economy are getting a break at the pump. But for America's long-term health, getting re-addicted to oil and gas guzzlers is one of the dumbest things we could do. That is why I believe the second biggest decision Barack Obama has to make - the first is deciding the size of the stimulus - is whether to increase the federal gasoline tax or impose an economy-wide carbon tax. Best I can tell, the Obama team has no intention of doing either at this time. I understand why. Raising taxes in a recession is a no-no. But I've racked my brain trying to think of ways to retool America around clean-power technologies without a price signal - i.e., a tax - and there are no effective ones. Without a higher gas tax or carbon tax, Obama will lack the leverage to drive critical pieces of his foreign and domestic agendas. How so? According to AAA, U.S. gasoline prices now average about $1.67 a gallon. Funny, that's almost exactly what gas cost on the morning of Sept. 11, 2001. In the wake of 9/11, President Bush had the political space to impose a gasoline tax, a ''Patriot Tax,'' to weaken the very people who had funded 9/11 and to stimulate a U.S. renewable-energy industry. But Bush wimped out and would not impose a tax when prices were low or a floor price when they got high. Today's financial crisis is Obama's 9/11. The public is ready to be mobilized. Obama is coming in with enormous popularity. This is his best window of opportunity to impose a gas tax. And he could make it painless: Offset the gas tax by lowering payroll taxes, or phase it in over two years at 10 cents a month. But if Obama, like Bush, wills the ends and not the means - wills a green economy without the price signals needed to change consumer behavior and drive innovation - he will fail. The two most important rules about energy innovation are: 1.) Price matters - when prices go up people change their habits. 2.) You need a systemic approach. It makes no sense for Congress to pump $13.4 billion into bailing out Detroit - and demand that the auto companies use this cash to make more fuel-efficient cars - and then do nothing to shape consumer behavior with a gas tax so more Americans will want to buy those cars. . There has to be a system that permanently changes consumer demand, which would permanently change what Detroit makes, which would attract more investment in battery technology to make electric cars, which would hugely help the expansion of the wind and solar industries - where the biggest drawback is the lack of batteries to store electrons when the wind isn't blowing or the sun isn't shining. A higher gas tax would drive all these systemic benefits.

And, it’s a stimulus to the economy

The Capital 1/7/2k9

(“Editorial: A gas tax increase? A recession isn't the right time,” pg lexis//um-ef)

If the gas tax does eventually have to go up - a big if, as far as we're concerned - we like the idea that columnist Charles Krauthammer argued for in the Jan. 5 issue of the Weekly Standard: A "net-zero" gas tax that would be compensated for with an equivalent cut in the federal payroll tax. This would ensure the economic and environmental benefits of reduced use of gasoline while providing a quick economic stimulus (as people would be unlikely to plough all the extra money from the payroll tax cut back into gas purchases).
Solves and ensures it’s revenue-neutral

Krauthhammer 2k8

(“A Gas Tax That Reduces Payroll Taxes Would Be An Agent Of Efficiency,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Don't scold. Don't appeal to the better angels of our nature. Do one thing: Hike the cost of gas until you find the price point. Unfortunately, instead of hiking the price ourselves by means of a gasoline tax that could be instantly refunded to the American people in the form of lower payroll taxes, we let the Saudis, Venezuelans, Russians and Iranians do the taxing for us -- and pocket the money that the tax would have recycled back to the American worker. This is insanity. For 25 years and with utter futility (starting with "The Oil-Bust Panic," The New Republic, February 1983), I have been advocating the cure: a U.S. energy tax as a way to curtail consumption and keep the money at home. In this space in May 2004 (and again in November 2005), I called for "the government -- through a tax -- to establish a new floor for gasoline," by fully taxing any drop in price below a certain benchmark. The point was to suppress demand and to keep the savings (from any subsequent world price drop) at home in the U.S. Treasury rather than going abroad. At the time, oil was $41 a barrel. It is now $123. But instead of doing the obvious -- tax the damn thing -- we go through spasms of destructive alternatives, such as efficiency standards, ethanol mandates and now a crazy carbon cap-and-trade system the Senate is debating. These are infinitely complex mandates for inefficiency and invitations to corruption. But they have a singular virtue: They hide the cost to the American consumer. Want to wean us off oil? Be open and honest. The British are paying $8 a gallon for petrol. Goldman Sachs is predicting we will be paying $6 by next year. Why have the extra $2 (above the current $4) go abroad? Have it go to the U.S. Treasury as a gasoline tax and be recycled back into lower payroll taxes.

AT: Payroll Offsets 

And, the payroll reductions wont eliminate the benefit of the tax

The Stanford Review 1/23/2k9

(“A Tax Conservatives Can Get Behind,” pg online @ http://stanfordreview.org/article/tax-conservatives-can-get-behind/ //um-ef)

The United States has a unique opportunity to increase the gas tax. With memories of $4 gas still lingering in our memories, the psychological impact of the policy would be minimized. Some will argue that increasing taxation during a recession would be catastrophic, but the net neutral approach would ensure the economy is not adversely affected. Others might argue that certain industries, such as trucking, would suffer more than others. But for such industries, additional tax rebates could be offered. Finally, some may venture that the reduction in the payroll tax would offset any impact of a gas tax because the average American would have just as much money as before and would simply consume the same quantity of gasoline. Yet increased gas prices disincentivize consumption of gas while a lower income tax provides money that could be spent on any good—not just oil.

***Aff***

CP Links to Ptix

And, the counterplan links – it would still be unpopular

The Stanford Review 1/23/2k9

(“A Tax Conservatives Can Get Behind,” pg online @ http://stanfordreview.org/article/tax-conservatives-can-get-behind/ //um-ef)

Unfortunately, the hurdles posed by our political system may be sufficient to undermine any chance of passage. In the past few decades, presidents have rarely attempted to increase the gas tax. Reagan, Bush I, and Clinton all had major fights to get just a four cent increase passed. The possibility of passing a one dollar increase (as advocated by Krauthammer) or a two to three dollar increase (as advocated by Friedman), even when combined with an equal decrease in the income tax, appears minute. Many Republicans would oppose it simply on the basis of resisting taxation, and Democrats from oil states would be under enormous pressure to oppose such a measure as well.
Links to politics and elections

Krauthammer 2k9

(Charles, 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 “The Net-Zero Gas Tax; A once-in-a-generation chance,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Americans have a deep and understandable aversion to gasoline taxes. In a culture more single-mindedly devoted to individual freedom than any other, tampering with access to the open road is met with visceral opposition. That's why earnest efforts to alter American driving habits take the form of regulation of the auto companies--the better to hide the hand of government and protect politicians from the inevitable popular backlash. But it's not just love of the car. America is a nation of continental expanses. Distances between population centers can be vast. The mass-transit mini-car culture of Europe just doesn't work in big sky country. This combination of geography and romance is the principal reason gas taxes are so astonishingly low in America. The federal tax is 18.4 cents per gallon. In Britain, as in much of Europe, the tax approaches $4 per gallon--more than 20 times the federal levy here. Savvy politicians (i.e., those who succeed in getting themselves elected president) know this and tread carefully. Ronald Reagan managed a 5-cent increase. So did Bush 41. Bill Clinton needed a big fight to get a 4.3-cent increase. The lesson has been widely learned. No one with national ambitions proposes a major gas tax. Indeed, this summer featured the absurd spectacle of two leading presidential candidates (John McCain and Hillary Clinton) seriously proposing a temporary gas tax suspension. Today's economic climate of financial instability and deepening recession, moreover, makes the piling on of new taxes--gasoline or otherwise--not just politically unpalatable but economically dubious in the extreme.

FICA offset = Unpop

Counterplan would end up as a net INCREASE in taxes and result in political battles

National Review 2k9

(“And Global Warming Too! - Sorry, a gas tax won't solve all our problems,” pg lexis//um-ef)

The last several weeks have seen the emergence of a surprising phenomenon: conservative magazines and websites' promoting the idea of raising gas taxes. The theory is that if fuel becomes more expensive, we will use less of it, thereby reducing funding for hostile regimes, stimulating the development of new non-carbon technologies, and ameliorating global warming. This is said to be politically feasible right now because consumers have been habituated to $4-per-gallon gas, and the price has collapsed to about $1.65. Slapping on an extra dollar of tax would put the price at $2.65, which would have been a sensational bargain only a few months ago. These proposals typically call for an offsetting reduction in other taxes, such as FICA (Social Security and Medicare payroll taxes); hence, they are usually termed "revenue neutral" tax changes. The basic idea is superficially appealing. After all, if we have to tax something, why not tax gasoline instead of income, and get all of these side benefits? It sounds like something as close to a free lunch as we are offered in this fallen world. But like most free lunches, it turns out to be expensive. The problems with the proposals are not chiefly philosophical, but arithmetical. First, revenue neutrality is most likely a mirage. One major problem with trading a gas-tax increase for a reduction in payroll taxes is that FICA rates have had to rise to their current levels for compelling reasons. We would have to maintain the higher gas tax for decades in order to generate the consumption reductions that advocates argue will occur. But it's not likely we will be able to resist the upward pressure on FICA taxes for anywhere near that long. In 1950, the FICA rate was 1.5 percent; by 1970, it was 4.8 percent; by 1990, it had risen to its current rate of 7.65 percent. It has been stable for about two decades, but meanwhile the programs that it (in theory) funds are in crisis. Over the next few decades, we should expect bitter political fights over changes to retirement ages and benefit levels, the restriction of access to publicly funded medical care, and other measures designed to make these programs financially stable. The FICA rate will not be insulated from this process. Remember, too, that FICA is theoretically a dedicated funding source for Social Security and Medicare. They are already underfunded. This proposal would massively reduce the collections that support these programs, which would serve to ratchet up the pressure to increase FICA tax rates, which would make the gas-tax hike a net tax increase.

Doesn’t Solve Debt

Counterplan makes FICA unsustainable – ensures we ratchet-up general revenue use

Weekly Standard 1/26/9

(“Gas Tax, Sufism & More,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Critics may always assert that the devil is in the details. Even though he offers provisions for those not paying payroll taxes because they are receiving unemployment compensation or Social Security, what about those who are retired but living entirely off of their savings and investments? Take the 60-year-old, blue-collar or middle-class couple who do not own a second home in the Hamptons but who were looking forward to spending some of their early years of retirement camping and traveling in their RV. The Net-Zero Gas Tax is adding yet another tax to the class of Americans who use this form of recreation but who will not receive the offsetting payroll tax reduction. The negative effects on the RV industry, private campgrounds, etc., may be devastating. Incidentally, their industry trade associations also have studies showing that the carbon footprint from typical RV vacations is less than for similar destination trips that include fly, rent-drive, and hotel.
Troubles with the details of implementing this proposal can be addressed, but are they likely to be by the incoming liberal Congress and administration? In the political climate of the next few years, the real danger of this proposal is that it is a once-in-a-generation opportunity for conservatives to cede to liberals that social engineering through tax policy is morally fine. This would accelerate the process by, among other things, putting the final nail in the coffin of any relationship between funding sources and expenditures. The gas tax would no longer have even a minimal relationship to road and bridge expenditures but would be commingled with Social Security. Would the annual benefit statements from the Social Security Administration reflect the gas tax revenues? However this is handled, it would almost certainly further erode the linkage between individual FICA taxes and benefits, thus causing them to have an even greater resemblance to welfare benefits. The slippery slope that this Net-Zero Gas Tax proposal puts us on may lead to the complete elimination of FICA funding of Social Security and the substitution of general revenue funding. Discussion of this larger issue should not be rushed.
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